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ABSTRACT

This research paper investigates the effectiveness of
an intensive literacy program, Comprehensive Early Literacy
Learning (CELL), to teach Second Language Learners to read
and write in English. Since this program provides numerous
opportunities to practice the English language through
literacy activities, the researcher believes it is a good
methéd to teach English in its oral and written forms.

Although previous research demonstrated that CELL has
had good outcomes for literacy acquisition and. enhancing
reading comprehension, there is not much research that
tests its effectiveness with English language learners, a
group that is at risk in our public schools. The intention
of the researcher is to determine whether English language
learners enrolled in this Program actually improve their
literacy skills faster and more solidly than other English
language learners that are not involved in any literacy

prrograms.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

General Statement of the Problem

This is a descriptive study that is investigating the
improvements that English language learners make in the
areas of reading and writing, as a result of their
inclusion in the literacy program, Comprehensive Early
Literacy Learning (CELL). The assessment instrument
utilized to determine the progress that the participant
students made is the Dominie Reading and Writing Assessment
Portfolio (DeFord, 2001) .

The current study also analyzes the basic components
of the CELL.program and its theoretical base in the
theories of language and learning proposed by Chomsky, Clay -
and Vygotsky among others. This will be explainéd in the

Literature Review.

Significance of the Thesis
It has been proven that students who are good readers
in the early grades tend also to be good readers in the
higher grades. Reading efficiency is the best indicator
for academic success: students who leafn to read early

tend to get good grades throughout their entire education



(Lobén, 1976; Buckley, 1992; Gentile, 2003). Since the
acquisition of reading skills during the early grades
‘appears to be such a decisive factor in academic success,
it seems reasonable that teachers need to be trained to
prombte literacy in their classrooms. In addition,
researchers ﬁeed to investigate new and effective
instructional strategies to enhance literacy instruction.
This i1s what CELL intends to do: to provide teachers with
the professional skills to promote literacy in their
classrooms.

The present study is also relevant for the educational
community because it addresses issues of literacy
acquisition for Hispanic students, a population that
currently experiences one of the largest high school
dropout rates in the United States (ﬁational Center of
Education Statistics, 2000).

) In 2000, 44.2 percent of Hispanic young adults
born outside the United States were high school

dropouts. Hispanic young adults born within the
United States were much less likely to be
dropouts. However, when looking at just those

young adults born in the United States, Hispanic
youths were still the more likely to be dropouts
than other young adults. {(p.v)

Because these students are placed in settings where

instruction is provided in a language they do not speak



well, they experience difficulties with learning to read
and write. This difficulty is also reflected in special
education classrooms, where we find an over-identification
of the Hispanic population. The researcher believes it is
important to investigate new and different ways of teaching
English language learners to read ana.write in English in
order to help them succeed academically.

CELL has shown to be an effective liferacy promoter.
However, the question of whether Spanish-speaking students
in this Program learn to read and write more easily than
Hispanics not in the Program has not been deeply explored.
It is important to look for the best ways to make it easier
for these students to learn to read and write in English, a
task that is not easy for them, considering language

differences.

Research Questions
The study was guided by an intention to find answers
for the following questions:
1. Will students in the CELL group read significantly
higher level books? Will their reading level be

significantly higher than the non-CELL students



when measured by the Dominie‘Reading and Writing
Assessment Portfolio (DeFord; 2001)?’

2. Will CELL students significantly improve-their
writing? Will they write significaﬁtly better than
the non-CELL students when measured by the Dominie
Reading and Writing Assessment Portfolio (DeFord,

2001) 7

Limitations

The researcher is aware that when working with a group
of students of a considerable size for such a long time (a
school year) there is the probability that some students
will move to a different school district or even to a
different state. This mobility might alter the progress of
the study, especially if the transient students are from
the experimental group. In fact, thrée Qf the students
that participated in‘the research (two from the treatment
group and one from the control group) moved to different
'schools while the research was being implemented. This is
a factor that is out of the researcher’s control.

.Another limitation for the study is the generalization
of its results. With the intention of making the study as

accurate and reliable as possible/ the study began with a



total of 24 participant students. The researcher is aware
- that even though the sample utilized for the research is
significant, it might not be very large. This might affect-
the generalization of this study’s results to the larger
population.

. finally, the researcher is aware that any instrument
utilized that might be used to evaluate students’ reading
and writing proficiency has its own limitations; no
assessment tool has a 100% validity and/or reliability.
Besides, there aré students’ internal factors that might be
affecting their scores and that are out of the researcher’s
control, such as emotional state, etc. Therefore the
possibility that the assessment tool utilized in this
research might not be reflecting the studeﬁts’ actual

reading/writing level must be considered.

Delimitations
In the earliest stages of the current study the
researcher intended to design a project that would evaluate
not only literacy acguisition (both reading and writing)
but also language proficiency of the English language
learners in the study. This initial consideration .was

based on the fact that English proficiency is developed in



the CELL Program through li£eracy activities. Oral
language 1is enhancea in every single element of the CELL
framework, therefore it would be necessary to evaluate the
impact that this Program has on its development. However,
once the research project was initiated, the researcher
realized how diffgrent thesé two topics are and how
difficult it would be to evaluate them both in the same
study. Therefore it was decided to narrow the research
focus just to literacy acquisition, considering that a
complete and independent research in language should be

implemented to evaluate how students in the CELL program

improve their proficiency in English.

Assumptions

The following assumptions apply to this thesis:

1. CELL is an early literacy program that is able to
enhance students’ literacy skills (both, reading
proficiency and writing quality).

2. The CELL program provides teachers with good
instructional skills to teach students to read and
write.in English.

3. Reading proficiency is a predictor of academic

achievement.



The effect of social and economic differences can
be controlled with an appropriate early literacy

program.

Definition of Terms

Active discovery is a process where students get

engaged in their own learning rather than passively
listening to a lecture. The teacher’s task is to
guide students in the process, more than providing
them with knowledge.

