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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to determine if teguency with which middle school teachers
implement research-based literacy strategies saasredictor of success on the
English/language arts portion of ISTEP+. The stiodked at research-based strategies in
fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary. TeachieEnglish, language arts, social studies,
science, and a combination of the above subjeats stgveyed. Seven questions from each area
were posed relating to the frequency of implemémtgber quarter. The study was split into two
groups, high-poverty schools and low-poverty scho@f those teachers surveyed, teachers in
low-achieving, low-poverty schools reported usiagaarch-based fluency strategies more often
than those in high-achieving, low-poverty schodtkwever, there was no significant difference
between the frequency of implementation of resebaged fluency strategies in high-achieving,
high-poverty schools and low-achieving, high-poyexthools. Statistical significance was
found with the reported implementation of reseasaked comprehension strategies among low-
achieving schools compared to high-achieving schanlong the high-poverty schools in this
study. There was no significant difference infileguency of implementation of comprehension
strategies in low-achieving, low-poverty schoolsnpared to high-achieving, low-poverty
schools. The reported implementation of reseaedeth vocabulary strategies was not
significant among low-achieving schools comparehigih-achieving schools among the low-
poverty schools in this study. Likewise, the répdimplementation of research-based

vocabulary strategies was not significant amongaaWwieving schools compared to high-



achieving schools among the high-poverty schoothigistudy. It was predicted that the ELA
ISTEP+ pass rate decreased by .509 for every awermage increase in the free and reduced

lunch percentage while holding all other varialdesstant.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The educational landscape is currently undergoiagynthanges. The alterations are in
response to numerous findings indicating deficits \Wteracy achievement at the secondary
level (National Association of Secondary Schooh&ipals [NASSP], 2005). According to
studies by the National Assessment of Educatioraireéss (NAEP), American students in
middle school and high school are not reachindetel of anticipated proficiency in reading. In
fact, secondary reading scores continue to falMilaen compared with the rest of the world.
(National Center for Educational Statistics [NCEXE]01). “The Alliance for Excellent
Education noted that approximately six million madchool students have very low literacy
levels that not only affect their achievement irgksh and language arts classes but also make it
very difficult for them to master content in otlserbjects” (Maclver et al., 2004, p. 185).

For several decades, the focus of urgency forlitedevelopment has been in the
primary grades up to third grade. Literacy spéstsisuch as Gay Su Pinnell, Irene C. Fountas,
and Marie Clay have provided a plethora of insighd teaching literacy to students in primary
and intermediate grades, however, little researchsight has been forthcoming when it comes
to transitioning from intermediate to middle schagecifically Grades 6-8. Irvin, Meltzer, and
Dukes (2007) claimed that recent policy reportshsas Biancarosa and Snow’s (20B&ading

Next: A Vision for ActiomndResearch in Middle and High School Literaag well afkeading



Between the Lines: What the ACT Reveals AboutaReadiness in Readirmqgepared by the
American College Test (ACT; 2006) have finally ma®d leaders and teachers into focusing
attention on ensuring that middle school studeat®hthe ability to read and write at levels that
enable them to compete in the 21st century. B&eahst, and Rief (2007) shared insight into
scientific reading instruction for adolescents.e¥lguestioned when literacy instruction halts
earlier than expected, how middle school studeiitsatiain the strategies necessary to read and
comprehend text that contains abstract ideas. elsteslents typically have mastered word
attack skills but have very low comprehension (Maclkt al., 2004).

Direct instruction is necessary in the middle sdlyears as students are expected to read
and comprehend increasingly difficult text foundsacondary textbooks. Tovani (2000)
provided awareness into adolescent struggles t@aemnd more difficult text. In addition, she
focused on providing strategies to tackle diffidebt across the curriculum with an emphasis on
students who struggle. She noted there are linaitedunts of support and professional
development for middle school teachers in all cuter areas (Tovani, 2000). She furthered this
point by indicating that teachers felt like theymtat have enough professional development and
support to fill their figurative tool box with stegies for teaching literacy (Tovani, 2000). She
provided step-by-step research-based reading gigeata the areas of comprehension,
vocabulary development, and fluency. She arguatdntiddle school teachers must teach
specific literacy strategies to help students flmelmost important information in the course text.

The Nevada Department of Corrections Educationi&=s\Wewsletter in the spring of
2012 stated that

poor literacy leads to unemployment, poverty, amee. Eighty percent of all juveniles

who come into contact with the juvenile court syst@e functionally illiterate as well as



60% of all prison inmates. Inmates have a 16% cha returning to prison if they

receive literacy help, as opposed to 70% for tivdse receive no help. (Nevada

Department of Corrections, 2012, p. 1)
This equates, according to the study, to taxpaystsoof $25,000 per year, per inmate and nearly
double that amount for juvenile offenders. Thechet “Literacy Pulls People out of Poverty”,
(Communicating International Development Resed26b5), stated at least 1.2 billion poor
people cannot read or write. Studies conductetth®yepartment for International
Development have found clear evidence exists theg @adults take part in literacy, the benefits
extend beyond just the individual, but their cteldibenefit, health and nutritional practices of
their families are improved, they take an inforneerest in protecting the environment, they
show growth in their community capacity, and thgkibit greater awareness of their rights as a
citizen (Communicating International Developmens&ach, 2005).

The United Nations Education, Scientific, and CdtWrganization led a study on the
impact of literacy on employment and found a stroogelation between illiteracy and
unemployment. It also found that illiterate adate more likely to be unemployed and are
typically paid less and live in poverty (Communiangtinternational Development Research,
2005). Additionally, the Center on Education Ppbtipported those findings by reporting that
young people who fail or underperform in schoolae likely to suffer from unemployment
or drastically lower income levels throughout tHeies (Carnegie Corporation, 2009).

Fang and Schleppegrell (2008) believed that impidieracy and interventions, even as
late as middle school, will improve students’ cdefice and professional future. This better late
than never philosophy demonstrates why educatleadkers must make literacy across the

curriculum a priority within middle school classrae. For many decades, secondary teachers



and critics have placed the blame for adolescditésacy problems on elementary teachers, but
recent research suggests that middle school tesanhest share in the accountability for
providing sound literacy instruction (Wendt, 2013).

Statement of the Problem

As students enter middle school, teachers may asthenstudents already know how to
read. In the report title@reating a Culture of LiteracNASSP, 2005) 25% to 35% of the
students entering secondary level grades are b&ed it comes to reading and
comprehending grade level texts (NASSP, 2005). ywWskeptics believe that students at
secondary levels did not get a solid foundatiophonics and phonemic awareness, but research
found that the actual student deficits are in ca@hpnsion, lack of vocabulary development,
little experience or prior knowledge, and no mdima to read. (NASSP, 2005). How can
teachers’ best support struggling students? Vhiiei proper balance? Results from the 1998
NAEP showed that 60% of adolescents could comprkebpacific factual information, but fewer
than 5% could provide answers to higher level qoestpertaining to the materials read
(Zimmerman2003).

Although there are many expensive, big promise getsdon the market, no product can
substitute for an experienced teacher who prowdesicit literacy instruction across the
curriculum (Wendt, 2013). The teacher must incoafresearch-based strategies embedded in
the day-to-day instruction and provide studentf aisufficient amount of time to read during
the day. Wendt (2013) stated much of the liter@sgarch has focused on the elementary levels;
secondary teachers find it more difficult to int&tgr literacy learning in the general curriculum.
Popular authors such as Annette Breaux, Lucy Cslkdoug Lemov, Mike Schmoker, and

LouAnne Johnson have synthesized research to igeptcific teacher behaviors that



contribute to student success. They place teabhar and focus as the main attribute to student
success rather than concentrating on things tmetotdbe controlled such as demographics,
district leadership, and state mandates. Manyawwa-content area teachers feel that they lack
the training and skills necessary to fully implermtre teaching of literacy into their curriculum.
Fang and Schleppegrell (2008) offered support tidirischool teachers in learning about the
challenges of language across content areas.

The achievement gap continues to be a concernsatiredJnited States. Early
intervention strategies have shown some promigdobumany students, especially those with
learning disabilities, literacy skills have remairigelow the threshold of basic skills. Nations
Report Card reported that despite multiple iniiesi to improve reading and literacy there were
no significant improvements in average readingeséor adolescents from 2009 to 2011 (as
cited in Wendt, 2013). These data are dauntinge@ally in the face of mandates such as those
in No Child Left Behind that require all studentsaichieve basic mastery in grade-level content
(Wendt, 2013).

Rose (2011) believed educators in all departments tregin recognize the growing
literacy gap among adolescents and school leadess pnovide training for all teachers to
acquire the skills necessary to teach literacysactioe curriculum. They must understand that
mastery of any content cannot be accomplished withist providing a solid foundation in
basic literacy skills. The Common Core State Stathgl Initiative places emphases on
integrating literacy learning within contextual leeng as a whole concept (Rose, 2011). The
hope and promise with the Common Core State Stdadattiative is to help close this

achievement gap.



Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this quantitative study was to daeitee if the frequency with which
teachers of English, social studies, and scienoeige explicit instruction or implement
strategies in the areas of fluency, comprehensiod,vocabulary development serves as a
predictor of success on the English/language arison of the Indiana Statewide Testing for
Educational Progress Plus (ISTEP+) in middle schodhe study provides insight into the
current literacy instruction in middle school, sifieally those serving students in Grades 6
through 9 for the state of Indiana. There are fiwmponents of literacy: comprehension,
fluency, phonemic awareness, phonics, and vocapbdtarelopment (D. Jones, 2013). Under
Reading First (Title I, Part B, Subpart 1), digtand school reading programs for elementary
age students Kindergarten to Grade 5 must inclusteuction, curriculum, and assessment on
the five components (D. Jones, 2013). With thisiind, students in Grade 6 and beyond may
continue to require support in these areas witteoeption of phonemic awareness and phonics
because as mentioned earlier, studies show tlagrasihave developed a foundation in these
areas by adolescence (Wendt, 2013). This expéatetregarding reading foundational skills is
evident in Common Core State Standards due taatttdgtiat phonics and phonemic awareness
are not embedded in standards above the fifth-deadt

As represented in Figure 1, the study examinddreiices among teaching strategies and
frequency of instruction in schools that have hpglerty and high test scores with those that
have high poverty and low test scores, as welhaglifferences among teaching strategies and
frequency of instruction among schools with low exy (affluent) and high test scores and low
poverty and low test scores. The purpose wastgrmee if the frequency in the utilization of

these strategies is significantly different. Secimnomic status (SES) has been correlated in



many studiesThe Bell Curve by Hernstein and Mur (1994) is one examplas a predictor ¢
standardized test outcomes; there, it was utilized in this study to control for theriance

explained in standardized test performau

Low High
Poverty Poverty
High Test High Test
Scores Scores

Low High
Poverty Poverty
Low Test Low Test
Scores Scores

Figure 1.Quadrants of school tys.

The study examined foiquadrants. The first quaairtt was Indiana schools with a tf-
year average proficiency rate on the English/lagguats portion of ISTEP+ of 78.7% (st
average pass pntage for the 20-2013 ISTER Assessment in English/language arts
higher and an SE& less than 40% free and reduced status. Thedepadrant focused o
schools with thregrear average proficiency rate on the English/lagguats portion of th
ISTEP+ of 78.7% (state average pas:«centage for the 2012-2013 ISTEPssassmet in
English/language arts) or higher and SES of mcan 40% free and reduced sta(Indiana
Deparmtent of Education [IDOE], 23). The third gadrant focused on schools with tF-year
average proficiency rate on the English/languatgeortion of STEP+ of less than 78.7

(state average pass percentage for the-2013 ISTEP + Assessment in English/language



and SES of less than 40% free and reduced luntsgi®OE, 2013). And the fourth quadrant
focused on schools with three-year average proitgieate on the English/language arts portion
of ISTEP+ of less than 78.7% (state average passpage for the 2012-2013 ISTEP +
Assessment in English/language arts) and SES of than 40% free and reduced lunch status
(IDOE, 2013). Schools were compared with schoalls gsimilar SES levels or high-poverty
schools were compared to other schools of high-ppaad affluent schools (less than 40%
students qualifying for free and reduced lunch)exaympared to other affluent schools.

Resear ch Questions

This study was led by four questions:

1. Is there a significant difference on the implatagon of research-based fluency
strategies based on school performance level wibiging SES levels constant?

2. Is there a significant difference on the implatagion of research-based
comprehension strategies based on school perfoerianel while holding SES
levels constant?

3. Is there a significant difference on the impletagon of research-based vocabulary
development strategies based on school performanekwhile holding SES levels
constant?

4. Do SES level, fluency instruction, comprehensimtruction, and vocabulary
instruction serve as predictors of language antfopwance level?

Significance of the Study

This study contributes to the field of educationdxamining strategies for literacy

instruction in schools that are experiencing sucegsl those that are not experiencing success

on the English/language arts portion of the ISTEPke study examined fluency,



comprehension, and vocabulary to determine whictegiy explained the most variance and
was the best predictor for success on the langadggortion of ISTEP+ while holding the SES
constant. Schools were compared to schools witHsi®ES. By doing this, quantitative data
supported areas of needed improvement for schtedtefeness in literacy instruction in all
schools. Quantitative data demonstrated whetleee tivere differences in instruction and
implementation of literacy strategies between sthobpoverty regarding literacy instruction
and proficiency on the state standardized assessaswewell as examined affluent schools
regarding their proficiency rate on state assestsramd literacy instruction. This study
examined the impact teaching and exposure of spatifitegies in fluency, comprehension, and
vocabulary development has on the overall proficyenate on the English/language arts portion
of ISTEP+. This study provided the strategies #tdiool leadership and instructional staff
focused on to improve student literacy skills atadesstandardized test scores. This study
provides an overall evaluation of literacy instrantat the middle school level.
Definition of Terms

Affluent schoolsfor the purpose of this study, refers to any stioth less than 40% of
students qualifying for free and reduced lunchustaalso referred to as low poverty.

Assessmentor the purpose of this study, is an on-goingcpss of determining student
proficiency level and to improve student learning.

Balanced approaclks a curricular methodology that integrates vasimodalities of
literacy instruction including, for the purposetbis study, the five components of literacy.

Comprehensiofs acquiring strategies to understand, rememiner cammunicate what

is read. Children need to be taught compreherstrategies or the steps good readers use to



10

make sure they understand text. Students whaarenitrol of their own reading comprehension
become purposeful, active readers. (Education.@®®8, para. 5)

Disfluent for the purpose of this study, refers to the iliglio read text with proper
fluency or ease.

Fluencyis the ability to read a text accurately and glyickluent reading sounds like
speaking.

Implementationfor the purpose of this study, refers to the @agtibn of strategies in
instruction.

Language arts performanctor the purpose of this study, is proficiencyréi-year
average) on the English/language arts portion oEFst+.

Literacyis “the ability to read and write” (“Literacy,” 2@ para. 1).

Middle schoagl for the purpose of this study, is any schoohididna serving Grade 6 to
Grade 9.

School of povertyfor the purpose of this study, refers to any sthoth 40% or more
students qualifying for free and reduced lunchustat

Socioeconomic statySES), for the purpose of this study, is basettemand reduced
lunch status or percent of students qualifyingffee and reduced lunch.

Vocabulary developmegbnsists of learning the meaning word and howopgrly
pronounce the words.

Limitations
1. It was possible when reviewing historical data thatas not the same cohort of

students from year to year.
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2. It was possible when answering survey questiomagguarticipants did not answer
the questions honestly.

3. Teachers were reporting frequency of current imeletation; the assumption was
that because only veteran teachers were survdyisdhdd been the common practice
for the past three years. It is possible that smsieuctional practices change from
year to year.

Delimitations

1. Only public middle schools in the state of Indiavere invited to participate in this
study.

2. The practices that are examined in the studysf@mn literacy and do not give a
comprehensive perspective of the overall classrimstnuction.

Organization of the Study

This study is divided into five chapters. Chagtgrovides the statement of the problem,
purpose of the study, research questions, defmdfderms, and summary. Chapter 2 presents a
review of the literature in relation to literacydgmening with the history of literacy development,
literacy as the foundation for all learning, theefcomponents of literature, Indiana Literacy
Framework, the achievement gap, literacy acrossulgculum, the role leaders play in literacy,
high stakes assessment, how testing shapes theutum, literacy in the 21st century, and
professional development for a balanced literagr@gch. Chapter 3 presents information
about the methodology used to complete this stadyding purpose of the study, research
design, population and sample, instrumentatiotisstal analysis, assumptions of the study,

limitations, null hypotheses, and summary. Chagteresents findings as related to the data
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collected. Chapter 5 presents a summary of thenfysg results, implications, and
recommendations for further research.
Summary

Due to findings of a deficit in literacy achievermh@nsecondary education, there is
clearly a need for continued literacy instructioihee middle school level. Literacy instruction
should not halt early but rather be a vital compmd student’s educational experience from
Kindergarten to graduation (NASSP, 2005). It wosgegm a potential failure to students to stop
providing explicit math instruction after the imeediate grades, yet schools across the United

States fail to provide literacy instruction beydifth grade.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
TheHistory of Literacy

The earliest examples of literacy development batk to 3500 B.C. in the form of

pictorial written communication. In the centurfeowing the invention of written

communication, only a small portion of human sgclearned to read and write. Those
who learned to read often held public readings,mlike modern theatrical
performances. The first books are known to haigr@ated in Rome, toward the end of

the Roman Republic, approximately 23 B.C. (“HistofyLiteracy,” 2013, para. 1)

Books were rare and expensive due to the highasakslow, tedious production of
paper.

“Religious sects, such as the Puritans, placedfsignt emphasis on private reading for
religious enlightenment. Colonial governments migdeacy a prerequisite for civil rights”
(“History of Literacy,” 2013, para. 3). Literacy tite time was defined as the ability to sign ones
name (“History of Literacy,” 2013). Through the @War, literacy was not determined by how
much one could read but rather penmanship witlcasfon letter writing and calligraphy.
Reading for simple pleasure became a prevalentitycid pass time during and following the
Industrial Revolution. This became possible whepepgroduction in mills significantly

reduced the price of books making them more aailabd affordable to all (“History of
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Literacy,” 2013). Then, until World War |, liteepeople were known as those who could
memorize poems, speeches, soliloquies thus gaihentabel of recitation literacy. “During the
1920s, recreational reading levels reached 70%nmesgarts of the United States” (“History of
Literacy,” 2013, para. 3). After the 1920s edumatbecame more common to all and literacy
became the primary goal in early American publiacadion. Suddenly everyone wanted to
focus on the importance of becoming literate.

In 1982, the National Education Association (NE&jmated that 95 million Americans

were reading literature for pleasure at some poitite span of a year. From 1982

through 2002, the percentage of persons reademaliire fell by 10 percent. (“History

of Literacy,” 2013, para. 7)

It was assumed that the sudden popularity in teiewiwatching caused the decline in reading
for pleasure (“History of Literacy,” 2013).

NEA researchers determined that television andeaneere not significant factors in the

decline. NEA researchers say that the statistioaataexplain the cause of the decline of

reading, but many place blame of the schools fitin¢ato inspire the youth to make
reading part of their daily routine and entertaint€‘History of Literacy,” 2013, para.

3).

The sudden decline in leisurely reading causednang® research the components of
literacy and their complexity (as cited in Wendi13). Suddenly the term literacy no longer
refers to the ability to read, but rather take@apnmportant role of future success for students in
classrooms across the world (Wendt, 2013). Theferrandino and Tirozzi (2013) stated much
attention in the 21st century focuses on the naicompetitiveness in the New World

marketplace. “Countries including China and Inthiiaten to overshadow the United States in
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the area of literacy” (Ferrandino & Tirozzi, 2018,1). Recently, the National Association of
Elementary School Principals (NAESP) and NASSPdtaeé a list of priorities they believe are
necessary to support a comprehensive pre K-12ad¢yeagenda” (Ferrandino & Tirozzi, 2013, p.
1). Under Reading First (Title I, Part B, Subpgrtdistrict and school reading programs for
elementary age students Kindergarten to Grade & imelade instruction, curriculum, and
assessment on the five components of literacy winidinde phonics, phonemic awareness,
vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension (as citedamdt, 2013).