According to the California Reading Task Force

(1995) a Balanced literacy framework must include

1) an organized, explicit skills program that
includes phonics, phonemic awareness, and decoding
skills instruction to address the needs of the
emergent reader; 2) a strong literature, language
and comprehension program that balances betwéen
oral and written language; 3) ongoing diagnosis and

assessment; and 4) an early intervention program

that provides individual support for at-risk

students.

The Dominie Reading and Writing Assessment

Portfolio is an evaluation instrument developed by



Diane DeFord in 2001 to evaluate the growth that
students from Kindergarten through Fifth grade
demonstrate in reading and writing. The different
areas that are evaluated are oral reading
comprehension, oral reading fluency, knowledge
aﬁout words and letters, phonemic and phonetic
awareness, sentence writing and spelling.

“Fluency is the ability to read a text accurately
and guickly. Fluent readers decode automatically
and therefore are able to concentrate their
attention on the meaning of the text. Fluent
readers recognize and comprehend words at the same
time” (Swartz, Shook, Klein, Moon, Bunnell, Belt, &
Huntley, 2003, p. 6).

A text is at a frustration level when “the student

is able to read at less than 90% word-
identification accuracy and less than 75%
comprehension” (Swartz, Shook, Klein, Moon,
Bunnell, Belt, & Huntley, 2003, p. 6).

Guided reading is an ac¢tivity in which the teacher

works with small, homogeneous groups of students
(from one to five students) based upon their

abilities and needs. The purpose of guided reading



is to improve the reading skills the students in
the group already have, and to help them develop
new ones-to increase independency..

7. Independent readihg is when students read books of

their own choosing at a level of difficulty that
challenges them but whiéh is not so difficult that
it discourages independence. During this time the
teacher observes students’ reading behavior, taking
anecdotal records to identify strengths and to
determine their needs.

8. A text is at an independent level when “the student

is able to read with above 95% word-identification
and better than 90% comprehension” (Swartz, Shook,
Klein, Moon, Bunnell, Belt, & Huntley, 2003, p. 6).

9. Independent writing is when students write their

own stories making use of their own abilities,
without the support of others. During this time
the teacher observes students’ writing behaviors,
taking anecdotal records to identify strengths and

to determine individual needs.

10. A text is at an instructional level when “the
student is able to read with 90-95% word-

identification accuracy and 75% comprehension”



11.

12.

13.

(Swartz, Shook, Klein, Moon, Bunnel, Belt, &
Huntley, 2003, p. 6).

An interactive read aloud is a reading activity

during which teachers read aloud toastudents from a
book to introduce them to the pleasures of reading
and books (Barrentine, 1996). At the saﬁe time
that they might be teaching a content area (such as
Math, Social Sciences..) they are also modeling the
reading process. It is called interactive because
students participate in the reading by making
predictions about the story, making connections to
their own experiences (text—to—self), to the world
(text-to-world) and to other texts they have read
(text-to-text) that help them better comprehend the
meaning of the story. (Keene & Zimmermamm, 1997).

Interactive writing is a group activity in which

all the students along with their teacher share the
pen to collaboratively write a text or message.
Every student collaborates at their own level of
proficiency (Swartz, Klein & Shook, 2001).

Oral language is a specific type of communication

using oral signs. It is a faculty that only humans

have. We are born with a natural predisposition to

10



14.

15.

16.

language acquisition as a way to communicate,
however it must be stimulated in order for it to be
developed.

Phonemic awareness is the ability to understand

that speech can be broken down into sentences;
sentences into words; words into syllables; and
syllables into phonemes (sounds). It ié the
capacity to notice, think about, and work with
sounds in oral language.

Phonics is the existing relationship between spoken
and written language. In order to be able to
decode a text, readers need to be aware of the
phoneme—-grapheme correspondence, that is, the
established relationship between sounds of spoken
language and the letfers of the alphabet.

Reading comprehension is to understand the meaning

of a text, that is, to make sense of a text. “It
involves the ability to construct meaning from and
to respond to a text, using background knowledge as
well as printed information” (Robinson, et. al.,
2000, p.36). Reading comprehension also includes
the idea that the reader will receive or infer some

meaning from the message that the author intended.

11



17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Reading‘strategies are those that allow the reader
to read effectively, that is to reach
comprehension.

Remedial teaching is a specialized instruction

provided to students whose performance is below
average.

Scaffolding is a teaching technique in which the

teacher gradually reduces the amount of support
given to the student until complete independence is
achieved.

Shared reading is defined as a reading activity

where teacher and students read aloud a text at the
same time. Once the text is familiar to students,
the teacher uses it as a teaching tool to help the
students learn about a specific content area
(Swartz, Shook & Klein, 2002).

Vocabulary is the words that we use in our speech

(oral vocabulary) and the ones we can read in print
(reading vocabulary). In order to comprehend a
text, a reader needs to know most of the words in
it, or at least be able to infer them from the

context.
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CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Comprehensive Early Literacy Learning’s Foundations

Comprehensive Early Literacy Learning is a
professional development program that provides teachers
with the instructional skills they need in order to enhance
their students’ literacy skills. Its aim is to transform
classrooms into literacy-rich and risk-free environments,
where students have the opportunity to try new learning and
to practice new strategies throughout the day.

Being aware that reading and writing is the foundation
for academic success (Loban, 1976; Buckley, 2000; Gentile,
2003), CELL promotes literacy skills in students from the
earliest grades (PreK-3). It also stresses the importance
of intervening on reading difficulties before they can
affect studengs’ motivation and their academic success:

“It is hoped that powerful instruction and access to good
first teaching for all children will impact the need for
remedial reading and special education instruction”

(Swartz, Shook, & Klein, 2002, p.18).

13



Oral Language Development

Given the importance of oral language development
within the classroom (Chomsky, 1972} Loban, 1976; Green &
>Harker, 1982; Buckley, 1992; Clay, 1998), CELL tries to
ensure that oral language is part of the every day
inséruction in the program’s classrooms. This is done by
emphasizing it in every element of its framework: “Oral
language is the foundation for all of the elements of early
literacy learning. The dialogue, discussion, Verbal
interaction, and active oral engagement of each student is
stressed as each of the framework elements is used”
(Swartz, Shook & Klein, 2003, p. 6).