Ferrandino and Tirozzi (2013) discovered thatrdke past 10 years, billions of dollars
have been set aside to develop strong literadyarearly grades but very little funding has been
provided for the secondary level. Although studentGrade 4 according to NAEP, scored
among the best in the world, those in Grade 8 sicangch lower. NAEP also reported that by
Grade 10, U.S. students will be among the lowestenworld (Ferrandino & Tirozzi, 2013).

With this research came the realization that theréudropouts can be identified early as
middle school based on their proficiency in litgraé-leming (2012) reported research findings
from the NAEP suggesting that school failure witimately cost the economy a great amount of
money in the future. When students fail to graddiedm high school, our nation loses billions
of dollars (Lu & Ward, 2005). According to Lu aWdard (2005),

* Annual losses exceed $50 billion in federal antestecome taxes for all 23,000,000

U.S. high school dropouts ages 18-67.

* America loses $192 billion—1.6% of GDP—in combinedome and tax revenue

losses with each cohort of 18-year-olds who newerpiete high school. Health-
related losses for the estimated 600,000 high dahropouts in 2004 totaled at least

$58 billion, or nearly $100,000 per student.
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» High school dropouts have a life expectancy tht2syears shorter than high school

graduates.
e America could save between $7.9 billion and $1@I®b annually by improving
educational attainment among all recipients of TANEmporary Assistance for
Needy Families), food stamps and housing assistance

* Increasing the high school completion rate by jupercent for all men ages 20-60
would save the United States up to $1.4 billionyssr in reduced costs from crime.
(para. 2)

The federal government has made many investmerigrin childhood literacy
development; however, funding for programs at geoedary level is often an afterthought.
Ferrandino and Tirozzi (2013) stated data revémsftom the elementary school years to
middle school the proficiency rate for English danguage arts tends to decrease. Furthermore,
students in middle school need more support wildireg and comprehending proficiently in
order to explore science, technology, engineeang, mathematics (STEM) (Ferrandino &
Tirozzi, 2013). In order to survive and thrivetie 21st Century, people must possess high level
literacy skills. Continual instruction beyond therrlg grades is needed (Ferrandino & Tirozzi,
2013). This begins with an agenda, funding, ambstt.

Literacy, The Foundation for all Learning

Clay (1991) asserted that literacy begins in infan¢oung children are exposed to text
in many forms (Clay, 1991). Family plays a criticzle in the development of literacy skills.
Children often learn oral skills by observing the@irents and other family members while they
speak (Clay, 1991). This oral language contribgtestly to a student’s emergent literacy skills

throughout their life. Emergent literacy skillsndae exhibited in a child who draws on a piece



17

of paper with a crayon and then tells the audievitat the picture portrays.

Clay (1991) claimed that emergent literacy is “fleeiod between birth and the time
when children read and write conventionally” (p).3€lay believed that emergent literacy
begins and is expressed at the early age of 1 édgitionally, Clay described reading as a
“message-getting, problem-solving activity” (p. 3dat improves with time and repetition.
Literacy learning can be divided into the acquisitof literacy skills and the application of the
skills to other areas of learning (Clay, 1991).ild@en often withess and emulate the adult or
family member, resulting in learning. The teachedle is to help the child connect what they
observe and exhibit with the language skills aredrtew challenges they will encounter in school
and how to marry the two (Clay, 1991).

Preschool age children are exploring the detagdroft in their environment (Clay, 1991).
They observe signs, cereal boxes, educational \gdetes, and television shows. Many
children’s shows focus on literacy such as Doragkglorer, Sesame Street, Word World, Super
Why, and Sid the Science Kid and build a basidiferacy. They develop concepts about books,
newspapers, and magazines by observing their gardiiey begin to form primitive hypothesis
about letters, words or messages in books, orndwuatten messages (Clay, 1991).

Literacy development continues as the child erkerdergarten and is expected to master
a multitude of Common Core State Standards iralter Clay (1991) stated that each child
enters school with a unique set of skills in lisra Furthermore, some are more advanced than
others based on their experiences (Clay, 1991y Epress themselves in very individual ways
and it is the job of the teacher to meet each stiuakethat level (Clay, 1991). They are
introduced to the concept of print, begin selechongks of their penchant, and eventually begin

to problem solve and make inferences based on tivegthave read (Clay, 1991). This
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development is continual as the text becomes pssely more difficult through the years.
Educators must continue to allow students timeattigipate in actual reading from a variety of
texts (Sanacore & Palumbo, 2010).

Children need to grow as literacy learners. Thegtdevelop the skills and strategies
necessary for becoming proficient readers. Thestrdevelop independence and sustained
control over a variety of reading and written ta@dsihurt, Metcalfe, & Gwyther, 2007). As
they transition from early elementary to interméglighey must strengthen their control over
early reading behaviors such as maintain readintpfay periods of time, develop a complex
understanding of texts read, problem solve usingriety of sources, read a wide variety of
genres, read fluently in meaningful phrases witbrdion to punctuation, and write simple
responses to texts. Mahurt et al. (2007) statetistudents begin to write longer stories, use
more complex sentence structure, revise and aéiplan, and form a sense of audience as they
progress in skills and confidence. Word study dmssnd basic knowledge of blends but now
students understand structural analysis of woragyusot and base words. They have high
frequency words under control and use visual amafysd understanding of word structure to
refine and extend vocabulary (Mahurt et al., 2007).

Literacy instruction falls flat after the intermatk school years. Suddenly students are
expected to read much more difficult text, on tlosun time, and respond to what they have read
with little to no assistance. Allington and Gab(@012) shared the six elements of instruction
that every child should experience on a daily ba$ise first element is self-selected reading.
Children should be encouraged and allowed to salbook that is of interest to them.
“Research shows that students will spend more &xttimme reading a book if they have had the

opportunity to choose what they read” (AllingtonGabriel, 2012, p. 10). “In a 2004 meta-
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analysis, Guthrie and Humenick found that the tvasthpowerful instructional design factors for
improving reading motivation and comprehension wgjestudent access to many books and (2)
personal choice of what to read” (as cited in Ajton & Gabriel, 2012, p. 10). The thought that
the needs of all children in a classroom could le¢with a single textbook or workbook is
absurd. Skill and drill and worksheet based leaymioes not benefit all learners (Allington &
Gabriel, 2012).

The second element mentioned by Allington and @A2012) is accuracy. It is vital
that students choose texts that they can readaetypand understand. Research shows that
students must read with 98% accuracy or higherderao be considered proficient and to
improve literacy skills (Allington & Gabriel, 2012)Research shows that any score below 90%
accuracy doesn’'t improve reading ability and dogsshow proficiency. Simply increasing the
amount of time children spend reading is not sigfiteither, especially if the child is reading
with little to no accuracy. “When students readurately, they solidify their word-recognition,
decoding, and word analysis skills” (Allington & &l, 2012, p. 12). Students who struggle
are much less likely to comprehend the text andraree likely to become frustrated. The
frustration often leads to loss of interest in tbading task. Compared to the child who reads
with success for 15 minutes, the child who struggieough the 15 minutes will not yield
similar results and will be turned off to readiglington & Gabriel, 2012, p. 12). This is why
traditional instructional practices widen the gap.

Allington and Gabriel (2012) listed comprehensiartlze third element of instruction.
“Every child must read something he or she undedsta( (Allington & Gabriel, 2012, p. 12)
Often students receive interventions that focubasic skills in isolation. Neurological research

can often explain how students are wired diffeseatid emphasize the idea that these students
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may need large amounts of isolated instruction (Zaas cited in Allington & Gabriel, 2012).
This same research shows that providing remediatiinstrategies in comprehension can
change the structure of the struggling studentsinisr(Allington & Gabriel, 2012). In 2009,
Keller and Just examined images of the brainsrafjgting readers. The images were taken
before and after 100 hours of remediation wereideml; They found the white matter of the
struggling reader to be lower in structural qudtigfore the intervention. After the intervention,
the quality improved. The changes in the whitetematvere consistent with predicting increases
in reading ability (Keller & Just, 2009). Basigaltheir finding show that neurosurgery is not a
requirement to increase reading ability, but indtedot of reading and rereading of text that
students find appealing and understandable to dp\tbee ability to read. These findings support
what studies have shown of reading interventioRegardless of their focus, population, or
publisher, interventions that accelerate readingld@ment routinely devote at least two-thirds
of their time to reading and rereading rather tisatated or contrived skill practice” (Allington
& Gabriel, 2012 p. 13).

The fourth element described in the arti@leery Child, Every Dayis writing (Allington
& Gabriel, 2012). Allington and Gabriel (2012)estsed the importance of writing something
personally meaningful every day. This type of ingtdoes not consist of only fill in the blank,
it allows for deep thinking. This should be wrgithat is special to the child and a way to
express feelings and thoughts. The best parteoiviting piece is that it is understandable to
the student and they can read, reread, and anaky/déngton & Gabriel, 2012).

The fifth element involves sharing. Research risvibeat conversation with peers
improves student comprehension of text and theellef engagement with the task at hand

(Allington & Gabriel, 2012). This is not the singplecall or retelling of a story, but instead an
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analysis of what they have read in comparisonéa feers. Just 10 minutes a day of literate
conversations “improved standardized test scoegmrdless of social economic status (SES),
family background, or reading level” (Allington &aBriel, 2012, p. 14). These same studies
showed that struggling readers, who were askeddage in conversation about what they had
read with peers, rather than extra basic skilljcasuch as literal questions about what they had
read, made greater gains (Allington & Gabriel, 201Phis is perhaps one of the easiest,
underused elements to instruction. This type attice is also advantageous to English
language learners.

Listening is the final element listed by Allingtamd Gabriel (2012). Teachers should
model fluency by reading to the class, this modgetihreading increases a student’s fluency,
comprehension, vocabulary, sense of story, textsitre, and background knowledge (as cited in
Allington & Gabriel, 2012). Teachers should readrg day to their students, even if only for a
few minutes. Few teachers above the first grade aézud to their students every day (Allington
& Gabriel, 2012). This type of instruction doeg nequire planning or special training; it simply
calls for the teacher to allow for a few minutedag of reading to the students and selecting
from a variety of genres and levels. These simelgs mirror the five components of literacy
that the state of Indiana has chosen to focus @adf their literacy framework.

Five Components of Literacy

Scientific research shows that there are five éede@omponents of reading that are vital
pieces of instruction in order for children to le&o read (Education.com, 2008). The five
components that must be included in the 90-mineaeling block include; (a) phonemic
awareness, (b) phonics, (c) vocabulary developni@ntomprehension, and (e) fluency (G. M.

Jones, Jones, & Hargrove, 2003). Each componeonies increasingly more difficult as the
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child moves through the grades. Currently, thehgasnclude these five components remains

solid in grades Kindergarten through Grade 5 (Etlocaom, 2008). Some elementary schools

housing Grade 6 also include the five componentkeir classroom instruction. Each

component is described below:

1.

“Phonemic awareness is the ability to recogaizé use individual sounds to create
words” (Education.com, 2008, para. 2). Itis intpat to teach children that
individual sounds put together make words.

“Phonics is the ability to understand the relaships between written letters and
spoken sounds” (Education.com, 2008. para. 2)ld€m are taught relationship
between letters and sounds.

“Fluency is the ability to read a text accunat@mhd quickly” (Education.com, 2008,
para. 2). Reading fluently gives children a bette&ance of comprehending what has
been read.

“Vocabulary development consists of learningrtieaning and pronunciation of
words” (Education.com, 2008, para. 2). Childreil lwarn the meaning of written
and spoken words in order to use them in conversatnd writing.

“Comprehension is acquiring strategies to urtdas remember and communicate

what is read” (Education.com, 2008, para. 2).

Explicit instruction of three of these five compaiteshould continue across the

curriculum throughout middle and high school butnaire complex levels (Education.com,

2008). For this reason, Indiana has adoptedradiyeframework for elementary and secondary

students (G. M. Jones et al., 2003). For the mewd this study, extensive research in fluency,

vocabulary development, and comprehension willHzeed.



Fluency

Fountas and Pinnell (2009) cited disfluency asafrtbe most salient characteristics of a
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struggling reader. Without fluency, comprehensaod vocabulary development are nearly

nonexistent (Fountas & Pinnell, 2009). FountasRimeell stated that many readers who

struggle with fluency do so because they are asdigmread texts that are far too difficult and

have habits ingrained in them of reading slowly attiout expression. The job of teachers is to

help the reader sound good and this can only be ttanugh explicit teaching. Table 1 lists

characteristics of nonfluent and fluent readersi(fas & Pinnell, 2009).

Table 1

Characteristics of Nonfluent and Fluent Readers

Nonfluent Readers-Observable Behaviors Fluent Readers- Observable Behaviors

Fails to reflect punctuation with
variation in the voice.

Pauses randomly, not reflecting
logical phrase units.

Reads choppy or word-by-word.
Uses few rising and falling tones or
monotonously applies rising and
falling tones to produce “droning.”
Reads slowly.

Uses little to no expression.

Reads slowly or stops in an attempt to
pick up and remember all the details.
Reads in a way that does not reflect
awareness of language system.

Reflects punctuation with variation
in the voice-pausing intonation,
pitch, stress.

Pauses appropriately to reflect
meaningful phrase units in response
to punctuation.

Groups words into phrases that
reflect meaning.

Uses rising and falling tones in a
way that is related to text meaning
and punctuation.

Places stress on words in a way that
reflects meaning.

Uses expression to reflect the
interpretation of the meaning of text.
Varies speed, slowing down and
speeding up for various purposes.
Focuses on meaning, does not get
bogged down in details.

Underl

ying strategic actions

Processes visual information slowly
with many attempts at words and
many overt self-corrections.

Underlying strategic actions
Processes visual information rapidly
and efficiently.

Understands how pauses, pitch, and
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e Has an inefficient word-solving stress communicate the authors
strategy, tend to sound out words intended meaning.
using the smallest units. e Recognizes features of known words
e Reads as if not aware of oral language, and uses these features to get to
with errors that do not indicate words that are unknown.
knowledge of structure. e Reads word groups instead of single
e Tends to ignore punctuation as a tool words.
for constructing meaning. e Easily, solves problems “on the run”
e Does not differentiate dialogue from slowing down but speeding up again
other text. in a smooth process.
e Tends to stop often or to read very e Doesn't get bogged down in details.
slowly even when accurate. e Rapidly accesses meaning.
e Reads slowly or stops in an attemptto e Uses prior knowledge and
pick up and remember all the details. understanding the world to
e Misses much of the meaning and has anticipate what will happen in the
to slow down to consider meaning. story.

Note.Adapted from Fountas & Pinnell (2009)

The achievement of fluency is often dependent ertype of text the reader is trying to
process (Fountas & Pinnell, 2009). Teachers nmastighe a variety of leveled texts in their
classroom library, even at the secondary levelririguthe middle school years, teachers in all
content areas can support readers in fluency (BsuatPinnell, 2009). Supporting pausing,
phrasing, word stress, and intonation is a prevgivay to teach students to read fluently
(Fountas & Pinnell, 2009). Middle school teachsas do this by conferencing with students to
listen to their fluency and then modeling with redoluds and shared reading. They can also
give students books that are accessible so thdestsihave potential for fluent reading (Fountas
& Pinnell, 2009). Teachers should allow studentsetul texts that they have demonstrated that
they can read with high accuracy, prompt for agpettluency and model what it sounds like,
select small group text that is engaging and hstiddent interest, partake in readers theater to
practice expression, and last but not least, bewgaging (Fountas & Pinnell, 2009).

The NAEP conducted a large study of the statutuehty achievement in American

education (National Institute of Child Health andrifan Development, 2000). The study found
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that 44% of fourth graders in a nationally représgwve sample were disfluent with grade-level
stories. The study also revealed a close reldtiprizetween fluency and comprehension
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Dexmhent, 2000). Students who did not
demonstrate fluency had difficulty with comprehems{National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development, 2000). The panel of litera@csdists stated a strong belief in the
effectiveness of ongoing explicit instruction indhcy. They named three instructional
approaches as key to fostering successful flueeggldpment: guided repeated oral reading,
meta-analysis of guided oral reading, and encongasfiudents to read on their own from a
variety of texts (National Institute of Child Heahnd Human Development, 2000). The
National Institute of Child Health and Human Deyeteent (2000) stated that because

the ability to obtain meaning from print dependssongly on the development of word

recognition accuracy and reading fluency, both &hba regularly assessed in the

classroom, permitting timely and effective instranal response when difficulty or delay

is apparent. (p. 16)

Comprehension

Decoding and sounding out words is just one snaatl @f the reading puzzle but if
children do not comprehend what they have read ey never fully gain a true love of literacy
(National Institute of Child Health and Human Dexmhent, 2000). Comprehension has often
been viewed as the “essence of reading.” It isré&d to not only the academic learning but to
lifelong learning as well (National Institute of @hHealth and Human Development, 2000).
Without comprehension skills students in middleosttwill have a difficult time understanding
difficult text. Zimmerman (2003) listed the follawg seven keys to unlocking meaning:

1. Create mental images: Good readers tap intopher knowledge and experiences
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and create a picture in their mind. The images wglp build the story.

2. Use background knowledge: Readers will utilizeatthey already know to help
make connections to what is being read.

3. Ask questions: Good readers will formulate goestin their mind before and during
reading.

4. Make inferences: Good readers will make prealistiand draw conclusions.

5. Determine the most important ideas or themesid@eaders will sift through the
information and determine the main idea and supmpdetails. They will determine
which information has the biggest impact on theysto

6. Synthesize information: Good readers will tréfodir understanding.

7. Use “fix-up” strategies: Good readers know whetook back in the story for
understanding. (p. 23)

Zimmerman (2003) claimed that comprehension hae twith thinking, learning, and
expanding a reader’s knowledge base and buildingashknowledge. It also includes
understanding and digesting new information, ankingaconnections to things never yet
experienced (Zimmerman, 2003). Research in reazhngprehension took a different route
nearly 30 years ago when researchers acknowledgktharoughly investigated the reading
strategies that proficient readers used to undedsidnat they read (Zimmerman, 2003). Harvey
and Goudvis (2000) found that proficient readers

* Make connections between their prior knowledge thie new information they learn
in the texts they read;

» Constantly ask questions about what they aremgad

* Make inferences while reading, and determinentiaé idea;
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» Are skillful at creating information within anatiss texts and reading experiences;

* Recognize lack of comprehension; and

» Keep track of the accuracy of their understandjpg34)

The question remains, how and why should teackahtthese strategies? Donald
Graves, writing researcher and professor at thedysity of New Hampshire, believed that
teachers must be learners in the classroom alangsgdstudent, spending a significant amount
of time modeling their own learning and allowingdtnts to understand that they are learners
too (as cited in Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). Acaagito Harvey and Goudvis (2000), teachers
must begin with a gradual release of responsilifityrder to teach comprehension. This
gradual release of responsibility includes modelexglanation of the strategy, and a
demonstration of how to apply the strategy. Ofteres it is beneficial for the teacher to explain
the strategy aloud (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000).

The next step in the release of responsibility inee student practice with teacher
guidance or modeling and then eventually the stuaed teacher will practice together (Harvey
& Goudyvis, 2000). The teacher scaffolds the sttglettempts and provides valuable feedback
to support the students thinking (Harvey & Goud2i300). Group and partner sharing will
assist in the support of discussion and the thmkirocess. Next students will practice
independently (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). After wioid with the teacher and other students,
the students are ready to apply the strategy andtw. Regular feedback should be provided
to the students. The final step in the graduaast includes applying a strategy in more
difficult text (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000).

It is important for teachers to consider their awading (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000).

Think about the materials that adults read ovegreod of a month, newspapers, educational
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articles, magazines, menus, letters, manuals, cmid) brochures, newsletters, terms and
conditions or legal contracts. Most of the itemad are short text. With this in mind, Harvey
and Goudvis (2000) stressed the importance of chgahort text for comprehension
instruction. Short text is easily read out loud ghas everyone a common literacy experience.
If chosen carefully, it is filled with vivid langg® and pictures. It is authentic and prepares
students for material they may be required to maadide of school. Short texts can serve as
excellent material for mini-lessons (Harvey & Gois\2000).