Traditional teaching approaches assume that students
- will improve their oral language skills by promoting the
much more abstract processes such as reading and writing.
However, this rarely occurs. On the contrary, students
whose oral language is not well—developed continue to have
this need until it is specifically addressed. This affects
their reading and writing achievement, and hence, their
academic success. As Buckley stated on a review of Walter
Loban’s work, “.whenever students are denied the
persuasiveness of oral language to ease and simplify the

abstractions of reading and writing, many students fail.

14



Unfortunately, Loban warned, such students continue to fail
as long as their language instruction remains restricted”
(éuckley, 1992, p.623). |

In agreement with Loban, who encquraged teachers to
promote oral languége instruction within the classroom,
CELL urges teachers to maintéin a balanced and integrated
lénguage approach, 1in which reading and writing is in
equilibrium with listening and speaking within the
curriculum. This is especially important for students
whose oral language is not well-developed, as is the case
with English language learners, the population on.which we
in this study is focused.

Clay also supported the idea of providing students in
classrooms with many opportunities to practice and improve
their language skills:

We could schedule time to when children with poor
language skills would be encourage to initiate
learning opportunities for themselves and then be
encouraged to talk, to question, to explain to’
other children and to the teacher as she moves
among them extending their expressions of ideas

into an oral statement. (Clay, 1985)

Literacy Promotion throughout the Day

Loban encouraged teachers to “listen to the equivalént
of a book a day; talk the equivalent of a book a week; read

the equivalent of a book a month; and write the equivalent

15



of a book a year” (Buckley, 1992, p. 623).‘ Concurring with
his statement, CELL-trained teachers provide students many
opportunities to practice their reading and writing all
through the day. . Their lesson plans are based on literacy

. '
.activities, which are used to teach other-curricular areas:
“The frameworks have been designed to structure‘gléésrooms
that use literacy activities throughout the day of every
school day. Other curricular areas are delivered using
literacy activities as the method of instruction” (Swartz,
Shook & Klein, 2003, p. 1). Their classrooms are to be
converted into literacy-rich environments. In order to do
so, they are to provide students, not only with a great
variety of books, but also with many writing samples
displayed over the walls as a resource.

13

Active Discovery

CELL also agrees with the necessity for incorporating
active discovery into classrooms. It encoufages teachers
to provide students with the most productive learning
experience, and to helb them solve the difficulties they
may encounter themselves, instead of solving the
difficulties‘for them. Students learn through experience,
by making mistakes and finding solutions. Teachers are

responsible for creating environments where students do not

16



feel intimidated about making mistakes when investigating
new ways of solving problems. This idea 1is consistent with
the theory of another relevant psychologist, Jean Piaget,
who was the first one that incorporated active discovery
into classrooms. “To understand is to discover, or
reconstruct by rediscovery, and such conditions must be
complied with if in the future individuals are to be formed
who are capable of production and creativity and not simply
repetition” (Piaget, 1973, p. 20).

CELL, concurring with Piaget, is against traditional
instructional methods where students play a passive role
and'teachers are merely information deliverers. 1In the
CELL model, students are in charge of learning and it is
teachers’ responsibility to guide and stimulate them
through the process: “The model (CELL) stresses and
encourages active participation from each student
regardless of his or her current level of lite:acy
acquisition.” (Swartz, Shook & Klein, 2003, p. 1)-. “The
active engagement of each student is stressed throughout
the .. framework, with verbal interaction and reading and
writing activities taught across the content fields.”

(Swartz, Shook & Klein, 2003, p. 8)

17



Student’s Independence: Ongoing Observation and Anecdotal
Notes

CELL intends that all students participate in the
learning process according to their individual current
level of knowledge. It is its final goal that all students
become.independent learners. In order to succeed, teachers
need to know what strategies and skills their.studénts are
able to use independently to problem-solve successfully;
what strategies/skills they are able to use with support;
and what strategies/skills they still need to learn.
Teachers are urged to consider students’ level of
development as a basis to build new knowledge. They need
to know their students’ strengths and needs. This is
consistent with the work of another iméortant psychologist,
Vygotsky, and his concept of “Zone of Proximal Development”
(ZPD) . The ZPD defines the distance between the actual
developmental level —-determined by independent problem
solving, and the level of potential -determined through
problem solving under the guidance/help of a more capable
other. A child's actual developmental level indicates a
child's level of mental development at a particular time.

It indicates the functions that have already matured in the

child. A child's ZPD defines those functions that have not

18



matured yet, but that are in the process of maturing and
»
developing (Vygotsky, 1978).

CELL urges its teachers to use ongoing and thorough
observation of students’ independent performance to
identify their strengths and needs. Teachers are trained
to observe students as they are reading and.writing
independently and to take notes about the strategies they,
seem to have mastered and those they are having difficulty
with. The more they know about their students, the more
appropriate their instruction will be. Based on their
observations, they design instructional plans to build up
on each student’s individual strengths to scaffold their
new learning. According to their current abilities and
learning styles, students will learn their own ways and at
their individual pace:

Teachers are trained to use a gradual decline of
teacher support and a gradual increase in student
independence based on demonstrated student
capability. This reduction of teacher support is
based on observations of individual student
growth and understanding the process of literacy
(Swartz, Shook & Klein, 2003).

As mentioned above, students’ independent learning is
CELL’s final goal. This program believes that, in order

for students to become independent learners, teachers need

to provide them with skills and strategies in addition to

19



contént. This means their learning should not be related
to one specific context/situation. On the contrary,
students would have acquired the ability to solve many
different problem-solving situations. This is called
learning generalization, which is consistent with Clay’s
éhilosophy.

The Reading Process

For .CELL, the reading process is a matter of
comprehending the author’s intended message (Chomsky, 1972,
1976; Clay, 1985, 1991, 1993, 1998; DeFord, 2001; Fountas
and Pinnell, 2001; Gentile, 2003; Swartz, Shook & Klein,
1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003). Therefore, instruction and
modeling of reading comprehension strategies is considered
essential in the program. However, these are not the only
strategies students need to master in order to become
effective readers. The CELL program is aware of this. For
this reason, instruction of phonemic awareness, phonics,
reading fluency and vocabulary is an essential part of the
piogram as well. All these areas of instruction will
enable students to attain a good reading comprehension
level. The reciprocity that egists between reading and
writing is also reinforced. Students need to understand

that what they say can be written down and then read again.

20



Instructional Framework

The CELL program provides teachers with an
instructional framework composed of research-based teaching
methodologies that were proven to be effective literacy
promoters (Repoft of the National Reading Panel, 2001).

Six instructional methods are integrated into a balanced
literacy program which intends to reinforce not only
reading achievement but also other curricular areas. These
six basic components of the CELL program are: Read aloud,
shared reading, guided reading, independent reading,
interactive writing, and independent writing.

Read aloud. CELL initiators incorporate read aloud

into its framework because research demonstrated it is a
valuable teaching method for literacy instruction (Chomsky,
1972; Green & Harker, 1982). Reading aloud has multiple
functions: |
1. It promotes language development (Chomsky, 1972).
Given the complex nature of written language, read.
alouds give children the opportunity to get in
contact with more elaborated language "structures
and with broader vocabulary, which may consequently
improve their language skills: “The child who reads

(or listens to) a variety of rich and complex

21



materials benefits from a rangé of linguistic
inputs that is unavailable to the non-literary
child” {(Chomsky, 1972, p. 23). Moreover, the
dialogues that accompany the text bresentétion
provide students with the opportunity to practice
rich—~language conversations. This is éssential for
language and literacy development bécause?as
Gentile says, “language development is inseparable
from becoming literate. Talk is in the cornerstone
of language and literacy development, and it must
be practiced.” (2003, p. vii).

It enables teachers to model reading comprehension
strategies for their students. Reaa aloud is a
great activity for teachers to show studgnts the
reading process and the strategies good readers use
when seeking comprehension ‘(Keene & Zimmerman,
1997).

It allows students to have access to a variety of
literature forms and styles. Students have the
opportunity to interact with texts they would not
yet be able to read on their own.

It promotes the joy of reading. It encourages

students to attain the necessary skills to be able

22



to emulate the reader, who is obviously enjoying
the process of reading.

Research has verified that, when used as a
“communicative process,” read aloud is an activity that
enhances reading comprehension (Green & Harkef, 1982).
However, in order to do this it should be structured so
both teacher and students will be active pérticipants in
the process. This is called interactive read alouds:

“The teacher and student..are interactors and active part in
what happeps in a lesson” (Green & Harker, 1982, p. 199).

The process of reading aloud does not only involve
reading. “Reading to children, when used to develop and
extend listening comprehension skills, requires more of the
adult reader than simply reading the story and asking
questions” (Green & Harker, 1982, p. 197). It also
includes a discussion between the teacher and the students.
There has been a controversy regarding whether the |
discussion should be held exclusively after the reading, or
whether it should also be held before and during the
reading. Based on previous research, CELL teachers believe
that discussion‘should be held before, during and after the
reading of the story to promote comprehension and to

enhance oral language (Green & Harker, 1982).
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Shared Reading. Shared reading, a teaching procedure

where teacher and students read along, is an effective

method for literacy instruction and for teaching other

curricular areas. It is also a valuable teaching procedure

for oral language development, since it encourages dialogue

between the teacher and the students.

The basic steps for shared reading are as follows

(Swartz, Shook, & Klein, 2002):

1. Text selection. Teachers should choose a text that

is within the students’ current level of

achievement and that fits their instructional

purpose. Language complexity is another wvariable

that needs to be considered when selecting a text

for a shared reading. Its vocabulary and language

structure should be within the
ability, so that comprehension
last variable that needs to be

text size. Since all students

students’ language
is achievable. The
considered is the

are supposed to read

along, they should be able to see the text from

their seats.

2. Text introduction. During text introduction,

teachers give students the information that they

consider necessary for the students to better
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comprehend the texﬁ. Introductions will be more or
less supportive, that is, give more o less
information about the text, based on the students’
needs. Focused dialogue is promoted; students are
encouraged to share their experiences and
knowledge, making contributions related to the
text. Through dialogue, oral language is
supported.

Text reading and rereading. The teacher reads the
text along with students, who will make
contributions based on their individual abilities.
The teacher shows the students how good readers
behave, modeling fluent reading and the use of
reading and Qomprehension strategies. Again,
conversation is encouraged. The text is read
several- times so students become familiar with its
vocabulary, language structure and meaning.

Text revisit. Through every repeated reading, new
teaching points are addressed.

Connection to other elements of the framework.
“"The power of shared reading is enhanced by

opportunities to connect it to other elements in a
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balanced literacy framework” (Swartz, Shook, &

Klein, 2002, p. 6).

Many literacy teaching points can be taught through

shared reading (Swartz, Shook, & Klein, 2002, pp. 13-14):

1.

Alphabetic principle: letter recoghition, letter
formation, letter-name correspondence, alphabetic
order, and letter-sound correspondence.

Concepts about print: directionality, one-to-one
matching, return sweep, spacing, and punctuation.
Phonemic awareness and phonics: hearing sounds in
words, inflectional endings, rhyming,
syllabication, compound words, onset and rime,
segmentation, chunking and blending, root words,
sounds in sequence, analogies, high frequency
words, spelling patterns, consonants, blendé, short
and long vowels, diagraphs, diphthongs,
alliteration} suffixes, prefixes, and root words.
Written language conventions: punctuation and
capitalizétion, spelling and word analysis,
sentence structure, grammar, parts of speech, words
usage, irregular words, onomatopoeia, contractions,

metaphors, similes, and idioms.
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5. Advanced reading skills: fluency, text structure,
word study, and comprehension.

6. Content for all the curricular areas. Students can
iearn to bééome good readers at the same time that
they learn content from another curricular area.