Picture books are an excellent resource for buglthackground knowledge and teaching
students about content. Picture books are a gawotihg point because they often have one
focus instead of a complicated mix (Harvey & Gowggh2000). Teachers must also help students
select books to read. This is part of scaffoldimgbook selection. This is still important in
adolescents, especially for students who have etatigcovered a genre they enjoy (Harvey &
Goudvis, 2000). Teachers can assist studentstiwglhpy instructing students to read the back of
the book, read the first page, flip through thegza@nd look for pictures, inquire about a series,
and examining length and determining if the readievgl is appropriate (Harvey & Gouduvis,
2000).

Other key strategies to comprehension listed irbthak, Strategies That Worknclude
making connections, questioning, visualizing, irfeg, determining importance, and
synthesizing (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). Making ceations can be accomplished by building
background knowledge to teach specific contenhdiRg text to text connections, such as
themes in books or connecting big ideas, allowingents to think aloud and finding
connections between their own lives and the charaah the story have been shown to increase

comprehension (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). Questigngnvital in the instruction of
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comprehension. Teachers can model questioningdimg a short text and then sharing
guestions that they may have regarding the pieeevy & Goudvis, 2000). Additionally,
Harvey and Goudyvis (2000) claimed that teachersldhalso assist students with understanding
the difference between larger global questionssanadller clarification questions in content area.

Visualizing can be accomplished through picturekso(Tovani, 2000). Exploring the

senses to comprehend text allows the reader toecvtmthe characters or the content of the
reading. Visualizing merges prior experience amdtéxt to create a visual image in the mind of
the student making the reading material more mebt@idovani, 2000). Inferring is also an
important piece to comprehension. Inferring andstjoaing help to build understanding

(Tovani, 2000). This allows the reader to diffdrate between the plot and theme. Perhaps the
most important is assisting the student with deteimg purpose (Tovani, 2000). Determining
purpose allows the reader to locate all importafarimation, rather than just the main idea. The
reader is able to locate key topics and suppodetgils (Tovani, 2000). Synthesizing allows the
reader to respond personally and attempt to andiffeult questions. Synthesizing can be as
simple as writing notes in the margin of the bod&vani, 2000).

Although middle school teachers may assume thayotibhave ample amount of time to

teach literacy skills, Tovani (2000) listed theldating benefits of strategy instruction:

1. The entire class can work on the same strategletad by the teacher. More capable
readers use more sophisticated text, while lessrallders use simpler text. If
teachers focus on what good readers do, the efaise can improve their reading. It
is not too late for struggling middle school studeto be taught how to better
comprehend what they read.

2. Strategies are applicable across the curriculum.
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3. Teachers do not have to be reading speciatigesath comprehension strategies.

They simply have to be aware of their own proceasagaders. They can notice

their own thinking as they read, determine whay tth@ to make meaning, and pass

these techniques n to their students. (p. 46)

Vocabulary Development
Vocabulary is important in learning to read and barcritical to the comprehension

process of an accomplished reader (National InstatiChild Health and Human Development,
2000a). Too often, vocabulary instruction or assignts in the middle school classroom consists
of defining vocabulary words in the text by writingt the definition (National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, 2000a). This agtoates not require students to scaffold
understanding of the content in any manner; insiie@duses on minimal recall. Although it
takes up class time and exposes students to wbdises not necessarily deepen their
knowledge (National Institute of Child Health andriklan Development, 2000a). There is a
powerful relationship between vocabulary and reggiroficiency. The relationship has shown
predictors of reading and comprehension succesarfsas kindergarten (National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development, 2000a). Rebestiows that missing just 5% of the
words in a text makes it nearly incomprehensiblsh&r & Frey, 2008). Vocabulary studies in
the 1940s and 1950s were focused on recall, dftemgh quizzes (Fisher & Frey, 2008).
Researchers began to take notice of the limitatodrisis method. This method did not allow
students to reflect on ways in which the vocabulaag authentically used (Fisher & Frey,
2008). Knowledge of vocabulary assessment hashaan refined to cover five dimensions: (a)
generalization, (b) application, (c) recall of wsy (d) proficiency in understanding examples

and non-examples, and (e) obtainability throughafsecabulary in discussion (Fisher & Frey,
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In an effort to increase vocabulary instructiothe middle school, Fisher and Frey

(2008) explored five big ideas:

1.

Make it intentional. Select words that are Wwdeaching. “Teachers must carefully
consider the types of words students need to kmalhlesarn” (Fisher & Frey, 2008, p.
19). Middle school students need to understandisvspecific to curriculum as well
as technical words.

Make it transparent with modeling. “When teashead aloud and share their
thinking about the words in the text they develogirt students’ metacognitive skills”
(Fisher & Frey, 2008, p. 19)

Make it usable. Students must have an oppdyttmuse the words they have
learned.

Make it personal. Students will take ownersHiphe words if they can use the words
in their own conversations.

Make it a priority. “Students must be engageduthentic reading tasks, with texts

they can read, on a daily basis” (Fisher & Fre)&®. 19)

Without question, vocabulary development and kndgteis vital in the achievement of

middle school students. The enormous vocabulamyate makes it nearly impossible to

provide instruction on each and every unfamiliardydut providing a student with a set of

skills for clarifying meaning will help them becorbetter at comprehending text (Fisher & Frey,

2008).

Indiana Literacy Framework

Indiana has adopted a framework for birth to age, fKindergarten to Grade 5, and
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Grades 6-12. According to the Indiana 6-12 Litgraamework, created by the Indiana
Department of Education, the goal of literacy iastion is to teach all students to read, write,
speak, and use language proficiently across atecdmareas (D. Jones, 2013). The framework
focuses on the importance of goal setting as a gaimeol for corporations, schools, teachers,
and students to meet state standards. The gosddean established with and aligned to the
Common Core State Standards in English and langarag)€¢D. Jones, 2013)

The Indiana Department of Education discussesnip@itance of creating a plan and
following the plan to reach the goals necessaprépare students for college and career (D.
Jones, 2013) There is emphasis on the importanceaifporating articles, trade books, blogs,
graphs, videos, websites, podcasts, social meulibinaages into literacy instruction because
students must be able to learn from and solve problwith these items to best prepare students
for a career in the 21st century (D. Jones, 2083)dents should receive strategic, focused
literacy instruction throughout the day, teamseaichers should work together to help students
make cross-curricular connections, and all staldgrelshould receive consistent messages about
the importance of literacy to student and learrsngcess (D. Jones, 2013). The state literacy
goals for Indiana’s students are as follows:

» Overall Literacy Goals — Students will reach benahta throughout the school year

and reach proficiency by making at least one yamodh of progress each year.

* Reading — Students will identify main ideas andpsupng details from broad range

of high quality literary and informational text.

» Writing — Students will write to communicate clgaetb an audience by writing and

answering to a specific prompt. They will respoodarious text types.

» Speaking and Listening — Students will contribateanversation, learn through
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collaboration, and present their ideas to others
» Language — Students will properly use conventidnsriting and speaking, as well
as acquire and understand new words through redditening, and media use. (D.
Jones, 2013, p. 76)
TheLiteracy Gap

The National Center for Educational Statistics (M8YEeported that there has been a
continuous achievement gap between certain demloigrapd ethnic groups on the NAEP
reading assessment (NASSP, 2005). Among thoserperig below the basic level on the
NAEP, 50% are Black, Hispanic, and American Indialss than 10% are White (NASSP,
2005). These discrepancies are true for studeimssfall in the SES category of free and
reduced price lunch. The good news is that thg term NAEP data from 2004 show high gains
for fourth-grade students, the highest in 33 yé@esnegie Corporation, 2009). These results
also show a narrowing of racial achievement gdglack and Hispanic groups in Grade 4
demonstrated the largest gains. The rise in aemewnt continued with the 2008 NAEP results
(Carnegie Corporation, 2009).

Much of the historical research focused on studexitsbiting learning disabilities in the
early grades. Much emphasis was on the need flyridantification and intervention (Wexler,
Vaughn, Roberts, & Denton, 2010). Even with themention strategies, studies have shown
that students with disabilities continue to remtagtow the threshold of basic literacy skills
(Wexler et al., 2010). Although many initiativesimprove reading and literacy were discussed,
the 2011 Nation’s Report Card for Reading repotied there were not significant gains in
proficiency in reading scores from 2009 to 2011skmidents with disabilities in Grades 4 and 8

(U.S. Department of Education [USDOE], 2011). 09©2, NAEP reported that student with
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disabilities were still scoring below basic levdisfact, 64% of fourth-grade students with
disabilities in public schools scored below a bésiel. Basic level implies that the student is
reading with partial proficiency (USDOE, 2007). i3 percentage is compared to the 31% of
students without disabilities. The No Child Lettldnd (NCLB) legislation requires all students
to achieve basic mastery, thus, these findingeastaunting (USDOE, 2007).
Statements released at an Alliance for ExcellentcBtion High School Summit are as
follows:
» Currently, nearly 6 million students in Grades 6at& at risk of not graduating from
high school or do not have the skills necessabgeteuccessful in college or a career.
» 30% of U.S. students are dropping out of high stboaot graduating with their
cohort.
» African-American and Hispanic students are at% Higher risk of not graduating
from high school.
* 75% of freshmen that experienced literacy problemnike 3rd grade still experience
literacy difficulties in the ninth grade
* The United States ranks 15th among developed deantith combined literacy
scores of 15 year old students.
* Among 12th grade students, only 42 percent of VEhité percent of African
Americans, and 22 percent of Hispanics scored above a proficient literacy level.
* Approximately 25 percent of all high school studergad below basic levels or three
to four years below basic levels.
* The graduation rates in urban schools are apprdazlyna0 percent.

» High school dropouts are more likely than high stlgsaduates to be welfare
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recipients.
* Approximately 3,000 middle and high school studetp out of school on a daily
basis in the US. (NASSP, 2005, p. 12)

The facts are alarming and much of this refers ba@dolescent years and lack of
proficiency in literacy (Wendt, 2013). Studentsonare preparing for college and work in the
21st century must develop the ability to read amdmrehend difficult texts. They must also
have the skills to communicate socially and elestally in effective and meaningful ways
(Wendt, 2013). Without these skills, secondaryliesks may be inaccessible for the students.
Educators in all content areas must realize teealty gap among secondary age students
(Wendt, 2013). The need for intervention for those proficient must not be ignored. It is no
longer “just” the responsibility of the elementaepacher to teach literacy skills but that of
teachers teaching students beyond the elementarg.ye

Literacy Acrossthe Curriculum

Teachers at all levels feel that many resourcest éxat are focused on beginning reading
and writing that provide an instructional paradigffective for primary grades, but when it
comes to teaching literacy to the upper gradesuress are scarce (Tovani, 2000). Most middle
and high school teachers feel that they do not hiave or they haven’'t been exposed to the
necessary training that it takes to teach theatestts how to read. They were not trained to be
reading specialists, therefore, teaching readirayhistory class could seem daunting but
necessary (Tovani, 2000). According to Tovani (0@xt becomes inaccessible when students

1. Do not have the comprehension strategies nagessanlock meaning struggle to

understand difficult text.

2. Do not have sufficient background knowledge eawit make connections. What



36

they read seems disconnected and unimportant.

3. Do not recognize organizational patterns. Sttgl@ho do not recognize
organizational patterns usually do not know howiirtd the most important part of
the text. They cannot organize their thinking.

4. Lack purpose and fail to relate it to real |&udents feel disconnected to the text and
therefore fail to construct meaning. (Tovani, 2000124)

Most middle and high school teachers expect stgderknow how to read. They also
expect them to read more challenging texts, re@g lamounts in a shorter amount of time, gain
information when reading, and read and understamre whifficult material (Tovani, 2000). One
common misconception about teaching literacy isitrehould be taught in isolation and not
integrated into the course content.

Kinberg (2011) suggested three phrases to intelitatacy instruction into the
curriculum. These three phases can be implement&ay content area. She began with pre-
reading or building and tapping into prior knowledgrhe second is during reading or
promoting active reading, and the third is postineg or reflecting on and extending reading.
Pre-reading is simply preparing the students td r@€éinberg, 2011). Teachers do this by
associating the new content with what the studainésidy know. This can be accomplished by
building vocabulary, using prior knowledge, and mgkpredictions or drawing inferences
(Kinberg, 2011). Since the time of Piaget, redears have established that we build schemas,
or metal representations of what we learn as atwayganize learning (Kinberg, 2011).
Researchers such as Piaget, Vygotsky, Ausubelptireds have shown that students construct
meaning as they encounter new information (Kinb20d,1). This can be accomplished through

thinking aloud and self-monitoring, text structuogrganizers, and visual representations of
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text. The final phase involves summarizing andstjoaing. The main benefit of summarizing
is that it focuses the readers on the major pahéstext and helps them eliminate what is less
important. Teachers can then use this summarizasan informal assessment (Kinberg, 2011).
Leadership and Literacy

The NASSP (2005) noted in their guide for middld &igh school principals that strong
leadership is the key to unlocking the door tadity. This leadership is not only essential from
administrators but teachers as well. The printspale is to determine the success or failure of
the current literacy program and they must be wewlin the sustainability of the program and
all that it has to offer (NASSP, 2005). Participatis key to ensure that teachers view the
principal as a role model of a reflective, life-tplearner with a strong knowledge base in
adolescent literacy (NASSP, 2005).

It is imperative that the principal is visible tighout the school. Regular visits to the
classrooms will ensure an emphasis on literacgdsiwing (NASSP, 2005). The principal
should also participate in grade level meetingstandngaged in planning and evaluating school
improvement plans. The leader should considerdle)xscheduling to allow teachers to meet in
teams, allow for cross curricular lesson planningrat planning, and encourage opportunities to
emphasize literacy throughout content areas. NA@805) listed the nine leadership action
steps for the literacy leader; they are as follows:

1. Determine the strength of literacy instructionhe building by developing a survey
for staff members. The information gathered willdigcussed during grade level and
staff meetings.

2. Improve literacy opportunities by developing arkitey leadership team. The

members should be diverse and the needs of thergtushall be determined through
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ongoing data analysis.

3. Collaboration is key to ensuring that staff memlabssuss literacy and ways to
improve literacy instruction. This will give staffembers an idea of where students
are showing weakness. This should also be a tiroeléorate any success stories.

4. Develop a schedule that allows for interventiond time for remediation for students
that are at risk of failing. This may mean focgson basic skills.

5. Collect data and analyze to determine specificsaodaeficiencies for whole groups
or for individuals. Develop and log a plan of antfor each child.

6. Develop a school wide professional developmént with input from all
stakeholders.

7. Create a budget specifically for literacy negalsh as books, instructional materials,
and technology.

8. Develop literacy strategies that work acrossctireiculum.

9. The leader must make a commitment to strengtigditeracy and it must be
apparent. (NASSP, 2005, p. 34)

A study released by the Wallace Foundation in 2004d that school leadership was
“second only to teaching among school-related fadtoits impact on student learning”
(NASSP, 2005, p. 13). The principal must be cortedito improving instruction and
achievement of all students. They must encouragehers to allow students more time to read
in their daily schedule (NASSP, 2005). Researdicated that students must have time to read
in order to increase their skills in comprehensfarency, and vocabulary (NASSP, 2005).

Effective school administrators cultivate a cultaral climate that is allows teachers and

staff member to reflect and collaborate (Alling&iGabriel, 2012). Administrators should
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ensure that every staff member is familiar withdstut data and is using data to drive instruction.
They must foster a culture of collaboration andedew a program that addresses the literacy
needs of ALL students (NASSP, 2005). They musteyustaff to determine if all teachers have
the knowledge base and expertise to provide sitdichty instruction. Professional development
should be provided based on the needs to suppedandary literacy program for all teachers
and staff members who feel they need more trai(htigngton & Gabriel, 2011).

Allington and Gabriel (2011) believed administratehould identify an exemplary
teacher. Skill and drill are a thing of the p&ttidies show that less effective teachers with
students showing lower proficiency rates are utigzskill and drill while exemplary teachers
tend to have students spending more instructiom& teading. The students in the less effective
teachers’ classroom spent a great deal of timeoreBpg to or providing written responses to
low level, literal questions, or completing befared after reading activities (Allington &

Gabriel, 2011). The effective teachers offeredena@riety of book levels that students could
actually read accurately, fluently and understandachers should model fluency,
comprehension, and vocabulary development strat€giengton & Gabriel, 2011). The
bottom line is, middle school students need highliguinstruction all day long, in every class,
and students that struggle benefit from a welltecatlaily intervention class. For struggling
students, special intervention programs themsebredy meet the needs of the students (Beers
et al., 2007).

High Stakes Assessment

Assessment is not new for educators and leadefactnit has had a major impact on
education for many centuries and has become tlierdweform of choice in U.S. public

schools. It affects all states and countries araften the primary platform for election to office
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(G. M. Jones et al., 2003). The documentatiorchfevement-tests date back to the mid-1800s.
This was a time when the United States attemptedtcate masses of people (G. M. Jones et
al., 2003). The leaders were originally intendedimdividual evaluation, but as demographics
of the United States began to change and immigtaagan to make America their home, the
tests became a way to measure whether all childeza being exposed to an equitable
education. It soon became the thermostat ofithat melting po{G. M. Jones et al., 2003).
Public education experienced a major growth smliding the end of World War Il. The
number of students enrolled in an American higlostincreased by 50% and the curriculum
expectations became much more substantial (G. Meslet al., 2003). Schools were seen as
places for community pride and support and confartocal schools was at an all-time high.

In 1983, the USDOE released the repArtation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational RefornfUSDOE, 2007). This report was written in resgottsthe assumption that
the U.S. schools were responsible for the econdextine. The report stated that

if an unfriendly power had attempted to impose onefica the mediocre educational

performance that exists today, we might well haieeved it as an act of war. As it

stands, we have allowed this to happen to ourselwesave even squandered the gains
in the achievement made in the wake of the Spuingtlenge. Moreover, we have
dismantled essential support systems which helpderthese gains possible. We have,
in effect, been committing an act of unthinkingilateral educational disarmament.

(USDOE, 2007, p. 16)

The report put Americans in a state of panic. atidtaxpayers were concerned that their
dollars were not being spent to provide a qualityaation to the youth. Theories began to flow

that the system must be more rigorous to competaatly, and that control should be handed
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over to the experts. With that control, many sstigas were made (USDOE, 2007).
Graduation requirements were strengthened, mooeatg standards were adopted, and more
time should be set aside for learning with strigieidelines on the number of school days and
hours attended and spent actively engaged in legeach year. Attention was directed to
teacher quality and preparation and highly qualiteachers became a mainstay (G. M. Jones et
al., 2003). The report used test scores as thesaitw for success and the goal of schooling, thus
causing a common thought or belief that a highestd&st was the only valid way to measure the
quality of education (G. M. Jones et al., 2003cérding to those that were most critical of the
educational system at the time argued that thesysteded to be reimagined, made more
rigorous, and above all brought under the contrexperts (Meier, 2000). The experts that the
critics referred to were those that understoocett@nomy, not educators or parents. According
to G. M. Jones et al. (2003), a commission was édrand the following recommendations were
put forth:

1. State and local high school graduation requirgmghould be more made more
challenging. It must be mandatory that all studeetking a diploma are proficient in
the five new basics including English, math, scersocial studies, and computer
science.

2. All educational systems should adopt more rigerand measureable standards, and
higher expectations, for academic performance.

3. More time should be set aside to learning. €hidd occur in many different ways
including but not limited to a longer school day.

4. Attacking highly qualified teachers.

5. Holding political figures accountable for impnog the educational system. (p. 45)
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By the 1990s these recommendations were put irsfithg. The focus had shifted to the
state level and most states had some type of meshdtdtewide assessment in place. Experts
were trying to place blame somewhere. Was it peacher training? Was it low expectations or
not enough rigor? Was there a need for stronggaty across the curriculum? In 1994, all but
seven states were on board with state standartizesi(G. M. Jones et al., 2003). The tests
focused on reading, writing, and math. In 2013 tlecades later, experts are still pondering on
the same questions. Educators still lie in wathweach new election to gain knowledge of the
next reform. The reforms come and go with thetjali agenda of each newly elected official
(G. M. Jones et al., 2003).

Assessment has been used to measure student’'sexrobigt and school quality.