Guided Reading. Students in a class are usually a

heterogenéous group, since they all have their -individual
learning style and learn at their own pace. They all come
from different backgrounds and have different levels of
development. This will eventually have an impact on the
learning outcome and will make it difficult for teachers to
achieve their instructional goals. Students’ previous
knowledge about literacy along with their oral language
development will affect the way they will learn to read and
write:
Readers at all levels bring their own knowledge
and experience to the task of reading and
comprehending what is read. Oral language and
background knowledge are important resources that
readers use to decode print and make sense of the
message (Swartz, Shook, Klein, Moon, Bunnell,
Belt & Huntley, 2003, p. 5).
How do teachers approach this disparity of learning
levels? Traditional instruction methodologies are not

sensitive to students’ individualities. Teachers who

follow traditional instructional approaches would have a
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single way for instructing the whole group of students and
they would not consider their individual characteristics.
The CELL program however has developed-a framework that
includes instructional methodologies that take into
consideration students’ individual needs. Guided reading
is a good example. It is a teaching method that-can
provide different levels of support, based on each
student’s reading level and oral language development. By
distributing students into small groups of homogeneous
reading levels, this instructional methodology makes
teaching more efficient-—it provides students with
individualized attention and an instruction based on their
current needs.

After the teacher has introduced a new text that is at
the students’ instructional level, students begin to read
aloud at their own pace. The teacher meanwhile pbserves
each student’s reading behavior and, by noticing their

mistakes, tries to infer the reading strategy that they are
using-—or not using, while problem-solving. This gives the

teacher the opportunity to provide students with specific
contextual feedback about the reading strategy they might

use in order to problem-solve effectively.
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Guided reading is an instructional activity that
provides students with partial support. As they ongrve
and listen to the students reading, teachefs give them the
minimum support they need to read at a slightly higher
level than they can perform on their own. This procedure
is based on Vygotsky’s theory of the Zone of Proximal
Development (ZPD): teachers help students to go beyond
what they can do independently by offering.appropriate
assistance.

Guided reading is an especially powerful strategy to
use with struggling readers. It provides them with the
extra support they need without pulling them out from the
regular classroom. This has positive effécts over
students’ motivation and self-esteem, since other students
are not able to identify them as needing extra help.

Independent Reading. Students need the opportunity to

practice the reading strategies they have learned. During
independent reading time students are responsible for their
own reading. Meanwhile, teachers take this time to observe
their performance-and take notes on the reading strategies
they have already mastered and those they have not yet
acquired. This helps teachers in designing an'appropriate

lesson plan.
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During independent reading time students have access

to a variety of familiar books. They use these as they

practice the reading strategies they have learned

throughout the day. They have the opportunity to read

familiar texts, which helps them improve their fluency.

They also read texts that will not be so familiar, in which

they use the skills they have acquired for problem-solving.

Interactive Writing. Interactive writing is a

teaching method in which teacher and students share the pen

to jointly write a piece of text. It can be broken down

!

into the following steps (Swartz, Klein, & Shook, 2002):

1.

Negotiation of the text between the teacher and the
students. This involves the discussion of the
topic and genre, the ideas that are going to be
reflected in the text and words that are going to
be used, and the structure of the text.

Once the portion of text has been agreed on,
students and teachers are to repeat it a couple of
times. This procedure not only facilitates that
students will remember the text they are gping to
write, it is also a means to reinforce correct

English language usage.
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2. Compositien of the text. The teacher selects a
scribe, a student who will be able to write the
portion of the text that s/he has been selected to
write. This enables the teacher to focus on the
rest of the class to make appropriate:teaching
points and present mini lessons.

3. Reading and rereading of the text. Every time a
new portion of the text is added, teacher and
students should read the text as a group. This
helps to maintain continuity. It also reinforces
fluency, reading expression and comprehension.

During an interactive writing session teachers have

the opportunity to model successful reading and writing
strategies for students. It also provides a great
opportunity to show students the reciprocal relationship
that exits between reading and writing. Its main goal is
. that students use literacy skills that have been learned
through their independent writing and reading.

Teachers can use interactive writing as an instrument

to make many teaching points (Swartz, Klein, & Shook, 2002,

. pp.14-15):
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1. Alphabetic principle: letter recognition, letter
formation, letter-name correspondence, alphabetic
order, and letter-sound correspondence.

2. Concepts about print: directionality, one-to-one
matching, return sweep, spacing, and punctuation).

3. Phonemic awareness and phonics: hearing sounds in
words, inflectional endings, rhyming,
syllabication, compound words, onset and rime,
segmentation, chunking and blending, root words,
sounds in sequence, analogies, high frequency
words, spelling patterns, consonants, blends, short
and long vowels, diagraphs and diphthongs,
alliterations, suffixes, prefixes, and root words.

As mentioned above, every element of the CELL

framework is used to teach, not only literacy strategies,
but also other curricular areas. Through interactive
writing, this might bevdone by writing about a science or a
math topic, depending on the focus of the lesson. This
way, students might be writing about the months of the year
(a topic that has been addressed through a read aloud
earlier in the day) as they see-—and practice, how words

work in writing. This teaching procedure is more efficient
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and motivating than lecturing, since it gets students more
involved.
Teaching that carries content and helps children
become more proficient readers at the same time
is an efficient use of teaching time. It helps
students understand reading for different
purposes and the use of comprehension strategies
in the content areas (Swartz, Shook, & Klein,
2002, p. 16).
Depending on the students and on the purpose of the
lesson, teachers can chose from three different types of

interactive writings:

1. Transcription is when the text being written

already exits. Teacher and students are just
reconstructing a text that they know well.

2. Innovation is when teacher and students modify a

text that already exits.

3. Negotiation is when teacher and students jointly

create an original piece of text based on a shared
experience. This type of interactive writing
promotes oral language development the most, since
it is the one that requires an agreement on the
text, which would translate into more student talk.
Interactive writing pieces are important resources.for

students. They are an essential part of a classroom in
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order to turn it into a literacy rich environment. They
can be used in many ways:

1. They can be a great source for students to write
unfamiliar irregular_words during independent
writing time. Students need toAhave access to
texts in which they één locate words that cannot be
stretched out. Hanging interactive writing pieces
on the walls, fosters students’vindependeﬁce since
they do not require the teacher to spell out words
for them.

2. They are valuable pieces to use for shared reading.
Since it is a familiar piece for students-—-they
helped to create it, teachers can focus on the
teaching points.

3. They caﬁ be turned into big books so that students
can read them during independent reading.

4. And finally, they can be reduced to individual
books so students can have them on their desks to
read during indepeﬁdent reading time.

Independent Writing. Students need time to practice

the writing strategies they learned during the other
writing instructional activities. Teachers also need time

to observe their students’ independent performance so they
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can find out what students learned. Both of these are
completed during independent writing time. This is an
opportunity to find out what students can do on their own
and to give them feedback during individual céﬁferences.
Besides its value as a practice and an observation
activity, independent writing is a means to encourage
~writing for different purposes and different audiences
(Swartz, Shook & Klein, 2003). It can also be a great

source for creativity and the ability to compose.
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CHAPTER THREE

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Subjects

The population from which the sample has been selected,
is English language learner (ELL) students with a Hispanic
background. At the time students attended second grade
(seven years old) in a general education setting where
instruction was provided in English. A total of 24
students (six from each of the participating classrooms)
were selected by their classroom teacher according to their
reading and writing level (two low-readers, two middle-
readers and two high-readers). They all attended public
schools in the wvarious districts in California. The
schools that participated in the study were Riverview
Elementary and P. J. Shields Elementary (Folsom-Cordova
Unified School District), Jefferson Elementary (Corona-
Norco Unified School District) and Cesar Chavez Elementary
(Montebello Unified School District). All the schools are
located in similar economic and social areas, with the
intent to control undesirable effects on the.dependent

variable.

36



Data Collection

The current study is a descriptive research thesis,
sinqe no distribution of subjects was done. The students
who were chosen for the study were already distributed into
CELL or non-CELL schools. The study only describes the
effects that the different instructional methods were
observed to have on reading and writing proficiency.

The independent variable in this study is the type of
reading program that students in the sample attended: 1)
CELL and 2) some other program. The dependent variable for
this research study is the progress that students at any of
the reading programs made by the end of the academic year.

The assessment instrument that was used is the Dominie
Reading and Writing Assessment Portfolio (DeFord, 2001).
This assessment tool provided information about the reading
and writing level that the participant students had
achieved at the beginning of the school year, before any
instruction had been initiated (pre-test), and the end of
the school year, after instruction in either program (post-
test). Both an intra-group and an inter-group scores
compérison was implemented.

The following sections from the Dominie Reading and

Writing Assessment Portfolio were utilized:
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Reading Assessment

The reading assessment has includes the following

subtests:

Oral Reading. A running record is taken on the

student while reading a book/passage from a book. A book
will not be considered to be at an instructional level
unless the student being evaluated reads it with a 90%
accuracy rate.

Reading Comprehension. Students are asked questions

to confirm that they actually comprehended the text they
read. A book will not be considered to be at an
instructional level unless the student being evaluated
résponds correctly to at least 75% of the questions.

Reading Fluency. A fluency rubric is provided in the

assessment tool for the evaluator to estimate the student’s
reading fluency.

In order‘for the evaluator to consider a reading level
to be achieved, students, with the exception of the early
readers (students reading at a kindergarten level), will
have td get a passing score in all three variables. This
means that a discrepancy between the treatment and the

control group is only expected to be found in the reading

38



level. Therefore, this is the only subtest that is going
to be considered in this study for analysis.

Writing Assessment

In the writing rubric students are asked to make up an
ending for a story that was dictated to them. This subtest
assesses knowledge about writing conventions, clarity and

expression.

Data Treatment Procedures

Results from the different subtests implemented to
evaluate reading and writing proficiency will be analyzed
to verify whether the difference in the progress made by
the experimental and the control group is significant. A
comparison between the pre and the post-test scores for
each of the two groups will also be implemented, evaluating
intra-groups progress. A t-test coﬁparing means will be

applied to analyze the data.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Presentaﬁion of the Findings

The study was_initiated in the beginning of the school
year 2002-2003 with 24 students available for the pre-
testing; However, by the time that the post-test was
administered three students had moved to different school
districts (two from the treatment group and one from the
control group). Since they were unavailable for re-
testing, the data from these students when eliminated from
the study. The scores of 21 students were finally
available for analysis.

Table 1 and figures 1 and 2 show the scores obtained
by students in the CELL program in the beginning and at the
end of the school year. Figure 1 illustrates the growth
that these students demonstrated in the area of reading.
Figure 2 reflects their growth regarding the quality of
their writing. As it was expected, most of the students in
the CELL group improved their reading and writing
achievement as a result of their inclusion in a CELL

classroom.
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Table 1.

Pre and Post Test Scores for the CELL Group

Student Reading Level Writing Rubric
Pre-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test

1 7 9 2 l 2

2 6 9 2 2

3 6 8 1 2

4 7 9 2 2

5 7 9 3 4

6 7 10 3 4

7 6 7 2 4

. 8 7 9 2 2

9 3 5 1 1

10 8 11 3 4~

12+

HPre-test

Figure 1.

CELL Students’

Reading Level Scores
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3.51
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2.571
21 |B Pre-test
1.5 & Post—-test
1..
0.5
O.

Figure 2. CELIL Students’ Writing Quality Scores

Table 2 and figures 3 and 4 display the scores for the
non~CELL students. Where table 2 represents the students’
raw scores for reading level and writing quality, figures 3
and 4 graphically illustrate their achievement in each of
these areas individually. Although the non-CELL students
showed growth over the school year in the area of reading,

this improvement is not shown in the area of writing.
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Table 2. Pre and Post Test Scores for the Non-CELL Group

Student Reading Level Story Writing
Pre—-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test
1 3 5 2 2 |
2 8 9 1 2
© 3 7 9 2 3
4 8 10 2 2
5 5 7 1 2
6 7 7 3 1
7 6 8 3 2
8 5 6 3 1
9 6 6 2 0
10 2 3 2 1
11 3 4 3 1
10+
9
84 =
74 )
61 8
51 f BPre-test
4] . BPost-test
31 3
2 :
1-
0+ s
3 4 5

Figure 3. Non-CELL Student’s Reading Level Scores
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1 2

3 4 5 6 7

8

9 10 11

£ Pre-test’
B Post-test

Figure 4. Non-CELL Students’ Writing Quality Scores . .