Between 1980 and 1998, the number of states thadlated student-testing increased from 29 to
48 (Carnoy, Elmore, & Siskin, 2003). In 1987, btk introduced the Indiana Statewide Testing
for Educational Progress Plus, also known as th&FRS-, and with its release, the purpose of
assessment began to take on new meaning. ThegeuopdSTEP+ and other statewide testing
initiatives across the country is to measure prericy in different subject areas. Indiana focuses
on English/language arts, math, science, and s8tialies. With this assessment, Indiana
schools are held accountable for the percentagtudénts that pass the standardized test each
school year in Grades 3-8. In high school, stuglenist pass the End of Course Assessment
(ECA) to be considered diploma worthy. Most rebgrnihdiana began assessing students in
Grade 3 with the regulation that all students ttwahot pass the IREAD-3 test be retained and
repeat the third grade (good cause exemption duayg for students with Individual Education
Plans and English language learners with IEPsitigGes argue that standardized tests such as

these encourage teachers to teach to the tesawitiall subset of skills that the teacher believes
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will increase test performance, rather tapping mgher order thinking skills (Misco, 2008).

The enactment of thido Child Left Behind Aagh 2002 had a major impact on assessment
and its purpose. Its passing was not an isolatedat to reform education (G. M. Jones et al.,
2003). It was a means of accountability for al@uls across the United States. The increase in
interest in utilizing the proficiency in state stiands as a tool for school improvement has been
dramatic since the 1980s. President Bush’s 20@2terent ofNo Child Left Behindnandated
annual state assessments of students in Gradeslinoeigh eight in reading and math (G. M.
Jones et al., 2003). It also stated that any stuatéending a school that fails to improve for
three consecutive years should be allowed to wsrdéfunds to attend other public or private
schools of their choice (G. M. Jones et al., 2003)e shift from state and local government
control moved into the hands of the federal govesmim The NCLB bill defined quality of
education in terms of achievement scores, clearlyning the link between scores and
educational value (G. M. Jones et al., 2003).

Standardized tests, such as the ISTEP+, currestlysfon state standards. Students are
required to show a level of mastery for each sllll standard taught. This provides feedback to
teachers and districts as to where their streragtdsveaknesses lie with students, teachers, and
schools. As we become closer to the ultimate dewidNCLB, legislatures realize that it has
been an underwhelming instrument for accountakulitgl ultimately, it was unrealistic from the
start. Now, new measures are being consideredhgoidmented all in the name of educational
reform (G. M. Jones et al., 2003).

Carnoy et al. (2003) stated that there are fouddnmentally different approaches to
assessment and accountability: (a) statewide stdizd#ion, (b) school or district-wide

management, (c) teacher-focused professionalizaimh (d) student-driven competition.
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Statewide standardization approach basically facosechanges to the current system (Carnoy
et al., 2003). The assumption is that there ikingtwrong with the current structure of state
and local governance, but changes need to be mifitia e current structure to increase
effectiveness. These changes can be made threagher training and output control with
standardized testing (Carnoy et al., 2003). Wismhool or district-wide management,
reformers seek to increase accountability throwggtedtralization and school based management
reforms. The aim is to increase schools’ efficieand effectiveness, but to do so by increasing
the role of local representatives in the traditi@tate-local school governance structures
(Carnoy et al., 2003). Within the teacher-focuappdroach to accountability, the emphasis is on
improved performance and the belief that it camadi@eved with professional practice that will
increase the expectations and responsibilitiee@&thool level representatives in the state-local
governance structure. Finally, the student-dri@gproach was derived from the disillusionment
that students and parents are clients to be manmagest than customers to be served (Carnoy et
al., 2003). The idea is to make school system&mesponsible for the services they deliver and
more responsive to the needs of their customeash Btate is unique in its approach (Carnoy et
al., 2003). Testing in America has gone throughyrstages of change. The early beginnings
of assessment focused on the individual achievemaraddition to individual student
achievement, assessment now focuses more on am@hshe quality of schools and provides
educator and student accountability (Carnoy e28D3).
How Testing Shapesthe Curriculum

It is impossible to know how testing ultimatelyexdts teaching methodologies. Some

studies show that it leads teachers to negativeggdsa while other studies indicate that

assessment has led teachers to increase rigoregmtbhprovide a focus on the content that is
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most important (G. M. Jones et al., 2003). Degdihat should be taught each day and what
part of the curriculum is most important is noteasy task, especially in a limited amount of
time.

What should be taught differs from community-to-coumity, district-to-district, state-
to-state, and country-to-country. The perspectofeshat should be taught come from political
agendas, religious values, and a wide range ofapeterest groups (Carnoy et al., 2003). Itis
true that our students need to know the fundam&nfahath, reading, and writing, but the
reality is that they must also have the abilitgtonpete in a global economy. The days of
focusing on a traditional curriculum are gone, retudents must be effective communicators
and technologically advanced (Carnoy et al., 2002 students today, the goal is not about a
recall of what they know, but an ability to locatéormation and use it in ways that make it
meaningful (G. M. Jones et al., 2003).

Ultimately, assessment should provide a clear pabfi student strengths and
weaknesses and educators should use that datddstoalents skills. Standardized test scores
can provide baseline data on individual studerstsyall as track progress from year to year
(NASSP, 2005). Often the standardized tests doffet specific data needed to provide
prescriptive activities to improve student readamgl comprehension skills, they simply place
rank on the student (Carnoy et al., 2003). Eablalowill need to establish clear literacy goals,
as well as develop a balanced assessment prograenprogram should offer both formal and
informal assessments do determine the success pftigrams. As new programs are
implemented, formative assessments should be govdatermine the impact of the new

practices on student learning (G. M. Jones ef8B)9).
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Literacy in the 21st Century/Common Cor e State Standards

The Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for litezaltyor cross-disciplinary literacy
for all students by the end of high schools (Con9i1). Standards for reading, writing,
speaking, and listening are integrated into hiséog social studies, science, and technical
subjects. Students will no longer learn literak§isin isolation, the expectation is that science
social studies, and history teachers will alsohestadents specific skills within their curriculum
(Conley, 2011). Many supporters of the CCSS belitreir implementation is necessary for
students to become competitive and successfuglalal economy (Conley, 2011). Standards
are no longer viewed as a single initiative butead as a shared initiative that spans across all
disciplines. All teachers will be held accountaldeliteracy achievement (Wendt, 2013).

The push with CCSS is for inquiry based learnimgical analysis, and distribution of
material in ways that are meaningful, applied & hée, and evidence-driven for all students
(Wendt, 2013). They require students to develapemnploy key cognitive strategies. The
English/language arts standards require studemsvelop the following cognitively complex
skills:

1. Analyze the characters of the text and how thyract.

2. Integrate and evaluate content presented insBfermats and media, including

visually and quantitatively as well as in words.

3. Read complex literary and informational textsfiorently and respond to

comprehension questions.

4. Develop and strengthen the writing process, siamee writing an entirely new

approach.

5. Use technology to interact and communicate wfitfers.



a7

6. Investigate and conduct research projects basdéocused questions. (Wendt, 2013,
p. 97)
Professional Development for all Teachers
Successful professional development connects alunt with assessment, instruction,
and professional development (NASSP, 2005). Psafeal development has the most impact
on teacher performance if teachers can “concenbratastruction and student outcomes in the
specific contexts which they teach” (King and Newnaa cited in NASSP, 2005, p. 39). They
also suggested that teachers must have time taboo#te with peers to make connections to
researchers and program developers. NASSP (200S)dered the following professional
development topics:
» Accelerate struggling readers— share techniduegtswork for struggling readers,
offer timely additional assistance if possible.
* Elements of reading—Ilearn about implementatioatsgies that address the five
components of literacy.
» Advanced elements of reading—take a deeper latokthe five components of
literacy.
e Support for reading coaches—allow time for whgleup and one to one coaching.
Ensure that all staff members are trained and oatribute or support the effort.
» Strategic reading—learn how to make these presesansparent for all students,
encourage students to take ownership of their liegrn
» Differentiation and diversity—Develop knowledgjlls and strategies for
differentiating instruction to meet the needs ofedse student populations.

* Adolescent engagement and motivation—find whativates adolescents to read-
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self-selected, high interest.

Vocabulary instruction for adolescents—undersitagnthe importance of vocabulary
development and reading comprehension.

Using multiple texts with adolescents—Explore tise of multiple texts to engage
readers and spark interest.

Content-area literacy instruction—Improve studssmprehension in content areas
through effective teaching strategies.

Literacy in science—Integrate research-baseduosbnal strategies into science

classrooms to assist comprehension. (NASSP, 2@031p38)
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the quantitative study was to datexnfi the frequency of
implementation of fluency strategies, comprehenstaategies, and vocabulary development
strategies serve as predictors in middle schoaislation to proficiency on the English/language
arts portion of the ISTEP+ assessment and SES .sflildg examined literacy instruction in
middle schools across Indiana. Specifically, ttuely reviewed the instruction of teachers
teaching in the content areas of English/languaige science, and social studies.
Resear ch Questions
This study was led by four questions that had aifsogint impact on the overall results.
1. Is there a significant difference on the utifiaa of research-based fluency strategies
based on school performance level while holding #&&8ls constant?
2. Is there a significant difference on the uttiiza of research-based comprehension
strategies based on school performance level wibiging SES levels constant?
3. Is there a significant difference on the uttliaa of research-based vocabulary
development strategies based on school performanekwhile holding SES levels
constant?

4. Does SES level, vocabulary instruction, fluemsgruction, and comprehension
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instruction serve as predictors of language anfopwance level?
Null Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses were generated thihothhg research questions:

Hola. There is no significant difference on the méition of research-based fluency
strategies based on school performance level wbilrolling for high SES levels.

Holb. There is no significant difference on the métion of research-based fluency
strategies based on school performance level whiirolling for low SES levels.

Ho2a. There is no significant difference on the méition of research-based
comprehension strategies based on school perfoerianel while controlling for high SES
levels.

Ho2b. There is no significant difference on the métion of research-based
comprehension strategies based on school perfoerianel while controlling for low SES
levels.

Ho3a. There is no significant difference on the méition of research-based vocabulary
development strategies based on school performanekwnhile controlling for high SES levels.

Ho3b. There is no significant difference on the métion of research-based vocabulary
development strategies based on school performanekwnhile controlling for low SES levels.

Ho4. SES level, vocabulary instruction, fluency instron, and comprehension
instruction do not serve as predictors of languatgperformance level.

Description of the Sample

For this study, data were collected from public dieédschools in Indiana serving students

in Grades 6-8. The patrticipants included middleost teachers teaching English/language arts,

science, and social studies. English/language suitsnce, and socials studies were selected
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because students are asked to read and compretasiedigvel text in these content areas. This
study was limited to teachers because they arditbet source of what actually takes place in
the classroom, instead of what is perceived to pd&ee in the classroom. The participants were
from diverse ethnicities and age groups. Both amhwomen participated in this study. The
study examined four quadrants as shown in Figur8chools were compared to schools with
similar SES.
Data Sour ces

For this study, historical data from the ISTEP+(0240, 2010-11, 2011-12) as well as
SES data were acquired from the Indiana Departofeatiucation. School data from the
ISTEP+ English/language arts portion was placeglthrer the category of exceeding average or
below average with a three-year average pass fra@& ©o or above or below with an average
percent pass rate below 78.7%. The achievemeatw&ae not based on the same sample of
students because the data collected spans ovenjbaes. Schools were also sorted by SES
either high-poverty or low-poverty. Fluency, comlpension, and vocabulary development
strategies were rated based on frequency of implaatien over a selected period of time for
each strategy ranging from never to 10+.

Data Collection Procedures

A survey (Appendix A) was established using SurM®nkey. No IP addresses were
collected. The survey consisted of seven questilaged to each area of literacy, fluency,
comprehension, and vocabulary development, asasajlestions to describe each participant.
The participants rated the frequency of implemaémadf research-based strategies in literacy.
The frequency was represented by the amount oeimghtation over a selected period of time.

Each component of literacy had seven questionsen€ly was calculated by averaging the total
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responses for Questions 12-18. Comprehension alaglated by averaging the total responses
for Questions 19-25. Vocabulary was calculatedimraging the responses of Questions 26-32
were calculated. | developed a distribution Bsiguired from the Indiana Department of
Education, consisting of all middle school teacheexhing English/language arts, science,
social studies, or a combination of the above subjeén the state of Indiana. Once this list was
obtained, an email was sent to the teachers olisthd sent a letter (Appendix B) attached to
the survey link. Questions developed for the spwere created using research in Chapter 2 as
well as questions fror@reating a Culture of Literacy: A Guide for Middiead High School
Principals (NASSP, 2005). | created the survey. The validitthe survey was tested by
graduate students at Indiana State University.li€kgirections and a description of the survey
were included. Participants were also informed pinevacy would be upheld. In an effort to
increase sample size, if needed, follow up woultlogia email. The frequency of
implementation of the research-based strategiesated using an 11-point scale. The scale
ranged frormeverto 10+ for eachstrategy implementation based on frequency ovetext®d
time period.
Method of Analysis

The first, second, and third null hypotheses exachiwhether there were differences on
the utilization of research-based fluency, compnelan, and vocabulary development strategies
based on school performance level while holding #&8ls constant. These null hypotheses
each had one dependent variable and one indepevateadtle with two levels. Each of these
first three null hypotheses were tested usingtttests, as each SES level had their ovast.

In the first null hypothesis, the dependent vagalbs fluency strategies and the

independent variable was performance type. Pedooatype had two levels. The first level
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was high-achieving and the second level was loweagfy. In the second null hypothesis, the
dependent variable was comprehension strategidgharnndependent variable was performance
type. The two levels were high-achieving and lakitaving. In the third null hypothesis, the
dependent variable was vocabulary developmenttrenthdependent variable was performance
type. The levels were the same as the aforemeadiom all three instancetstests were
appropriate because there was one dependent waattlone independent variable with two
levels. Additionally, oné test was run for each sample type.

The fourth null hypothesis was tested with a midtiggression. A multiple regression
was appropriate because there was one criterioablarand at least two predictor variables.
The multiple regression was run with all respondemthe sample. The test examined whether
a significant amount of variance within the achieeat percentage score can be explained by
the predictor variables. Using stepwise regresstanpredictor variable that explained the most
variance was entered first. If significant, thea hext predictor which explained the most
remaining variance was entered. The process e@dinntil adding another predictor variable
to the model did not significantly increase the amtmf variance explained in the criterion
variable. Within this test, the criterion variamas English/language arts performance level.
The SES level, fluency instruction, comprehensigtruction, and vocabulary development
instruction were the predictor variables.

If significant predictor variables were found wittthe model, then the unstandardized
and standardized partial regression coefficient®w&amined. The unstandardized patrtial
regression coefficient provided the predicted am@fichange in the criterion variable when a
significant predictor increased by one unit whitdding all other variables constant. If there are

more than two significant predictors, then the déadized partial regression coefficient can
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provide the ability to rank order the significaméegictors by putting their overall impact irgo
scores. This was done to put all variables orsétme metric. Much of the research found in
Chapter 2 of this study indicated the strong palésilof the significant predictor variable being
the SES level of the building. One potential peoblwithin this study occurred if too much of
the variance in performance level was explaine®&B$. | wanted to run the multiple regression
tests to determine whether any of the literacyaldes might serve as an even stronger predictor
of performance level. If SES was the only sigaifitpredictor variable then follow-up linear
regression tests determined whether any of thediyepredictor variables would be significant
predictors of performance level on their own. Tjnigvided evidence on the potential impact of

instructional choices for literacy development ahiavement performance level.
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CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose of this study was to determine if thgudency in which middle school
teachers provide explicit instruction or implemstrategies in the areas of fluency, reading
comprehension, and vocabulary development servageedictor of success on the
English/language arts portion of the ISTEP+. Whethe teacher holds a reading specialist
degree or if a literacy coach was on staff sengefhetors in the analysis. The study provided
insight into the current literacy instruction inddle schools across the state of Indiana. The
study focused on teachers with more than one yi@aaohing experience.

This study used survey methodology from teachershieg in public and charter middle
schools in Indiana. Personal identifiers were reedoand data were gathered specifically on the
frequency of literacy strategies taught per quarfdre study examined fluency, comprehension,
and vocabulary development to determine whicheggsaexplained the most variance on the
English/language arts portion of ISTEP+ while hotdthe SES constant.

Demographics (Whole Group)

A total of 233 teachers patrticipated in the stu@y.the participants, 86 were teachers of
English or language arts (36.9%), 68 were teaabiessience (29.2%), 46 were teachers of
social studies (19.7%), and 33 were teachers ofrebmation of English, language arts, science,

and social studies (14.2%). Of those surveyed,(I142 %) were women, and 60 (25.8%) were
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men. The participants were asked to identify theaiel of degree obtained. Of the 233
respondents, 72 (30.9%) obtained bachelor’'s degi&€s(67.0%) obtained master’s degrees,
one (0.4%) obtained an education specialist degrekfour (1.7%) obtained doctoral degrees.
Participants were asked if they possessed a cattfior degree as a reading specialist. Of those
surveyed, 30 (12.9%) responded that they currgrubgessed a certificate or degree as a reading
specialist, and 203 (87.1%) responded that theydigpossess a certificate or degree as a
reading specialist. The number of years of teagbxperience of the respondents ranged from
two to 48 M = 17.19,SD= 10.31).

Participants were asked to identify the numbestoflents in their middle school. A total
of eight (3.4%) responded that they had 1-200 stisde their school, 25 (10.7%) responded
that they had 201-400 students in their schoo(338%) responded that they had 401-600
students in their school, 63 (27.0%) had 601-8Q6@estts in their school, 34 (14.6%) responded
that they had 801-1,000 students in their schowl,2b (10.7%) responded that they had 1,001
or more students in their school. Participantseveesked if their building had a literacy coach.

A total of 79 (33.9%) reported that they had adityy coach, and 154 (66.1%) reported that they
did not have a literacy coach.

Participants were asked, “On average, how manyshemmonth do you devote to
professional development in the areas of literac@?those participants, 40 (17.2%) reported
that they never devoted time to professional dgaraknt in the area of literacy, 161 (69.1%)
reported that they devoted 1-4 hours monthly tdgasional development in the area of literacy,
32 (11.3%) reported that they devoted 5-8 hour®atmto professional development in the area
of literacy, and six (2.6%) reported that they dedolO or more hours a month to professional

development in the area of literacy.
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Participants were asked, “On average, how manyshemmonth do you devote to
collaboration with colleagues examining studenadatthe area of literacy?” Of those surveyed,
35 (15.0%) reported that they never devoted haucellaboration with colleagues examining
student data in the area of literacy, 156 (67.0%pdrted that they devoted 1-4 hours a month to
collaboration with colleagues examining studenadatthe area of literacy, 31 (13.4%) reported
that they devoted 5-9 hours a month to collabonatidh colleagues examining student data in
the area of literacy, and 11 (4.7%) devoted 10 arenmours a month to collaboration with
colleagues examining student data in the aredesfby.

Fluency Instruction (Whole Sample)

Regarding fluency instruction, participants weskeal, “On average how many times per
qguarter do you provide multiple opportunities fack student to read orally?” Of the 233
participants, 18 (7.7%) reported that they nevevigled opportunities for each student to read
orally, 152 (32.7%) respondents reported that fireyided 1-4 opportunities per quarter for
students to read orally, 40 (17.2%) reported they provided 5-9 opportunities per quarter for
students to read orally, and 99 (42.5%) reportatittrey provided 10 or more opportunities per
quarter for students to read orally.

Next, participants were asked the following questiegarding fluency: “On average how
many times per quarter do you model fluency throwggdl alouds?” A total of 15 (6.4%)
reported that they never modeled fluency througld mdouds, 48 (20.7%) reported that they
modeled fluency through read alouds 1-4 times partgr, 76 (32.7%) reported that they
modeled fluency through read alouds 5-9 times partgr, and 94 (40.3%) reported that they
modeled fluency through read alouds 10 or morediper quarter. Additionally, participants

were asked the following question: “On average lfen per quarter do you emphasize
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appropriate speed, accuracy and expression?” Qfatieipants, 43 (18.5%) reported that they
never emphasized appropriate speed, accuracy xanelssion, 79 (33.9%) reported that they
emphasized appropriate speed, accuracy, and ekprdsd times per quarter, 64 (27.6%)
reported that they emphasized appropriate speedraay, and expression 5-9 times per quarter,
and 47 (20.2%) reported that they emphasized apptefspeed, accuracy, and expression 10 or
more times per quarter.

Participants were asked, “On average how oftergparter do you meet with small
groups of students to evaluate fluency and profeddback?” Of the 233 participants surveyed,
115 (49.4%) reported that they did not meet wittak groups of students to evaluate fluency
and provide feedback, 78 (33.5%) reported that thelywith small groups of students 1-4 times
per quarter, 21 (9.1%) reported that they met wittall groups of students 5-9 times per quarter,
and 19 (8.2%) reported that they met with smalligeoof students 10 or more times per quarter
to evaluate fluency and provide feedback. Paditip were also asked, “On average how often
per quarter do you allow students to engage iretbrdour rereadings of text?” Of those
surveyed, 56 (24.0%) responded that they nevewatcstudents to engage in rereadings of text,
95 (40.7%) responded that they allowed studengésg@age in rereading’s of the text 1-4 times,
49 (21.1%) responded that they allowed studeneshgage in rereading’s of the text 5-9 times
per quarter, and 33 (14.2%) responded that thewatl students to engage in rereading’s of the
text 10 or more times per quarter.

Additionally, participants were asked, “How ofteer quarter do you ensure that texts
used in class vary in topic, genre, and organin&tioA total of 33 (14.2%) of the respondents
never ensured that texts used in class vary it tgeinre, and organization, 71 (30.6%) of the

respondents ensured that texts used in classvaopic, genre, and organization 1-4 times per
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guarter, 70 (30.1%) respondents ensured that tsxtd in class vary in topic, genre, and
organization 5-9 times per quarter, and 59 (25.8Pthe respondents ensured that texts used in
class vary in topic, genre, and organization 1fhore times per quarter. Furthermore, in regard
to fluency instruction, participants were askedptoften per quarter do you ensure that
students are exposed to text on their instructitaval?” Of the 233 teachers surveyed, 14
(6.0%) reported that they never ensured that stader exposed to text on their instructional
level, 55 (23.6%) teachers reported that they eastirat students are exposed to text on their
instructional level 1-4 times per quarter, 74 (26)3eachers reported that they ensured that
students are exposed to text on their instructitaval 5-9 times per quarter, and 100 (42.9%)
teachers reported that they ensured that studentsxposed to text on their instructional level
10 or more times per quarter. Each of the paditip answers were added together to get a
composite score based on questions related todjuefihe fluency composite score was
calculated by averaging the scores from the seuestipns in this section of the survéy =
6.65,SD=1.99.
Comprehension Instruction (Whole Sample)

Participants were asked the following questiorardipg comprehension instruction,
“How often per quarter does instruction include onatrategies to promote comprehension such
as; summarization, student questioning, use of gnowledge, metacognition/comprehension
monitoring, graphic organizers, and visualizatiorOf the 233 participants, three (1.3%)
reported that they never provided opportunitiegrtoamote comprehension, 48 (20.7%)
respondents reported that they provided 1-4 oppities per quarter for students to promote

comprehension, 54 (23.2%) reported that they peal/Bt9 opportunities per quarter to promote



60

comprehension, and 128 (54.9%) reported that theyiged 10 or more opportunities per
guarter to promote comprehension.

Participants were asked the following questiorardmpg comprehension instruction:
“How often per quarter do you discuss prior knowledavith students before beginning a
lesson?” Of the 233 participants, two (0.9%) repdthat they never discussed prior knowledge
with students before beginning a lesson, 32 (13r&4)ondents reported that they discussed
prior knowledge with students 1-4 times per quaitér(32.1%), and 124 (53.2%) reported that
they discussed prior knowledge with students bdbeginning reading lesson 10 or more times
per quarter.

Participants were asked the following questiorigieing to comprehension: “How often
per quarter do students turn and talk about thieréad?” Of the 233 participants, 21 (9.0%)
said they never asked students to turn and talktahe text they had read, 68 (29.2%) reported
that they asked students to turn and talk 1-4 tipgesjuarter, 80 (34.4%) reported that they
asked students to turn and talk 5-9 times per guahd 64 (27.5%) reported that they asked
students to turn at talk 10 or more times per guarParticipants of the survey were also asked
the following question regarding comprehension: iHaften per quarter do you vary the size of
instructional groups to discuss books, focus oatetyy use, or introduce more challenging texts
to students?” Of the 233 patrticipants, 54 (23.28pprted that they never varied the size of
instructional groups to discuss books, focus oatetyy use, or introduce more challenging texts
to students, 92 (39.5%) reported that they vatedsize of instructional groups to increase
comprehension 1-4 times per quarter, 68 (29.1%omdents reported that they varied the size

of instructional groups 5-9 times per quarter, 48d8.2%) respondents reported that they
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varied the size of instructional groups to disdussks, focus on strategy use, or introduced
more challenging texts to student 10 or more tipersquarter.

Furthermore, participants were asked the followgjogstion relating to comprehension:
“On average how often do you spend instructiomaéthelping students identify their reading
miscues so they can learn to self-correct?” Of2B@ participants, 71 (30.5%) reported that they
never spent instructional time helping studentstifietheir reading miscues, 84 (42.4%)
reported that they spent instructional time helghglents identify their reading miscues 1-4
times per quarter, 42 (17.9%) stated that theytdpstructional time helping students identify
their reading miscues 5-9 times per quarter, an(®@Z6) reported spending instructional time
helping students identify their reading miscueth®y can learn to self-correct 10 or more times
per quarter. Participants were also asked, “Ona@eshow often per quarter do you provide
time for daily sustained silent reading with teatsour student’s independent reading level?” Of
the 233 respondents, 42 (18.0%) reported thatribegr provided time for daily sustained silent
reading with texts at the students independentimgdevel, 65 (28.0%) reported providing time
for daily sustained silent reading 1-4 times peaartgr, 52 (22.3%) reported providing time for
daily sustained silent reading 5-9 times per quasted 74 (31.8%) reported providing time for
daily sustained silent reading with texts at thelehts independent reading level 10 or more
times per quarter.

Participants were asked the following questiorigieing to comprehension: “How often
per quarter do you emphasize both memory, thalitecall of information stated by authors,
and inferencing or interpretation, going beyond wtha author is saying?” Of the 233
participants, 23 (9.9%) reported never emphasiziegiory and inferencing beyond what the

author was saying, 62 (26.6%) reported putting easjghon memory and inferencing 1-4 times
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per quarter, 73 (31.3%) reported putting emphasisiemory and inferencing 5-9 times per
quarter, and 75 (32.2%) of participants reportettimy emphasis on both memory, the literal
recall of information stated by authors, and infieiag or interpretation, going beyond what the
author was saying 10 or more times per quartech Bathe respondents’ answers were added
together to get a composite score based on questtated to comprehension. The
comprehension composite score was calculated bagiveg the scores to the seven questions in
this section of the survey(= 6.04,SD= 2.37).

Vocabulary Instruction (Whole Group)

A total of 233 respondents were asked seven qusstegarding vocabulary instruction
per quarter. The first question asked, “How often quarter does instruction provide clear
explanations with examples of word meaning?” @f283 respondents surveyed, two (0.9%)
never provided clear explanations with examplesafd meanings, 47 (20.3%) provided
instruction 1-4 times per quarter, 65 (27.9%) pded 5-9 times per quarter, and 119 (51.1%)
provided clear explanations with examples of woehnings 10 or more times per quarter.
Participants were also asked, “How often per qualbes instruction encourage use of student’s
personal examples of word meanings?” Of thoseeyad, 12 (5.2%) never encouraged use of
students personal examples of word meanings, 63¥&7provided instruction 1-4 times per
guarter that encouraged use of student’s persaiaahgles of word meanings, 82 (35.2%)
provided instruction 5-9 times per quarter, and3%6%) provided instruction 10 or more times
per quarter that encouraged use of student’s parexamples of word meanings.

Regarding vocabulary, participants were askedwldéien per quarter does instruction
make connections among word meanings using semaaps and word maps?” Of the 233

participants surveyed, 75 (32.2%) participants nevevided instruction to make connections
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among word meanings using semantic maps and wopd,r88 (34.3%) used semantic and word
maps 1-4 times per quarter to make connections gwonds, 50 (21.5%) used semantic and
word maps 5-9 times per quarter to make connectiomsng words, and 28 (12.0%) used
semantic maps and word maps 10 or more times @etegu Similarly, participants were asked,
“How often per quarter does your program and irc$ton provide lists of words to be taught?”
Of the 233 surveyed, 37 reported that they nevariged a list of words to be taught, 66
(28.4%) provided a list of words to be taught irdeis per quarter, 64 (27.5%) participants
provided a list of words to be taught 5-9 times ggEmester, and 66 (28.3%) of the participants
provided a list of words to be taught 10 or moneets per semester.

Participants were asked, “How often per quartertarget words recognized, explained,
explored, and used in texts?” Of the 233 partiaipal 3 (5.6%) reported that they never
recognized, explained, or used target words irstéqa (25.7%) reported recognizing,
explaining, and using target words in text 1-4 8rper quarter; 78 (33.4%) reported
recognizing, explaining, and using target wordtekt 5-9 times per quarter; and 82 (35.2%)
reported recognizing, explaining, and using tavgetds in text 10 or more times per quarter.
The following question was asked: “How often peaier does instruction guide students to use
context to make sense of an unknown word?” ORBeteachers surveyed, 14 (6.0%) reported
that their instruction never guided students toamsgext to make sense of an unknown word, 69
(22.3%) reported guiding students to use contektifres per quarter, 86 (36.90%) reported
guiding students to use context 5-9 times per quaaihd 81 (34.8%) respondents reported
guiding students to use context to make sense ohknown word 10 or more times per quarter.

To finish, participants were asked, “How often gaarter does your program review

vocabulary words previously taught?” Of the 233&cteers surveyed, 11 (4.70%) never reviewed
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vocabulary words previously taught, 86 (36.8%) eavvocabulary words previously taught 1-4
times per quarter, 80 (34.3%) reviewed vocabulavyds previously taught 5-9 times per
guarter, and 56 (24.0%) reviewed vocabulary wordsipusly taught 10 or more times per
quarter. Each of the participants answers wereatiohether to get a composite score based on
qguestions related to vocabulary instruction. Tbheabulary composite score was calculated by
averaging the scores of the seven questions irséaison of the survey = 6.04,SD= 2.37).

When comparing English/language arts teacher resgsoto the whole group, it was
evident there were similarities in the respond#$en asked the question, “On average how
many times per quarter do you provide multiple oppuaties for each student to read orally,”
46.5% ( = 40) English/language arts teachers respondex dfre times per quarter as
compared to the whole group with 42.5086=(99). Similarly when asked the question, “On
average how many times per quarter do you allowestts to engage in three or four re-readings
of text,” 43.0% ( = 37) English/language arts teachers alloweddtinegegy to occur 1-4 times

per quarter in comparison to 40.7%= 95) of the whole group (Table 2).



65

Table 2

Fluency Instruction—English/Language Arts Teachers

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provide multiple opportunities for each 4 (4.7%) 21 (24.5%) 21 (24.5%) 40 (46.5%)
student to read orally

Model fluency through read alouds 2 (2.3%) 12 (14.0%) 33 (38.4%) 39 (45.3%)

Emphasize appropriate speed, 8 (9.3%) 28 (32.6%) 30 (34.9%) 20 (23.3%)
accuracy, and expression

Meet with small groups of students to 31 (36.0%) 37 (43.1%) 8 (9.3%) 10 (11.6%)
evaluate fluency and provide feedback

Allow students to engage in three or 18 (20.9%) 37 (43.0%) 24 (27.8%) 7 (8.1%)
four rereadings of text

Ensure that texts used in class vary in 1 (1.2%) 13 (15.2%) 36 (41.9%) 36 (41.9%)
topic, genre, and organization

Students are exposed to text on their 3 (3.5%) 15 (17.5%) 28 (32.5%) 40 (46.5%)
instructional level

When comparing science teacher responses to Biigliguage arts teachers found in
Table 3 regarding the frequency of fluency straegised in instruction per quarter,
English/language arts teachers implement moresgfied than science teachers. Among the
English/language arts teachers, 11.60% (L0) met with small groups of students to evaduat
fluency and provide feedback 10 or more times partgr in comparison to 1.5% € 1) of
science teachers. When asked the question, “Oageéow many times per quarter do you
provide multiple opportunities for each studentdad orally,” 32.4%n{ = 22) of science
teachers provided this opportunity 10 or more tip@squarter in comparison to 42.580<99)

of the whole group. Similarly, 72.1% € 49) of science teachers responded that they mest
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with small groups of students to evaluate fluenay provide feedback, in comparison to 36.0%
(n = 31) of English/language arts teachers. End#isjlage arts teachers had a higher
frequency of implementation of fluency strategigst science teachers.

Table 3

Fluency Instruction—Science Teachers

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provide multiple opportunities for eachl0 (14.7%) 31 (45.5%) 5 (7.4%) 22 (32.4%)
student to read orally

Model fluency through read alouds 11 (16.2%) 20 (29.4%) 14 (20.6%) 23 (33.8%)

Emphasize appropriate speed, 24 (35.3%) 25 (26.5%) 12 (17.7%) 7 (10.3%)
accuracy, and expression

Meet with small groups of students to 49 (72.1%) 14 (20.6%) 4 (5.9%) 1 (1.5%)
evaluate fluency and provide feedback

Allow students to engage in three or 22 (32.4%) 25 (36.8%) 9 (13.3%) 12 (17.6%)
four rereadings of text

Ensure that texts used in class vary in22 (32.4%) 28 (41.1%) 10 (14.7%) 8 (11.8%)
topic, genre, and organization

Students are exposed to text on their 6 (8.8%) 17 (25.0%) 13 (19.1%) 32 (47.1%)
instructional level

When comparing the frequency of fluency strategfesocial studies teachers to the
whole group, it was evident that social studiesheas do not implement fluency strategies as
frequently as other area teachers. Among socidiest teachers, 30.4% € 14) model fluency
through read alouds 10 or more times per quarteomparison to 40.3% (= 94) of the whole
group. Social studies teachers do not view variapic, genre, and organization or text as an

important strategy as was evident with 19.6r2& Q) responded never, similarly 14.28633)
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of the whole group responded with never. When ke question, “On average how many
times per quarter do you provide multiple oppottiesifor each student to read orally,” 32.4%
(n=22) of science teachers (Table 4) provide thgootunity 10 or more times per quarter in
comparison to 37.0% (= 22) of social studies teachers. Similarly, 92.(b = 49) of science
teachers responded that they never met with smalipg of students to evaluate fluency and
provide feedback, this was consistent with 58.%% R7) of social studies teachers (Table 4).
Table 4

Fluency Instruction—Social Studies Teachers

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provide multiple opportunities for each 4 (8.7%) 15 (32.5%) 10 (21.8%) 17 (37.0%)
student to read orally

Model fluency through read alouds 2 (4.3%) 11 (23.8%) 19 (41.3%) 14 (30.4%)

Emphasize appropriate speed, 9 (19.6%) 16 (34.8%) 14 (30.4%) 7 (15.2%)
accuracy, and expression

Meet with small groups of students to 27 (58.7%) 16 (34.7%) 3 (6.6%) 0 (0.0%)
evaluate fluency and provide feedback

Allow students to engage in three or 12 (26.1%) 23 (50.0%) 5 (10.9%) 6 (13.0%)
four rereadings of text

Ensure that texts used in class vary in 9 (19.6%) 14 (30.3%) 14 (30.4%) 9 (19.6%)
topic, genre, and organization

Students are exposed to text on their 3 (6.5%) 15 (32.7%) 15 (32.4%) 13 (28.3%)
instructional level

When comparing the frequency of fluency strategigdemented per quarter of teachers
teaching a combination of English/language arignee, and social studies to the whole group,

results vary (Table 5). Among teachers teachingmabination of the above subjects, 60.6%6 (
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= 20) provided multiple opportunities for each sntito read orally 10 or more times per quarter

in comparison to only 42.5% & 99) of the whole group. Similarly, 39.4% 13) of teachers

teaching a combination of the above subjects engdrhsppropriate speed, accuracy, and

expression 10 or more times per quarter as compar2o.2% ( = 47) of the whole group.

Responses were similar among teachers teachingnbircation of the above subjects 45.586(

15) and the whole group 42.9%+ 100) when ensuring that students were expostsktmn

their instructional level 10 or more times per dear
Table 5

Fluency Instruction—Combination of the Subjects

Question Never 1-4 5-9

10+

Provide multiple opportunities for each 0 (0.0%) 9 (27.3%) 4 (12.0%)
student to read orally

Model fluency through read alouds 0 (0.0%) 5 (15.2%) 10 (30.3%)

Emphasize appropriate speed, 2 (6.1%) 10 (30.3%) 8 (24.2%)
accuracy, and expression

Meet with small groups of students to 8 (24.2%) 11 (33.4%) 6 (18.1%)
evaluate fluency and provide feedback

Allow students to engage in three or 4 (12.1%) 10 (30.3%) 11 (33.4%)
four rereadings of text

Ensure that texts used in class vary in 1 (3.0%) 16 (48.6%) 10 (30.2%)
topic, genre, and organization

Students are exposed to text on their 2 (6.1%) 8 (24.3%) 8 (24.3%)
instructional level

20 (60.6%)

18 (54.5%)

13 (39.4%)

8 (24.2%)

8 (24.2%)

6 (18.2%)

15 (45.5%)

When comparing English/language arts teachersetavtiole group in regard to

comprehension strategies, it was evident that Ehfinguage arts teachers spent more time per
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guarter implementing comprehension strategies €r@pl In response to the question, “How
often per quarter does instruction include majatsgies to promote comprehension such as
summarization, student questioning, use of primvidedge, metacognition/comprehension
monitoring, graphic organizers, and visualizatid®¥.0% ( = 55) of English/language arts
teachers included this strategy 10 or more timegjparter in comparison to 42.9% € 100) of
the whole group. Likewise, in response to the jaes“How often per quarter do you
emphasize both memory—the literal recall of infotiora stated by authors and inferencing or
interpretation—going beyond what the author issgyi41.9% ( = 36) English/language arts
teachers included this strategy 10 or more timesgjparter in comparison to only 32.2%=

75) of the whole group.
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Table 6

Comprehension Instruction—English/Language Artscheas

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Strategies to promote comprehension 3 (3.5%) 10 (11.6%) 21 (24.4%) 55 (64.0%)
such as summarization, student

questioning, use of prior knowledge,

metacognition/comprehension

monitoring, graphic organizers, and

visualization

Discuss prior knowledge with students 1 (1.2%) 10 (11.7%) 31 (36.1%) 45 (52.3%)
before beginning a lesson

Students turn and talk about the text 5 (5.8%) 24 (28.0%) 37 (43.0%) 20 (23.3%)
read

Vary the size of strategy instructional 11 (12.8%) 27 (31.5%) 38 (44.2%) 10 (11.6%)
groups to discuss books, focus on

strategy use, or introduce more

challenging texts to students

Spend instructional time helping 21 (24.4%) 41 (47.8%) 15 (17.4%) 9 (10.5%)
student identify their reading miscues
so they can learn to self-correct

Provide time for daily sustained silent 3 (3.5%) 24 (31.5%) 22 (25.5%) 37 (43.0%)
reading with texts at your students
independent reading level

Emphasize both memory, the literal 4 (4.7%) 15 (1.6%) 35 (40.7%) 36 (41.9%)
recall of information stated by authors

and inferencing, or interpretation,

going beyond what the author is saying

When comparing science teacher’s utilization ahpcehension strategies per quarter to
that of the whole group, it was evident that sceeteachers did not implement comprehension

strategies often per quarter (Table 7). Amongmegdeachers, 48.5% € 33) responded that
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they included major strategies to promote comprele@nsuch as summarization, student
guestioning, use of prior knowledge, metacognitoniprehension monitoring, graphic
organizers, and visualization 10 or more timesquerter in comparison to 54.9% £ 128) of
the whole group. When asked the question, “Hownoffter quarter do you emphasize both
memory—the literal recall of information stateddaythors and inferencing or interpretation—
going beyond what the author is saying,” 25.004& (L7) of science teachers never utilize the

strategy in comparison to 9.9% % 23) of the whole group.
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Table 7