Table 3 makes a comparison of means for the treatment

and the control
It analyses the
CELL classrooms
The table shows

scores in both,

treatment and the control groups.

.writing quality scores for the CELL group were

groups in the areas of reading and writing.

growth that students in both CELL and non-

demonstrated throughout the school year.

a significant discrepancy between the mean

reading level and writing rubric for the

The reading level and

significantly higher than those for the non-CELL group.

44



Table 3. Mean Growth Experimented by Students in the CELL
and the Non-CELL Groups

CELL classroom Non—-CELL classroom
Pre—-test Post-test Pre-test Post-test
Reading 6.10 8.60 ' 5.45 6.72
Level*
Writing - 2.10 . 2.70 2.18 1.55
Rubric**
N=21

*t=-2.571, p<.05 *rt=-2.695, p<.05 . '
The assessment instrument that was utilized was the quinie
Reading and Writing Assessment Portfolio.

Answers to the Research Questions

Will students in the CELL group read significantly
higher level books? Will their reading level be
significantly higher than the non-CELL students when
measured by the Dominie Reading and Writing Assessment
Portfolio (DeFord, ZQOl)?

Although CELL and non-CELL groups both achieved a
higher reading level scores from the beginning till the end
of the school year; the mean‘reading level score for
students in the CELL classrooms was significantly higher
than the one for the non-CELL classrooms. This
coerborates the researcher’s expectations, since the CELL
program was believed to be an effective instructional
program to teach English language learners to read in

English.
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Will CELL studenté significantly improve their
writing? Will they write significantly better than the
non-CELL students when measured by the Dominie Reading and
Writing Assessmént Portfolio (DeFord, 2001) 7

Students in the CELL groups showed a significant
improvement when their scores from the pre-test were
compared to the scores from the post-test (see Tables 1 and
3). Students in the non-CELL group, however, did not show
such improvement (see Tables 4 and 6). When these two
groups’ writing scores were compared, it was found that the
CELL sfudents mean scores were significantly higher than
the non-CELL ones. This also verifies the researcher’s
assumption that CELL is a good instructional program to

teach English language learners to write in English.

Discussion of the Findings
Results from the study confirm the hypothesis of.this
research. CELL has been an effective literacy |
instructional program to teach English language learners to
read and write in English. When comparing the improvement
that students in the CELL Program made over a school year

with the one made by students in other instructional
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programs, it is observed that students in the CELL Program
made greater progress in both areas, reading and wﬁiting.

CELL is a strategy-based program. Teachers receive a
thorough professional training in reseerch—based
instructional strategies which have been demenstrated to be
effective literacy teaching methodologies (£he elements_of
the framework). They are also trained to use observation
as a tool to learn about their students’ cnrrent level of
performance. This assures that instruction will match
students’ particular needs.

Moreover, teachers provide students with literacy
learning strategies, instead of just content. This will
enable students to become independent readers and writers.

These elements make CELL an effective literacy
instructional program. Those, together with the fact that
language is promoted in every single element of the
framework, explains the study’s results: students in
schools where the CELL program was implemented showed
significantly higher improvement in the areas of reading

and writing over the school year.
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CHAPTER FIVE

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary

The study presented in this research paper
investigated the effectiveness of CELL as a program that
teaches Second language learners to read and write in
English. Being an intensive literacy program that provides
students with many opportunities to practice the English
language, CELL is believed to be a good alternative for
schools to teach this language in its oral and written
forms.

In Chapter 2 an overview of CELL’s basic elements and
its theoretical foundations was done. An analysis of
several professionals in the area of- language, education
and literaéy instruction, and the way they stimulated the
development of the CELL program was also made in this
section.

Chapter 3 reviews the way the study was designed and
the methodologies used to test the research questions. A
descriptive study was implemented, with a total of 24
second graders with a Hispanic background. Data was,

recorded before and after instruction was initiated (pre-
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post test) and a comparison of achievements was done for
students in the CELL and the ﬁon—CELL clasé?ooms.

Finally, Chapter 4 presents the data obtained through
a school year of literacy instruction, where the CELL
classrooms showed a significantly better performance than
the non—-CELL classrooms. Chapter 5 analyses and discusses
tﬁese data and makes recommendations for future research
done in the area of literacy instruction for English

language learners.

Conclusions

The current study has proven to be relevant for the
educational community because it reveals new effective ways
(such as the CELL framework) to teach English language
learner to read and write in English. This is significant,
since this group of students is at risk in our public
schools (National Center of Education Statistics, 2000).
Although previous research demonstrated that CELL has ﬁad
good outcomes for literacy acquisition and enhancing
reading comprehension, its effectiveness has not been

examined deeply enough with English language learners.
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Recommendations

It is recommended that future.research implement a
longitudinal study in which the growth that English
languége learners in the CELL program make over the years
(from kindergarten to third grade) is tested. A comparison
with the growth over the years of students in other
literacy programs should also be done, as it was dope for
this study.

The current study demonstrated thaf students in the
CELL program made greater progress at the end of the school
year than students in other literacy programs. However a
follow-up on the sustainability of the results was not
done. Future research should verify whether the advantage
that the CELL students showed is sustained over the years.

A longitudinal study would verify that.
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APPENDIX A

- ORAL READING ASSESSMENT FORM
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© Patwants toplay;
Sieis IOKINg foF Sbrieone:

To:play:with her:

can you: play with fie?”

- B Nl

AA(S): ol

Butterfiy, can you plywith ma?”

| 434Sl ‘NeyNoLNe!

Totals |

From Dominie Reading and Writing Portfolio
© 2000 Diane DeFord Published by Dominie Press,
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... Corrections:=___..

Borrection:Ratio 12

000

=Errors+ Corrections:/ Comections

Story Retelling: Can You'Play? (Benchimark 1)

7. Whatwas the best part of the:story?{5

53



el

“Bally put & phonaiif the:closet.