Comprehension Strategies—Science Teachers

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Strategies to promote comprehension 3 (4.4%) 15 (38.3%) 17 (25.1%) 33 (48.5%)
such as summarization, student

questioning, use of prior knowledge,

metacognition/comprehension

monitoring, graphic organizers, and

visualization

Discuss prior knowledge with students 1 (1.5%) 8 (11.8%) 18 (26.5%) 41 (60.3%)
before beginning a lesson

Students turn and talk about the text 7 (10.3%) 16 (23.6%) 24 (35.3%) 21 (30.9%)
read

Vary the size of strategy instructional 22 (32.4%) 29 (42.7%) 12 (16.3%) 5 (7.4%)
groups to discuss books, focus on

strategy use, or introduce more

challenging texts to students

Spend instructional time helping 30 (44.1%) 27 (39.6%) 10 (14.8%) 1 (1.5%)
student identify their reading miscues
so they can learn to self-correct

Provide time for daily sustained silent 19 (27.9%) 26 (38.3%) 11 (16.2%) 12 (17.6%)
reading with texts at your students
independent reading level

Emphasize both memory, the literal 17 (25.0%) 20 (29.4%) 17 (24.9%) 14 (20.6%)
recall of information stated by authors

and inferencing, or interpretation,

going beyond what the author is saying

When comparing the frequency of comprehensionegias of social studies teachers to
science teachers, results were similar. Amongasstudies teachers, 50.0%< 23) promoted

comprehension such as summarization, student quesji, use of prior knowledge,
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metacognition, graphic organizers, and visualizatibocomparison to 48.5% & 33) of science
teachers. Among social studies teachers, 418%02) never varied the size of instructional
groups to discuss books, focus on strategy usatroduce more challenging texts to students in
comparison to 32.4%n (= 22) of science teachers that reported neveramehting the strategy
per quarter (Table 8). When comparing the frequai@pmprehension strategies of social
studies teachers to that of the whole group, setimlies teachers utilized comprehension
strategies more frequently. One example, when asked often per quarter do you discuss
prior knowledge with students before beginningssda, 60.3%r(= 41) of social studies
teachers implement the strategies 10 or more tpaeguarter in comparison to 53.2%0124)

of the whole group.
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Table 8

Comprehension Strategies—Social Studies Teachers

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Strategies to promote comprehension 3 (4.4%) 15 (38.3%) 17 (25.1%) 33 (48.5%)
such as summarization, student

questioning, use of prior knowledge,

metacognition/comprehension

monitoring, graphic organizers, and

visualization

Discuss prior knowledge with students 1 (1.5%) 8 (11.8%) 18 (26.5%) 41 (60.3%)
before beginning a lesson

Students turn and talk about the text 7 (10.3%) 16 (23.6%) 24 (35.3%) 21 (30.9%)
read

Vary the size of strategy instructional 22 (32.4%) 29 (42.7%) 12 (16.3%) 5 (7.4%)
groups to discuss books, focus on

strategy use, or introduce more

challenging texts to students

Spend instructional time helping 30 (44.1%) 27 (39.6%) 10 (14.8%) 1 (1.5%)
student identify their reading miscues
so they can learn to self-correct

Provide time for daily sustained silent 19 (27.9%) 26 (38.3%) 11 (16.2%) 12 (17.6%)
reading with texts at your students
independent reading level

Emphasize both memory, the literal 17 (25.0%) 20 (29.4%) 17 (24.9%) 14 (20.6%)
recall of information stated by authors

and inferencing, or interpretation,

going beyond what the author is saying

When comparing the frequency of implementationarhprehension strategies of
teachers teaching a combination of English/lang@aige science, and social studies to the

whole group, results are similar (Table 9). Ameéeachers teaching a combination of the above
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subjects, 51.5%n(= 17) promote comprehension such as summarizaiodent questioning,
use of prior knowledge, metacognition, graphic aigars, and visualization 10 or more times as
compared to 54.9% (128) of the whole group. Amthregteachers teaching a combination of the
above subjects, 39.4% € 13) provided time for daily sustained readingamparison 10 or

more times per quarter which was similar to 31.8% {4) of the whole group.
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Table 9

Comprehension Strategies—Combination of Subjects

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Strategies to promote comprehension 0 (0.0%) 10 (30.3%) 6 (18.2%) 17 (51.5%)
such as summarization, student

questioning, use of prior knowledge,

metacognition/comprehension

monitoring, graphic organizers, and

visualization

Discuss prior knowledge with students 0 (0.0%) 7 (21.2%) 8 (24.2%) 18 (54.5%)
before beginning a lesson

Students turn and talk about the text 2 (6.1%) 9 (27.3%) 9 (27.3%) 13 (39.4%)
read

Vary the size of strategy instructional 5 (15.2%) 18 (54.5%) 8 (24.3%) 2 (6.1%)
groups to discuss books, focus on

strategy use, or introduce more

challenging texts to students

Spend instructional time helping 5(15.2%) 12 (36.3%) 8 (24.3%) 8 (24.2%)
student identify their reading miscues
so they can learn to self-correct

Provide time for daily sustained silent 6 (18.2%) 5 (15.2%) 9 (27.3%) 13 (39.4%)
reading with texts at your students
independent reading level

Emphasize both memory, the literal 1 (3.0%) 11 (33.3%) 9 (27.2%) 12 (36.4%)
recall of information stated by authors

and inferencing, or interpretation,

going beyond what the author is saying

When comparing the response of English/languagee@athers to the whole group in
regard to vocabulary instruction, results were lsimiWhen asked the question, “How often per

quarter does instruction provide clear explanatisitls examples of word meanings,” 53.5%0 (
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= 46) English/language arts teachers respondeditbr more times per quarter compared to
51.1% 6= 119) of the whole group (Table 10). Among theolghgroup, 32.6%n(= 76)
responded to encouraging use of students perspaalpes of word meanings 10 or more times
per quarter compared to 32.6%< 28) English/language arts teachers. Both Enfgisguage
arts teachers 41.9% € 36) and science teachers 39.7& 27) felt strongly about reviewing
vocabulary words previously taught 10 or more tipesquarter.

Table 10

Vocabulary Instruction—English/Language Arts Teashe

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provides clear explanations with 0 (0.0%) 12 (14.0%) 28 (32.7%) 46 (53.5%)
examples of word meanings

Encourages use of student’s personal 0 (0.0%) 22 (25.6%) 36 (41.9%) 28 (32.6%)
examples of word meanings

Makes connections among word 21 (24.4%) 30 (34.8%) 27 (31.5%) 8 (9.3%)

meanings using semantic maps and
word maps

Provides lists of words to be taught 17 (19.8%) 24 (27.8%) 30 (35.0%) 15 (17.4%)

Targets words recognized, explained, 3 (3.5%) 25 (29.1%) 36 (41.9%) 22 (25.6%)
explored, and used in texts

Guides students to use context to maked (0.0%) 12 (14.0%) 38 (44.1%) 36 (41.9%)
sense of unknown words

Reviews vocabulary words previously 4 (4.7%) 15 (17.6%) 35 (40.7%) 36 (41.9%)
taught

When comparing the response of English/languageae@athers to the whole group in

regard to vocabulary instruction, results were in{iTable 11). When asked the question,
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“How often per quarter does instruction provideaclexplanations with examples of word
meanings,” 53.5%n(= 46) English/language arts teachers respondddMitor more times per
quarter compared to 51.1% £ 119) of the whole group. Among the whole grad®.6% ( =
76) responded to encouraging use of students peregamples of word meanings 10 or more
times per quarter compared to 32.696(28) English/language arts teachers. Both
English/language arts teachers 41.9% (36) and science teachers 39.1& 27) felt strongly
about reviewing vocabulary words previously tautfbor more times per quarter.

Table 11

Vocabulary Instruction—Science Teachers

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provides clear explanations with 1(1.5%) 16 (23.5%) 13 (19.1%) 38 (55.9%)
examples of word meanings

Encourages use of student’s personal 8 (11.8%) 17 (25.0%) 19 (27.8%) 24 (35.3%)
examples of word meanings

Makes connections among word 24 (35.3%) 23 (33.8%) 11 (16.2%) 10 (14.7%)
meanings using semantic maps and
word maps

Provides lists of words to be taught 11 (16.2%) 17 (25.0%) 14 (20.7%) 26 (38.2%)

Targets words recognized, explained, 6 (8.8%) 17 (25.0%) 14 (20.5%) 31 (45.6%)
explored, and used in texts

Guides students to use context to mak& (10.3%) 23 (33.9%) 18 (26.4%) 20 (29.4%)
sense of unknown words

Reviews vocabulary words previously 3 (4.4%) 15 (22.0%) 23 (33.8%) 27 (39.7%
taught
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When comparing social studies teacher’s respaostte whole group regarding
vocabulary instruction, results are similar (Tab®. When asked, “How often per quarter does
instruction provide clear explanations with examsgéword meanings,” 39.1% € 18) of
social studies responded to 10 or more times inpeoison to 51.1%n(= 119) of the whole
group. ltis evident that clear explanations veamples of word meanings are viewed as an
important strategy among teachers. Likewise, 3Q4%14) of social studies teachers provide
lists of words to be taught 10 or more times peartgr which is similar to 28.3% & 66) of the
whole group.

Table 12

Vocabulary Instruction—Social Studies Teachers

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provides clear explanations with 1(2.2%) 12 (26.1%) 15 (32.6%) 18 (39.1%)
examples of word meanings

Encourages use of student’s personal 4 (8.7%) 18 (39.1%) 12 (26.1%) 24 (35.3%)
examples of word meanings

Makes connections among word 23 (50.0%) 13 (28.2%) 6 (13.0%) 4 (8.7%)
meanings using semantic maps and
word maps

Provides lists of words to be taught 5 (10.9%) 18 (39.1%) 9 (19.6%) 14 (30.4%)

Targets words recognized, explained, 2 (4.3%) 13 (28.2%) 14 (30.5%) 17 (37.0%)
explored, and used in texts

Guides students to use context to mak& (15.2%) 11 (23.8%) 15 (32.5%) 13 (28.3%)
sense of unknown words

Reviews vocabulary words previously 1 (2.2%) 21 (45.7%) 13 (28.2%) 11 (23.9%)
taught
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When comparing the frequency of the implementatiovocabulary strategies of
teachers teaching a combination of English/lang@aitge science, and social studies, results
were similar to the whole group (Table 13). Amdegchers teaching a combination of the
above subjects, 51.5% € 17) provide clear explanations with examplew/ofd meanings 10
or more times per quarter compared to 51.0% {19) of the whole group. Similarly, 36.4% (
= 12) of teachers teaching a combination of thevalsnibjects view target words recognized,
explained, explored, and used in texts as an irapbstrategy implementing it 10 or more times
per quarter as compared to 34.896(82) of the whole group.

Table 13

Vocabulary Instruction—Combination of Subjects

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provides clear explanations with 0 (0.0%) 7(21.2%) 9(27.3%) 17 (51.5%)
examples of word meanings

Encourages use of student’s personal 0 (0.0%) 6 (18.2%) 15 (45.5%) 12 (36.4%)
examples of word meanings

Makes connections among word 7 (21.2%) 14 (42.5%) 6 (18.1%) 6 (18.2%)
meanings using semantic maps and
word maps

Provides lists of words to be taught 4 (12.1%) 7 (21.2%) 11 (33.4%) 11 (33.3%)

Targets words recognized, explained, 2 (6.1%) 5 (15.2%) 14 (42.4%) 12 (36.4%)
explored, and used in texts

Guides students to use context to mak® (0.0%) 6 (18.1%) 15 (45.4%) 12 (36.4%)
sense of unknown words

Reviews vocabulary words previously 2 (6.1%) 11 (33.4%) 13 (39.4%) 7 (21.2%)
taught
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When comparing teachers with a reading speciddigtee to those who did not have a
reading specialist degree, results varied. Ameaghers with a reading specialist degree, 60.0%
(n = 18) modeled fluency through read alouds 10 areniones per quarter compared to 37.4%
(n=76) of teachers who did not possess a readiggede Similarly, teachers with a reading
specialist degree allowed students to engage & thr four rereadings of text more often than
those without a reading specialist degree. Whkadathe question, “On average how often per
guarter do you allow students to engage in thrdewrrereadings of text,” 23.3% € 7)
teachers with a reading specialist degree respowibdLO or more times per quarter compared
to 12.8% ( = 26) of teachers who did not have a reading spistdegree. When asked, “How
often per quarter do you ensure that studentsx@sed to text on their instructional level,”
56.7% @ = 17) of teachers with a reading specialist degrggemented the strategy 10 or more
times per quarter compared to 40.9% (n = 83) afitess without a reading specialist degree (see

Tables 14 and 15).
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Table 14

Reading Special Fluency—Teacher Holds a Readingi&gt Certificate

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Allowed for multiple opportunities for 3 (10.0%) 7 (16.7%) 9 (30.0%) 13 (43.3%)
each student to read orally

Modeled fluency through read alouds 0 (0.0%) 7 (23.4%) 5 (16.6%) 18 (60.0%)

Emphasized appropriate speed, 4 (13.3%) 9(30.0%) 10 (33.2%) 7 (23.3%)
accuracy, and expression

Met with small groups of studentto 14 (46.7%) 8 (26.7%) 3(9.9%) 5 (16.7%)
evaluate fluency and provide feedback

Allowed students to engage in three or4 (13.3%) 14 (46.7%) 5 (16.6%) 7 (23.3%)
four rereadings of text

Ensured that texts used in class varied 2 (6.7%) 5 (16.6%) 13 (43.3%) 10 (33.3%)
topic, genre, and organization

Ensured that students were exposed to0 (0.0%) 5 (16.7%) 6 (20.0%) 17 (56.7%)
text on their instructional level
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Table 15

Reading Specialist Fluency—Teacher Does Not HoltiRRg Specialist Certificate

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Allowed for multiple opportunities for 15 (7.4%) 71 (34.9%) 31 (15.3%) 86 (42.4%)
each student to read orally

Modeled fluency through read alouds 15 (7.4%) 41 (20.1%) 71 (34.9%) 76 (37.4%)

Emphasized appropriate speed, 39 (19.2%) 70 (34.5%) 54 (26.6%) 40 (19.7%)
accuracy, and expression

Met with small groups of studentto 101 (49.8%) 70 (34.4%) 18 (8.9%) 14 (6.9%)
evaluate fluency and provide feedback

Allowed students to engage in three 062 (25.6%) 81 (39.8%) 44 (21.6%) 26 (12.8%)
four re-readings of text

Ensured that texts used in class varie®1 (15.3%) 66 (98.5%) 57 (28.1%) 49 (24.1%)
topic, genre, and organization

Ensured that students were exposed td2 (5.9%) 50 (24.7%) 58 (28.4%) 83 (40.9%)
text on their instructional level

When comparing the frequency of implementationarhprehension strategies used by
teachers with a reading specialist degree to thwedo not have a reading specialist degree,
teachers with a reading specialist degree impleegestrategies more often than those who did
not have a reading specialist degree. Teachensaniéading specialist degree were more likely
to promote comprehension such as summarizatiodestuestioning, use of prior knowledge,
metacognition/comprehension monitoring, graphi@aigers, and visualization with 66.7¥%%
20) implementing the strategy 10 or more timesquerrter compared to 53.2% £ 108) of
teachers without a reading specialist degree. |&ilyiteachers with a reading degree were

more likely to provide time for daily sustainedesit reading with texts at the students
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independent reading level with 40.0%0< 12) implementing the strategy 10 or more times p
quarter compared to 30.5% £ 62) of teachers without a reading specialistelegsee Tables
16 and 17).

Table 16

Reading Specialist Comprehension—Teacher HoldsiRg&pecialist Certificate

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Strategies to promote comprehension 0 (0.0%) 3 (10.0%) 7 (23.3%) 20 (66.7%)
such as summarization, student

questioning, use of prior knowledge,

metacognition/comprehension

monitoring, graphic organizers, and

visualization

Discuss prior knowledge with students 0 (0.0%) 2 (6.6%) 10 (33.3%) 18 (60.0%)
before beginning a lesson

Students turn and talk about the text 2 (6.7%) 7 (23.3%) 13 (43.4%) 8 (26.7%)
read

Vary the size of strategy instructional 2 (6.7%) 10 (33.3%) 15 (50.0%) 3 (10.0%)
groups to discuss books, focus on

strategy use, or introduce more

challenging texts to students

Spend instructional time helping 8 (26.7%) 12 (40.0%) 7 (23.4%) 3 (10.0%)
student identify their reading miscues
so they can learn to self-correct

Provide time for daily sustained silent 1 (3.3%) 9 (30.0%) 8 (26.6%) 12 (40.0%)
reading with texts at your students
independent reading level

Emphasize both memory, the literal 1 (3.3%) 5 (16.6%) 10 (33.3%) 14 (46.7%)
recall of information stated by authors

and inferencing, or interpretation,

going beyond what the author is saying
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Table 17

Reading Specialist Comprehension—Teacher Does Niok Reading Specialist Certificate

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Strategies to promote comprehension3 (1.5%) 45 (22.1%) 47 (23.0%) 108 (53.2%)
such as summarization, student

questioning, use of prior knowledge,

metacognition/comprehension

monitoring, graphic organizers, and

visualization

Discuss prior knowledge with 2 (1.0%) 30(14.9%) 65 (32.0%) 106 (52.2%)
students before beginning a lesson

Students turn and talk about the text19 (9.4%) 61 (30.0%) 67 (33.0%) 56 (27.6%)
read

Vary the size of strategy instructionab2 (25.6%) 82 (40.4%) 53 (26.2%) 16 (7.9%)
groups to discuss books, focus on

strategy use, or introduce more

challenging texts to students

Spend instructional time helping 63 (31.0%) 87 (42.8%) 35 (17.3%) 18 (8.9%)
student identify their reading miscues
so they can learn to self-correct

Provide time for daily sustained silend2 (20.2%) 56 (27.6%) 44 (21.6%) 62 (30.5%)
reading with texts at your students
independent reading level

Emphasize both memory, the literal 22 (10.8%) 57 (28.1%) 63 (31.0%) 61 (30.0%)
recall of information stated by

authors and inferencing, or

interpretation, going beyond what the

author is saying

When comparing the frequency in which teacherh witeading specialist degree
implemented vocabulary strategies per quarterachiers who did not possess a reading

specialist degree, vocabulary instruction was imgeted frequently per quarter. Among
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teachers with a reading specialist degree, 63r8%01(9) and 49.3%(= 100) of teachers

without a reading specialist degree provided obeqianations with examples of word meanings
10 or more times per quarter. Both groups respwbisdeilar to the question, “How often per
guarter do you guide students to use context tcersakse of an unknown word,” with 33.3f0 (
= 10) teachers with a reading specialist degredementing the strategy 10 or more times and
35.0% € = 48) teachers without a reading specialist de(gee Tables 18 and 19).

Table 18

Reading Specialist Vocabulary—Teacher Holds Rea8imegialist Certificate

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provides clear explanations with 0 (0.0%) 3 (9.9%) 8 (26.6%) 19 (63.3%)
examples of word meanings

Encourages use of student’s personal 0 (0.0%) 5 (30.0%) 10 (33.3%) 11 (36.7%)
examples of word meanings

Makes connections among word 8 (26.7%) 11 (36.6%) 7 (23.2%) 4 (13.3%)

meanings using semantic maps and
word maps

Provides lists of words to be taught 5 (16.7%) 5 (16.7%) 10 (33.3%) 10 (33.3%)

Targets words recognized, explained, 1 (3.3%) 6 (20.0%) 9 (30.0%) 14 (46.7%)
explored, and used in texts

Guides students to use context to maké (3.3%) 4 (13.4%) 15 (50.0%) 10 (33.3%)
sense of unknown words

Reviews vocabulary words previously 2 (6.7%) 11 (36.6%) 9 (29.9%) 8 (26.7%)
taught
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Table 19

Reading Specialist Vocabulary—Teacher Does Not Radding Specialist Certificate

Question Never 1-4 5-9 10+

Provides clear explanations with 2 (1.0%) 44 (21.8%) 57 (28.0%) 100 (49.3%)
examples of word meanings

Encourages use of student’s persondl2 (5.9%) 54 (26.6%) 72 (35.5%) 65 (32.0%)
examples of word meanings

Makes connections among word 67 (33.0%) 69 (34.0%) 43 (21.2%) 24 (11.8%)
meanings using semantic maps and
word maps

Provides lists of words to be taught 32 (15.8%) 61 (30.0%) 54 (26.5%) 56 (27.6%)

Targets words recognized, explainedl2 (5.9%) 54 (26.7%) 69 (34.0%) 68 (33.5%)
explored, and used in texts

Guides students to use contextto 13 (6.4%) 48 (23.6%) 71 (35.0%) 71 (35.0%)
make sense of unknown words

Reviews vocabulary words 9(4.4%) 75 (37.0%) 71 (34.9%) 48 (23.6%)
previously taught

Hypotheses Testing
The first three nulls were tested with independamplet tests to determine differences
on the implementation of research-based stratégiesd on school performance level while
holding SES levels constant. Results were split tiwo groups, high-poverty and low-poverty.
Multiple regression analysis was conducted forftheeth null hypothesis to determine whether
enough variance could be explained in the criteviamable by the set of predictor variables. A
multiple regression was appropriate because thaseone criterion variable and at least two

predictor variables. The multiple regression wseduwith all respondents in the sample.
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Hola. “There is no significant difference on thdizgition of research-based fluency
strategies based on school performance level wbitrolling for high SES levels.” Among the
schools with low-poverty levels, schools with higthievement were compared to schools with
low achievement on the frequency of implementatibresearch-based fluency strategies. The
independent samplésest was chosen to look for significant differemceone dependent
variable (fluency composite score) with two groups.

To ensure the accuracy of the findings, the assomgpbf the independent samptagst
were examined. Scores on the dependent variabike imgpected to ensure that neither group
had an outlier that could potentially impact theulés of this inferential test. To determine
whether an outlier was present within the dependanéble scores, box plots were examined.
There was no evidence of the presence of an oasliatl data points were within 1.5 standard
deviations from the edge of the box.

The assumption of normality was tested using giBh&Vilks test to ensure the scores
on the dependent variable had a normal distribdtoioth groups. The assumption of
normality was met with a Shapiro Wilks test having .05. The assumption of homogeneity of
variance was tested to ensure both groups had eguahce on the dependent variable scores.
The Levene’s test of equality of variance was mptificant, F = 1.605,p = .209. The
assumption of homogeneity of variance had been met.

Low-achieving, low-poverty school(= 6.50,SD = 2.53) used significantly more
fluency strategies than the high-achieving, lowgrty schoolsN = 5.09,SD= 2.19). This was
evident based on a significant independent sanpéss,t(71) = -2.545p = .013, two-tailed.

The reported implementation of research-based dystrategies was significantly higher
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among low-achieving schools compared to high-achgeschools among low-poverty schools
in the study.

Holb. “There is no significant difference on thdimétion of research-based fluency
strategies based on school performance level wbilrolling for low SES levels.” Among the
schools with high-poverty levels, schools with hagthievement were compared to schools with
low achievement on the frequency of implementatibresearch-based fluency strategies. The
independent samplégest was chosen to identify a significant diffexeron one dependent
variable (fluency composite score) with two groups.

To ensure the accuracy of the findings the assomgptf the independent samptegst
were examined. Scores on the dependent variabike imgpected to ensure that neither group
had an outlier that could potentially impact theulés of this inferential test. To determine
whether an outlier was present within the dependanable scores box plots were examined.
There was no evidence of the presence of an oasliatl data points were within 1.5 standard
deviations from the edge of the box.

The assumption of normality was tested using giBh&Vilks test to ensure the scores
on the dependent variable had a normal distribdtoioth groups. The assumption of
normality was met with a Shapiro Wilks test having .05. The assumption of homogeneity of
variance was tested to ensure both groups had eguahce on the dependent variable scores.
The Levene’s test of equality of variance was mptifcant,F = .019,p = .891. The
assumption of homogeneity of variance was met.

There was no significant difference in the frequieaf fluency strategies among low-
achieving, high-poverty schoolsl(= 6.32,SD = 2.31) and high-achieving, high-poverty schools

(M =5.29,SD=2.41). This was evident based on a significatépendent samplésest,
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t(158) = -1.845p = .067, two-tailed. There was no significant eliéfince on the reported
implementation of research-based fluency strateanesng low-achieving schools compared to
high-achieving schools among high-poverty schaokhis study.

Ho2a. “There is no a significant difference on tiiézation of research-based
comprehension strategies based on school perfoerianel while controlling for high SES
levels.” Among the schools with low-poverty levedshools with high achievement were
compared to schools with low achievement on thgueacy of implementation of research-
based comprehension strategies. The independeptest test was chosen due to looking for
significant difference on one dependent variabtenjerehension composite score) with two
groups.

To ensure the accuracy of the findings, the assonmgof the independent sampteasst
were examined. Scores on the dependent variabike imgpected to ensure that neither group
had an outlier that could potentially impact theulés of this inferential test. To determine
whether an outlier was present within the dependanéble scores, box plots were examined.
There was no evidence of the presence of an oasliatl data points were within 1.5 standard
deviations from the edge of the box.

The assumption of normality was tested using gBtaVilks test to ensure the scores
on the dependent variable had a normal distribdtoioth groups. The assumption of
normality was met with a Shapiro-Wilks test havpig .05. The assumption of homogeneity of
variance was tested to ensure both groups had eguaahce on the dependent variable scores.
The Levene’s test of equality of variance was mptiicant,F = .362,p = .549. The

assumption of homogeneity of variance was met.
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There was no significant difference in the frequyeaf comprehension strategies among
low-achieving, low-poverty school$/(= 7.13,SD = 2.01) and high-achieving, low-poverty
schools M = 6.49,SD= 2.01). This was evident based on a significahkpendent samplés
test,t(71) =-1.381p = .172, two-tailed. There was no significant eiéfnce in the reported
implementation of research-based comprehensiotegies among low-achieving schools
compared to high-achieving schools among low-pgv&hools in this study.

Ho2b. “There is no significant difference on thdigétion of research-based
comprehension strategies based on school perfoerianel while controlling for low SES
levels.” Among the schools with high-poverty lexjedchools with high achievement were
compared to schools with low achievement on thgueacy of implementation of research-
based comprehension strategies. The independeptest test was chosen to identify a
significant difference on one dependent variabtenjerehension composite score) with two
groups.

To ensure the accuracy of the findings the assomgptf the independent samptegst
were examined. Scores on the dependent variabike imgpected to ensure that neither group
had an outlier that could potentially impact theulés of this inferential test. To determine
whether an outlier was present within the dependarnable scores box plots were examined.
There was no evidence of the presence of an oasliatl data points were within 1.5 standard
deviations from the edge of the box.

The assumption of normality was tested using gBhaVilks test to ensure the scores
on the dependent variable have a normal distributo both groups. The assumption of
normality was met with a Shapiro-Wilks test havpig .05. The assumption of homogeneity of

variance was tested to ensure both groups had eguaahce on the dependent variable scores.
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The Levene’s test of equality of variance was mptificant, F = .384,p = .536. The
assumption of homogeneity of variance was met.

Low-achieving, high-poverty schoolsl(= 6.71,SD= 1.98) used significantly more
comprehension strategies than the high-achievigd-poverty schoolsM = 5.72,SD= 2.11).
This was evident based on a significant indepensi@mipleg test,t(158) = -2.090p = .038,
two-tailed. The reported implementation of reskdyased comprehension strategies was
significantly higher among low-achieving schoolsngared to high-achieving schools among
high-poverty schools in this study.

Ho3a. “There is no significant difference on thdizgition of research-based vocabulary
development strategies based on school performanekwnhile controlling for high SES
levels.” Among the schools with low-poverty levedshools with high achievement were
compared to schools with low achievement on thgueacy of implementation of research-
based vocabulary strategies. The independent sahtpkt was chosen due to looking for
significant difference on one dependent variabteé&bulary composite score) with two groups.

To ensure the accuracy of the findings, the assonmgof the independent samptegst
were examined. Scores on the dependent variabike imgpected to ensure that neither group
had an outlier that could potentially impact theulés of this inferential test. To determine
whether an outlier was present within the dependanéble scores, box plots were examined.
There was no evidence of the presence of an oasliatl data points were within 1.5 standard
deviations from the edge of the box.

The assumption of normality was tested using gBtVilks test to ensure the scores
on the dependent variable had a normal distribdtoioth groups. The assumption of

normality was met with a Shapiro-Wilks test havpng .05. The assumption of homogeneity of
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variance was tested to ensure both groups had eguahce on the dependent variable scores.
The Levene’s test of equality of variance was mgnificant,F = 1.605,p = .209. The
assumption of homogeneity of variance was met.

There was no significant difference in the frequyeof vocabulary strategies among low-
achieving, low-poverty school$/(= 7.21,SD = 1.98) and high-achieving, low-poverty schools
(M =7.03,SD=2.32). This was evident based on a significadépendent samplésest,t(71)
=-.360,p = .720, two-tailed. There was no significant eliince in the reported implementation
of research-based vocabulary strategies among ¢bwvexang schools compared to high-
achieving schools among low-poverty schools in shisly.

Ho3b. “There is no significant difference on thdimétion of research-based vocabulary
development strategies based on school performanekwhile controlling for low SES levels.”
Among the schools with high-poverty levels, schawith high achievement were compared to
schools with low achievement on the frequency gdlementation of research-based vocabulary
strategies. The independent samplest was chosen due to looking for significantedténce
on one dependent variable (vocabulary compositeseath two groups.

To ensure the accuracy of the findings, the assonmgof the independent samptes
test were examined. Scores on the dependent leaneade inspected to ensure that neither
group had an outlier that could potentially impthet results of this inferential test. To
determine whether an outlier was present withindéygendent variable scores, box plots were
examined. There was no evidence of the presenae ofitlier as all data points were within 1.5
standard deviations from the edge of the box.

The assumption of normality was tested using gBhaVilks test to ensure the scores

on the dependent variable had a normal distribdtoboth groups. The assumption of
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normality was met with a Shapiro-Wilks test havpig .05. The assumption of homogeneity of
variance was tested to ensure both groups had eguaahce on the dependent variable scores.
The Levene’s test of equality of variance was mptificant, F = .384,p = .536. The

assumption of homogeneity of variance was met.

There was no significant difference in the frequeaf vocabulary strategies among
low-achieving, high-poverty schoolsl(= 6.98,SD= 2.22) and high-achieving, high-poverty
schools M = 6.29,SD= 2.45). This was evident based on a significagpendent sampleés
test,t(158) = -1.261p = .209, two-tailed. There was not a significaiffiedence in the reported
implementation of research-based vocabulary stegegnong low-achieving schools compared
to high-achieving schools among high-poverty schaokhe study.

Ho4. “SES level, fluency instruction, comprehensdiustruction, and vocabulary
instruction do not serve as predictors of languateperformance level.” A multiple regression
was performed to determine if SES, fluency instamtcomprehension instruction, and
vocabulary instruction serve as predictors to perémce on the language arts portion of
ISTEP+. Multiple regression assumptions were saidb confirm the data gave accurate results.
The Durbin Watson test was used to confirm thatetineas no correlation between the residuals.
To be met, the assumption looks for the value atd@inThe test gives a range from 0-4. The
closer the number is to 2, the less correlatiowbeh the residuals. The assumption was met as
the Durbin Watson score was approximately 2.0.

The assumption of linearity was examined usingiglaregression plots in order to
determine whether the relationship between theigi@dvariables and the criterion variable
were linear in nature. The pattern found withinsthelots demonstrated a linear relationship as

increases in the x-axis led to similar impactshanyt-axis thus the assumption has been met.
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The assumption of homoscedasticity was tested ubaglot of studentized residuals
versus the unstandardized predicted values. Masea lack of evidence for increased levels of
residual spreading thus demonstrating the assump&s met. The assumption of no
multicollinearity looks to ensure that the predictariables are not too heavily correlated which
would result in being unable to determine whichalale was explaining the variance in the
criterion variable. This assumption was met adalerance levels in each of the predictor
variables were above the 0.2 threshold.

The assumption of normality of residuals was testedxamining the normal p-plot of
regression. This assumption was met as the rdsidte points were aligned with the diagonal
line within the plot.

Within the model summary data, the multiple catieh coefficientsR) spoke to the
strength of the relationship with scores closet todicating a stronger relationship. TRealue
of .734 indicated a strong relationship betweenctiterion variable and the set of predictor
variables. The multiple coefficient of determiati(R?) represented the amount of variance
within the criterion variable which was explainedthe linear combination of predictor
variables. Thé¥value of .539 indicated the 53.9% of the varianitiw achievement
percentage was explained by the predictor variables

The adjusted multiple coefficient of determinati@wlj. R?) was a more conservative
figure of the variance explained within the modétiabeing adjusted for sample size and
number of predictors. Adjusté®f values of .531 indicated that 53.1% of the varianitkin
achievement percent was being explained by theqioedrariables. After the adjustment within

the model was made, the amount of explained vagibost (shrinkage) was .008. The standard
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error of the estimate (8.43) represented the aearegjdual difference each data point had from
the prediction line within the model.

A predictor variable within the model explainedignificant amount of variancg,

(4,228) = 66.707p < .001. At least one of the predictor variablethin the model was a
significant predictor for the achievement perceatagmong the predictor variables, SES as
represented by free and reduced lunch percentab@asmthe only significant predictor within
the model. SES was significaht; - 15.926p < .001. Through examination of the
unstandardized partial regression coefficientpiteglicted value for achievement percentage for
a school with zero percentage of free and redusechl students was expected to have 95.1% of
students passing English/language arts ISTEPwagtpredicted the English/language arts
ISTEP+ pass rate would decrease by .509 for evagypercentage increase in the free and
reduced lunch percentage while holding all otherabdes constant. The standardized partial
regression coefficients were not examined to datexithe rank order for significant predictors
due to only having one significant predictor (SE$he three research-based literacy areas
within the study were non-significant.

As described in Chapter 3, the strength of thatieship between SES and achievement
percentage may not have caused enough varianceitleiih the model to be explained by the
literacy predictor variables. To determine whethesignificant linear relationship existed
among any of the literacy predictor variables dredchievement percentage, follow up linear
regression tests were completed. These lineagssign tests determined whether each of the
predictor variables explained a significant amanfntariance within the criterion variable.

The assumptions for all three linear regressistst@ere met. The Durbin Watson tests

demonstrated independence of the residuals withraé tests values close to 2. The
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assumption of linearity was met as all three scalt#s demonstrated a linear relationship
between the predictor variable and the criteriomatde. The assumption of heteroscedasticity
for each of the three tests demonstrated a lacgsidual spreading on the plot of standardized
residuals versus that of the regression standafgimdicted values, thus the assumption was
met. The assumption of normality of the residweds met as the residual data points aligned
with the diagonal line on the normal p-plot of stardized residuals.

The Results of Fluency and Achievement Percentage Linear Regression Test

In order to determine whether the frequency ofrflryeinstruction occurring within the
Indiana classrooms could explain a significant amb@d variance in the achievement percentage
within the school, a linear regression test wa&ati. As mentioned above, the assumptions for
this test were all met. The model summary staidund in Table 20 demonstrates a small to
medium relationship with a correlation coefficieual to .156. Within the achievement
percentage score, 2.4% of the variance was explép¢he fluency composite score. This
number was reduced by .004 when sample size wawdéddnto the calculation. The average
residual distance found within the model was 12.19.
Table 20

Model Summary Statistics for Criterion Variable a@Pekdictor Variable (Fluency)

Standard Error
Criterion Variable R R Adj. R Shrinkage of the Estimate

Achievement Percentagel56 .024 .020 .004 12.19

There was a significant linear relationship betwieency composite score and the

achievement percentage scdfél, 231)=5.732,p = .017. Through examination of the
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unstandardized partial regression coefficient piteglicted value for a school with a fluency
composite score of zero would be 71.21. For ewagyunit of increase in the fluency composite
score the predicted value of the achievement ptagerwill decrease by .807.

The Results of Comprehension and Achievement Percentage Linear Regression Test

In order to determine whether the frequency of c@ihension instruction occurring
within the Indiana classrooms could explain a gigant amount of variance in the achievement
percentage within the school, a linear regressaehwas utilized. As mentioned above, the
assumptions for this test were all met. The medaimary statistics demonstrated a small
relationship with a correlation coefficient equal. 102. Within the achievement percentage
score, 1% of the variance was explained by the cengmsion composite score. This number
was reduced by .004 when sample size was factotedhe calculation. The average residual
distance found within the model was 12.28.

There was not a significant linear relationshipaAgen comprehension composite score
and the achievement percentage sdefe, 231)= 2.425,0 = .021. The level of comprehension
strategies utilized within Indiana middle schoals$ dot serve as a predictor for the ISTEP+
achievement pass rate for English/language arts.

The Results of Vocabulary and Achievement Percentage Linear Regression Test

In order to determine whether the frequency of botary development instruction
occurring within the Indiana classrooms could expéasignificant amount of variance in the
achievement percentage within the school, a linsgnession test was utilized. As mentioned
above, the assumptions for this test were all iiée model summary statistics demonstrated a
small relationship with a correlation coefficienjual to .031. Within the achievement

percentage score, .1% of the variance was expldipdide vocabulary composite score. This
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number was reduced by .001 when sample size wasddanto the calculation. The average
residual distance found within the model was 12.34.

There was not a significant linear relationshipAeen vocabulary composite score and
the achievement percentage scéi@, 231)=.224,p = .636. The level of vocabulary strategies
utilized within Indiana middle schools did not seias a predictor for the ISTEP+ achievement
pass rate for English/language arts.

Summary of Key Findings

Based on the data it was determined that in misich@ols in Indiana,

¢ the reported implementation of research-based ¢ystrategies was significantly
higher for low-achieving schools compared to hightaving schools among the low-
poverty schools in the study,

e the reported implementation of research-based ¢lystrategies was not significantly
different for low-achieving schools and high-achigyschools among the high-
poverty schools in the study,

e the reported implementation of research-based celmepision strategies was
significantly higher for low-achieving schools coaned to high-achieving schools
among the low-poverty schools in the study,

e the reported implementation of research-based celmepision strategies was not
significantly different for low-achieving schoolsmpared to high-achieving schools
among the high-poverty schools in this study,

e the reported implementation of research-based wdaabstrategies was not
significantly different for low-achieving schooladhigh-achieving schools among

the low-poverty schools in this study,
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e the reported implementation of research-based wdaabstrategies was not
significantly different for low-achieving schooladthe high-achieving schools
among the high-poverty schools in this study,

e itis predicted that the English/language arts IB¥fpass rate will decrease by .509
for every one percentage increase in the free ethaiced lunch percentage while
holding all other variables constant, and

o follow-up linear regression tests indicated fluem@s a significant predictor for
achievement percentage. The predicted value d¢heevement percentage is

expected to decrease by .807 for a one unit iner@afuency implementation.
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CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, RESULTS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The final chapter of this study is organized itite following sections: summary, results,
implications, and recommendations. The summath®study is a basic review of the overall
purpose. Next, the results section provides a sampof the data presented in Chapter 4. The
implications and suggestions section of the stesherv the results and make connections to
literature review. Finally, the recommendationstie® provides suggestions for further study
that might enrich the study.

Summary of Study

The purpose of this study was to determine if tegdency in which middle school
teachers implement research-based literacy stestdngid any impact on student performance on
the English/language arts portion of the ISTEPHe $pecific teachers in question were those
teaching English/language arts, science, socidietyor a combination. The study also
explored whether teachers who possessed a regubo@bst degree implemented literacy
strategies more frequently than those who did nesess a reading specialist degree. | also
explored whether SES served as a predictor foressoon the assessment. The following
guestions were answered:

1. Is there a significant difference on the implatagon of research-based fluency

strategies based on school performance level wibiging SES levels constant?
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2. Is there a significant difference on the implatagion of research-based
comprehension strategies based on school perfoerianel while holding SES
levels constant?

3. Is there a significant difference on the implatagon of research-based vocabulary
development strategies based on school performamnekwhile holding SES levels
constant?

4. Does SES level, fluency instruction, comprehamsgnstruction, and vocabulary
instruction serve as predictors of language anfopwaance level?

Results of the Study

In this study, 233 middle school teachers in Indiaompleted the survey on the
frequency of implementation of research-basedddgistrategies in the areas of fluency,
comprehension, and vocabulary. Of the participé8@svere teachers of English or language
arts, 68 were teachers of science, 46 were teaohecxial studies, and 33 were teachers of a
combination of English, language arts, science,sauthl studies. From the survey, data were
collected and statistical analyses were conductetermine if a relationship existed in the
frequency of implementation of literacy strategeesd to determine if SES served as a predictor
of success on the English/language arts portiagheofSTEP+. Chapter 4 presented the research
findings of the study.

Of those teachers surveyed, teachers in low-atigelow-poverty schools reported
using research-based fluency strategies more tifeenthose of high-achieving, low-poverty
schools. The reported implementation of reseasded fluency strategies was not significantly
different for low-achieving schools compared tohaghieving schools among the high-poverty

schools.
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Statistical significance was found with the repdrimplementation of research-based
comprehension strategies for low-achieving schooispared to high-achieving schools among
the low-poverty schools in this study. Teacherseyed in low-achieving schools reported
using comprehension strategies more often tharetimoisigh-achieving schools among the low-
poverty schools in the study. The reported implaiatgon of research-based comprehension
strategies was not significant for low-achievingeals compared high-achieving schools among
the high-poverty schools.

The reported implementation of research-basedowdasy strategies was not significant
for low-achieving schools compared to high-achigwchools among the low-poverty schools in
this study. Likewise, the reported implementatdmesearch-based vocabulary strategies was
not significant among low-achieving schools comgdoehigh-achieving schools among high-
poverty schools in this study.

Furthermore, a multiple regression was perfornoedietermine if SES, fluency
instruction, comprehension instruction, and vocatyinstruction serves as predictors to
performance on the English/language arts portidl®®EP+. Statistical significance was not
found regarding fluency instruction, comprehensi@truction, and vocabulary instruction but it
was predicted that the English/language arts ISTjgd3s rate would decrease by .509 for every
one percentage increase in the free and reducet percentage while holding all other
variables constant. Because SES was such a giredigtor of success, | felt it was necessary to
conduct follow-up linear regression tests. Théfetup linear regression tests did reveal that
fluency was a significant predictor of achievemasitcentage while the other two literacy
variables were not significant. The predicted edlr the achievement percentage was expected

to decrease by .807 for every one unit increasiei@mcy implementation.
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Implications and Suggestions

Creating an effective culture of literacy in a dielschool takes time and effort from
administrators and teachers. It is important éaidlers to examine their current situation and
identify areas of strength and weakness. Oncetaesas are identified, it is vital to begin
developing a plan to increase the overall effeciss of the current classroom instruction. It is
no secret that in recent years, policymakers agh profile literacy movements have focused
mainly onreading by nine The idea behind reading by age nine or thirdigi@ll students pass
or they will be retained) is to ensure studentsgete third-grade reading on grade level. The
IREAD-3 assessment is used to measure foundatieading standards and skills through the
third grade. Itis a summative assessment thatasloped in accordance with House Enrolled
Act 1367 (also known as Public Law 109) in 201te Emphasis is on providing students
literacy instruction and experience so they devslopng literacy skills in the early grades. This
would ultimately lead to a smooth transition int@die school. What research is finding,
however, is that students are preforming wellterécy in fourth grade, perhaps from all of the
emphasis in Grade 3, but falling flat in middlesah It is important to keep in mind that
students now entering Grade 6 in Indiana will keftist middle school group to have taken
IREAD-3 and held accountable for passing the assests

The research finding in this study suggests ttladals that are low-achieving and low-
poverty are implementing more fluency strategiestthose that are high-achieving and low-
poverty. Why do low-achieving schools implemengficy strategies more frequently? One
conclusion that is derived from the results aneaesh in the study is that low-achieving schools
have more struggling readers which is forcing themwork with fluency development more

frequently. Whereas in high-achieving, low-povestyools, the students do not require the
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extra support because they enter middle schoa@dyradept with the strategies necessary to
read fluently and comprehend grade level text. r@me&as not a significant difference in the
implementation in low-achieving schools and hightacing schools among high-poverty. |
backed this with support from the research in Géraptregarding high-poverty and struggling
readers when | stated that a significant achieveégem exists between certain demographic
groups according to NASSP data (NASSP, 2005, p. I?)e data found in this study supports
that research. Students in high-poverty schoa@jsire more foundational skills when entering
middle school. Therefore, the frequency of implatagon of strategies was not significantly
different among the low-achieving and high-achigyinigh-poverty schools. In high-poverty
schools, every teacher in every subject implemsinédéegies more frequently per quarter.
Fluency Instruction

When, if ever, is it appropriate or necessarydachers to stop focusing on fluency
instruction? Does it ever stop? Fluency strategedp students to read aloud, with expression
so that the text flows rather than sounding chogplyency is often neglected in the classroom
regardless of its importance as a component ollite If text is read in a laborious and
inefficient manner, it is difficult for the studetd remember what has been read and relate the
ideas expressed in the text to his or her backgrémowledge (National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development, 2000b). Of the texsacburveyed in this study, 36% of
English/language arts teachers, 72.1% of scieraahégs, and 58.7% of social studies teachers
reported that they never met with small groupstedients to evaluate fluency and provide
feedback. How do they assess fluency if they ddear the student read? The teachers in the
survey are more likely to model fluent reading bgding an article or story to the class, or to

ensure students are choosing to read books atitiseiactional level. This once again raised an
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interesting question, how do teachers know theesttgd instructional level if they are not
listening to the student read and assess themdiuand comprehension? In fact, of the teachers
surveyed, 46.5% of English/language arts teacH&4% of science teachers, 28.3% of social
studies teachers, and 45.5% of a combination cheza reported that they ensured that students
are exposed to text on their instructional levebi®nore times per quarter.

Middle school social studies and science text baok written for middle school-level
readers. Students that are not reading fluenti@iade 6 could potentially find the middle
school level text difficult to comprehend and gatidéormation. Fountas and Pinnell (2009)
cited disfluency as one of the most salient charéstics of a struggling reader; without fluency,
comprehension and vocabulary development are neangxistent. Fluency instruction is not
mentioned in the Indiana 6-12 Literacy FramewoEXJE, 2011) and fluency standards halt
after Grade 5. In this study, specific questianmshsas—How many times per quarter do you
provide multiple opportunities for each studentdad orally? How many times per quarter do
you model fluency through read alouds, or emphasipeopriate speed, accuracy, and
expression? How often per quarter do you meet svitall groups of students to evaluate
fluency and provide feedback, allow students tcagegn three or four re-readings of text, or
ensure that texts used in class vary in topic,eeamd organization? All of these strategies
could be incorporated into the daily instructioowever if they are not expectations or standards
they could be superfluously neglected. Based eritidings from this study it is vital that
teachers find the right balance. If they focusrmach on any one component, they may neglect
important standard based content.

The follow-up linear regression tests did revial fluency was a significant predictor of

achievement percentage while the other two litexaaiables were not significant. The
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predicted value for the achievement percentageawpscted to decrease by .807 for every one
unit increase in fluency implementation. As menéid in Chapter 2, phonemic awareness and
phonics skills halt in primary grades (NASSP, 20@5)dents must have the ability to identify
basic sight words and have a solid phonemic awaseaineorder to read fluently. Perhaps this
instruction is halted earlier than needed for semedents and therefore middle school teachers
are forced to spend valuable instruction time aerty strategies for students with little to no
sight word recall or phonics skills.

It is possible that too much fluency instructistharmful. Just as research in Chapter 2
suggests that too much testing is harmful to istva and teacher efficacy, perhaps too much of
a focus on one literacy component can also hangheewement results (G.M. Jones et al.
(2003). If teachers are focusing on fluency inginn at the rate of their responses in Chapter 4,
other valuable instruction may be lost. The ingian is therefore not balanced; therefore,
higher frequency of implementation equals lowernegtment on standard based assessments.
Comprehension Instruction

This study focused on SES because according ¢aur@s, the adolescent literacy crisis is
not one that affects all schools equally. Youngl&sdvho are poor comprehenders are much
more likely to be found in high-poverty, high mirtgrschools than in other schools. In fact, it is
not unusual for 70% of the eighth graders in highgsty, high-minority middle schools to
comprehend at below basic levels (Maclver et 8042. In this study, comprehension strategies
were implemented more frequently in low-achievinigh-poverty schools. It is my belief that
this is due to students of high-poverty enteringdie school without adequate skills and
strategies to comprehend middle school level t&dsearch substantiates this belief (Maclver et

al., 2004). In the findings of this study, theosiyest predictor of achievement was SES. ltis
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predicted that the English/language arts ISTEP$ pate will decrease by .509 for every one
percentage increase in the free and reduced luademtage while holding all other variables
constant.

The Common Core State Standards require thatrgsiderk with increasingly complex
texts in order to learn content from reading (heko, 2013). Comprehension standards
continue in the Indiana Academic College and Caraadiness Standards for Grades 6-12
(IDOE, 2011). Teachers are expected to build cohgarsion and appreciation of literature using
knowledge of literary structure and point of viewdnalyzing, inferring, and drawing
conclusions about literary elements, themes, anttaladeas.

Vocabulary Instruction

The reported implementation of research-based wiagbstrategies was not significant
among low-achieving schools compared to high-achgeschools among the low-poverty
schools in this study. The reported implementatibresearch-based vocabulary strategies was
not significant among low-achieving schools compacehigh-achieving schools among the
high the poverty schools in this study.

The current Indiana 6-12 Literacy Framework Staddat focuses on building rich
vocabulary (IDOE, 2011). The standards make drdleat academic vocabulary and language
are critical components of college and career resdi. Furthermore, vocabulary acquisition
supports increased comprehension and developslanstsi ability to communicate effectively in
a variety of formats (D. Jones, 2013). In the synteachers were asked to respond to the
following questions: How often per quarter are iystwdents exposed to text on their
instructional level, provide clear explanationshngtxamples of word meanings, encourage use

of student’s personal examples of word meaningg&encannections among word meanings



109

using semantic maps and word maps, or providedistords to be taught? How often per
guarter are target words recognized, explainedpexg, and used in texts? The study also
asked teachers how many times they used contexake sense of an unknown word, or
reviewed vocabulary words previously taught.

Based on the findings in this study, vocabularyringion occurs consistently across the
curriculum; reports of implementation were siméanong English/language arts teachers,
science teachers, and social studies teachers.cobid be explained by the format of science
and social studies textbooks. Most textbooks eres with a specific focus on vocabulary. The
Indiana 6-12 Literacy Framework places much emghasivocabulary instruction in the upper
grades (IDOE, 2011). The framework states thatthee three tiers of vocabulary that students
need to learn in order to become effective disegly thinkers and communicators and to
comprehend a variety of texts (D. Jones, 2013¢r Tiincludes common words students use
daily, Tier 2 contains academic vocabulary thatragl frequency words used across the
curriculum, and Tier 3 contains content and cong@etcific words that occur less frequently
such as the vocabulary in a science or social esueixtbook.

Most middle and high school teachers feel thag theenot have time or the expertise to
teach their students how to read. They were aotdd to be reading specialists; therefore,
teaching reading in a history class could seemtitagibut necessary (Tovani, 2000). Of the
233 teachers surveyed, 30 reported that they diyneossessed a certificate or degree in
reading. For this particular study, there wasigaiicant difference among the frequency of
implementation of teachers that held a readingfate compared to those who did not. Tovani
(2000) stated that teachers at all levels felt thamhy resources exist that are focused on

beginning reading and writing that provides anrungional paradigm effective for primary
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grades, but when it comes to teaching literacypjoen grades, resources are scarce. Support
must be provided to all teachers to help them &rmhlanced approach to literacy instruction.
Recommendationsfor Further Study

To further enhance the findings of this study, fthilowing suggestions are
recommended. First, a possible limitation to ttuelg was the restriction to middle schools in
Indiana. The study could be expanded to otherdslaxross the United States. This would
increase the sample size and determine if insomddiffers in other states. Next, this study
could be expanded with a qualitative case. It @wdnd fascinating to interview respondents of
this study to determine why they use certain ggiageemore often than others.

It would be determined if behaviors of studentsiddle school have an impact on the
instruction. For example, Maclver et al. (2004)rid that middle grades teachers were less
likely than elementary teachers to trust studemtsdrk together productively, were very
concerned about student misbehavior and maintacongol of their classrooms, and often
provided their students with academic tasks thaewess demanding cognitively. Maclver et al.
(2004) also found that middle school teachers @ier®re likely than elementary teachers to
doubt their personal teaching efficacy. This canglain why the majority of the teachers
reported that they never met with students in sgrallips to evaluate fluency and provide
feedback. Looking back at Chapter 2 researchigll@ving information was provided
regarding lack of time for literacy instructionnmddle schools.

Although middle school teachers may assume theyotibave the time to teach literacy
skills, Tovani (2000) listed the following benefagstrategy instruction:

1. The entire class can work on the same stratbtpre capable readers use more

sophisticated text, while less able readers usplsimext. If teachers focus on what
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good readers do, the entire class can improve téading. It is not too late for
struggling middle school students to be taught tmtetter comprehend what they
read.

2. Strategies are applicable across the curriculum.

3. Teachers do not have to be reading speciatisesath comprehension strategies.

They simply have to be aware of their own proceasagaders. They can notice
their own thinking as they read, determine whay tth@ to make meaning, and pass
these techniques n to their students. (p. 46)

In a qualitative follow up study, teachers coudddsked to share what training, if any,
they have had in the area of literacy instructidhey could share their understanding of what
solid literacy instruction looks like and encompesssDid their field experiences prepare them to
teach intermediate reading skills, or did they assgtudents would enter middle school having
already mastered intermediate skills? Is the meiddhool schedule set up to accommodate the
time necessary to implement these strategies inlssrooms. Among the high-achieving
schools in the study, what type of schedule dig¢f thaintain? Was the schedule different from
that of the low-achieving schools? In elementaihosls, teachers are required to provide a 90-
minute, uninterrupted reading block. In middlemals across Indiana, class times vary. Would
the teachers surveyed be more likely to implementesof the strategies more frequently if the
students were in their classrooms for a longer arottime?

In addition, how does this impact science, sastadlies, and math performance on the
ISTEP+? This particular study only obtained Erglenguage arts scores from the past three
years. Further study could determine if therenigienpact on scores in the above subject areas.

How often do the schools surveyed provide profesdidevelopment to staff in the area of
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literacy? Is collaboration and data analysis arfy? It would also be interesting to determine
if fluency strategies are being implemented moteroin low-achieving, how poverty schools
and they remain low-achieving because so muchuctsbn time is consumed by fluency and
basic skills.

Furthermore, were any of the teachers surveyed#ingin priority or focus schools?
Currently, schools in Indiana that are prioritffacus schools have specific school improvement
plans in place to increase the quality of instattnd student performance. This could explain
the significant difference in the frequency of theg and comprehension strategies in low-
achieving schools in the study. Are these schaaigently on an improvement plan set by the
state?

Last, this study could be enhanced by surveyingtiie and fifth-grade teachers from the
feeder elementary schools in this study. How oftethey implement the literacy strategies
mentioned? How confident are they that their sttglare prepared for middle school? How
confident are they that middle school English/leaggiarts teachers, science, and social studies

teachers are adequately trained to continue st#ichty instruction for all students?
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY
The Balanced Approach to Literacy Instruction irdille Schools
If you are a teacher who did not teach at this sti@st year please close the survey now.
. Your current position is:
(1) English or Language Arts Teacher
(2) Science Teacher
(3) Social Studies Teacher
(4) Combination of the above subjects
How many years have you been in the field ocatdan?
. Your gender is:
(1) Female
(2) Male
Highest level of degree obtained:
(1) Bachelor’s
(2) Master’s
(3) Ed.S.

(4) Ph.D.
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5. How many students are in your school building?
(1) 1to 200
(2) 201-400
(3) 401-600
(4) 601-800
(5) 801-1,000
(6) 1,001+

6. What is the name of the school in which youcaneently employed?

7. What is the name of the school district?

8. Do you currently possess a certificate or degsea reading specialist?
(1) Yes
(2) No

9. Does your school have a literacy coach?
(1) Yes

(2) No

10. On average, how many hours a month do you ddwqirofessional development in the area
of literacy?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+
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11. On average, how many hours a month do you ddweatollaboration with colleagues
examining student data in the area of literacy?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

The following questions pertain to instruction atichtegies in fluency, comprehension, and

vocabulary development. Please answer based ameiney of implementation per quarter.

12. On average how many times per quarter do yowige multiple opportunities for each
student to read orally?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

13. On average how many times per quarter do yadehfluency through read alouds?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

14. On average how often per quarter do you enigdappropriate speed, accuracy, and
expression?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

15. On average how often per quarter do you mehtsmall groups of students to evaluate
fluency and provide feedback?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+
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16. On average how often per quarter do you afitmslents to engage in three or four re-
readings of text?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

17. How often per quarter do you ensure that tesésl in class vary in topic, genre, and
organization?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

18. How often per quarter do you ensure that stisdare exposed to text on their instructional
level?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

19. How often per quarter does instruction incloggor strategies to promote comprehension
such as summarization, student questioning, upeafknowledge,
metacognition/comprehension monitoring, graphi@argers, and visualization?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

20. How often per quarter do you discuss prior kiedge with students before beginning a
lesson?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+
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21. How often per quarter do students turn arildabbut the text read?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

22. How often per quarter do you vary the sizstadtegy instructional groups to discuss books,
focus on strategy use, or introduce more challenggrts to students?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

23. On average how often do you spend instrudtiima helping students identify their reading
miscues so they can learn to self-correct?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

24. On average how often per quarter do you peotiide for daily sustained silent reading with
texts at your student’s independent reading level?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

25. How often per quarter do you emphasize botmang, the literal recall of information
stated by authors and inferencing or interpretatiming beyond what the author is saying?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

26. How often per quarter does instruction prowgar explanations, with examples of word
meanings?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+



124

27. How often per quarter does instruction enogeinase of student’s personal examples of
word meanings?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

28. How often per quarter does instruction makeegtions among word meanings, using
semantic maps and word maps?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

29. How often per quarter does your program asttuction provide lists of words to be taught?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

30. How often per quarter are target words reasghiexplained, explored, and used in texts?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

31. How often per quarter does instruction guidelents to use context to make
sense of an unknown word?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+

32. How often per quarter does your program rewieeabulary words previously taught?

Never 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10+
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY LETTER

Dear Participants,

You were selected as a possible participant ingtudy because you are a middle school teacher
in the state of Indiana. This survey is intendaddachers of English, Language Arts, Science,
or Social Studies. For the purpose of the studgklthat only teachers that have taught in the
current building for more than one year participate

There are no known risks to participating in tlésearch study. There are no costs to you for
participating in the study. The information you yide will be used to determine if the frequency
of implementation of specific research-based gjratein fluency, vocabulary development, and
comprehension have an impact on the proficienah@®English/Language Arts portion of the
ISTEP+.

The questionnaire will take approximately 5 minutesomplete and the survey will remain
open for one week following the date of this emdihe information collected may not benefit
you directly, but the information learned in thisdy should provide more general benefits.
This survey is anonymous. Your IP address willlm®tollected however, absolute anonymity
cannot be guaranteed over the Internet. No oneb@ilible to identify you or your answers, and
no one will know whether or not you participatedhe study. Please note that the name of the
school in which you work will be collected in thergey but only for the purpose of matching
data to the school. The names of the schools traisswill not be revealed in the final
document. You are free to decline to answer angtipres you do not wish to answer.
Individuals from the Institutional Review Board miagpect these records. Should the data be
published, no individual information will be disslked.

Please click the following link to begin: httpasw.surveymonkey.com/s/XD95JKH
If you have any questions about the study, pleastact:

Tenicia Helmberger, 302 Edgewater Lane, Kokomoigimal 46902, (765) 454-7075, or by email
thelmberger@kokomo.k12.in.us, or contact my dissi@rn chair, Dr. Terry McDaniel,
Indiana State University, University Hall Room 21T&re Haute, In 47809 812-237-
3862 tmcdaniel@indstate.edu
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