“Sally pitabugin abiox:

CEEE iSéIg?Eﬁ&t’éﬁaﬂﬁf&bhéJﬁ:

1 o -
| e

3.0

Sally.put ook inith

Sallyipit a plant i thié rerigeraton
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;QﬁienQn:i?&O%:igég No:more/than’3 errors:
Totals: Ervors=____ Correctionss

i Ratio 1

FIiSNGYE .. 74 (Sé6Flliericy Ribiric; Page2)

Accuracy=100=.( Enors/ Words:Head x 100 =.___/35x:4 00)=._.__._.

= Enors + Comrections /- Correctnohs

4. Did'you likke that story?:

2 "Tell (a ioy ‘bear ra. do!} ora stuffed ammai) -about.what. happened in the story "thmk he,

3. Who'was'in the>story? {Circie those that are mertionied )
Characters:: Sal!y Mari:

'4: “What did Sally d6?

5. ‘What'did‘Mom do that made Sally put the: plant back in‘the:window?
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‘Studort o ToHthot/Tetr,....

Pas Don'tJumpl

3 NG, Jomiperidon't jumpl
14 Jamperweht underthd chaft.
B No, et don't juripl

& Hewentanite piand,

7¢ No,Jumpst;dontjump!

8 {umperwent over o baby.
8 WNo,dumperdontjumpl:

L

der the bed:

1t Noj Juimiper, ot jumpt:
{42 Jrper wentintS the Kitchied:
A3 No; Junper doft juript

a4 FgotySu;dampen

A& Now, you sitand ook atret

E

Totals |
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BENCHMARK €8 Don't juimp!

Totals: Erfors = .
Correction-Ratio 1:..._.

Fluency:____ /4 (Ses Fluency Rubtic; Page:22)

Accuiacy =100 - (Erors / Words Read %100 =,

ITTX100)=

5.. What did Bob'do that made Jumper:stop jumping?

7. What wasithe bestpart of th
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__Grade. _____School .

Srudert.. . . .. b Teachér/Tester ___

Erfors

2 Salywantsdto domagc ks
She reacia bodk abot them:
% Sallyfnedtomakearabbxtdtsappsar

It it the kitchen. Mom yelled:

“Sho.asked, “Whera is the riit?™
| "Heie hesald:

3 How did youknow??

8- Sally gk hise cid.

card behind your ear?

Shercrled. “No-cardi®’

Studerit Reading
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- Student Reading.

sts: | Corfections,
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T

R

1

14

115

“Tom wrote, “Gorillag fike fo have fin?

oy Wrote, “Gorllas The to S4ihg.”

Sandy wiots, “Gorilas ke to'play games.”
. Atlunch, tfiey wilchiéd the/girafss:

T giraffes ate inch; 166,

o Wiots, “Gifaes B4t a ot ot i
Jonny o, Gt chovith food
along fmg?

ity wicte; “Giraffes have Ion fioses:
Miss:Brook sald it was fime.
fo.goybackto school,

on tﬁé.;ﬁ(fsi;s:;ﬂay:fddkfa‘:iﬁ@;
denny:ateian apple;

o played & dans With J

Tt Miss BIGOK, ATl e st
e par

. Shidént Reatling
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Oral Reading Assessment Scoring
Griterion: 50% ¢ Normore than 19 efrors

orisctions =._

Totals: Errors =

Qéﬁéétibh‘ﬂétibz 15

Fliiency: (See Fluency Bubric, Page 22)
:Accuraqy::joo (Emors / Words Resd x 100 = ___/195%100)=____

Gorrection Ratio = Eirors -+ Corfections/ Corrections

Story Ret'elling:' The Field mp (é*enﬁlim‘f'ark“f‘sl

“t: Did youlike that story?

2. Retoll this story i your bwn words:

4 ‘What did the childreri‘seé oi the field trip?

5. ‘What kinds of things were-the animils doing?

6. What wers the childreh Writing albcit in thelr Z60'BaoKs?
7. Whydid Tom thmkammalsana péople;ars alike?:
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“Ng; Jouwen; Litid Motise;™ hie'slid:
W'l e bighest- Wel get the chasse.”

64



R

19

1142

Shgsmalisdthe chseseand Bicokd g bite, .

“Ouchtsherciied.

ouse van up Yo Big Brothier and-
‘Big'Sistor
Mirayouall right?” he eried,.

G BrOtEr Higigen”on s tal: :Q

isterttook the cheese from her trap
sand) ettt s
lnﬁ':atrapwasaveryb»gpieaeofchease

Totals
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Correction’ Ratio' 15
Fluencys - ../4 .:(See;k“iibency-iﬁUbﬁégﬁageéﬁ;}'

A uracy—wo(Errors/WordsReadxwo: .

3, Who.was:in the:story?" (Circle those that are:mentioned)
* Charactersy Litde-Mouse Bg@Sister' Big Brother Thefammer

4; Why.did'the fariner set traps in thelbarn?:

5 What were'Big Sister:and Big Brother goiig to do?
{6 How did they treat:Little Mouse?'
‘7. What happened to Big Sistérand Big:Brother?’

/8. Why:were:théir taifs shorter?:

9. How did Little:-Mouse get theicheese?

1802%100)=____
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o160k It WS Colse Bt the BONGHT GEA 1ERK:
id, SYou donft want a snake foraipet

‘head from sideto sida.

lookedat e puppies: But s fend: s
Pathsgaaoy. ' '
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istiidait.___. .

Ass

PG# ToinaNew Pet.

10

i

g

|4

‘S0 TorhIoKed 4t te roge: But Sally made:

Juist for-furi, Tof picked up-a‘ericket:

“Noicrickets;™ seld his/dad.

BRI CHEKBS, i, KItSFS Tand dogs Wers:
justiokay, Bt iot quite ight:

“Tof sighed. WOt 100 5, aRd AGKAGD,
ol s st besaidt

68




1. Did:you'like that story?

2. Retall this storyin:

What kind of pet did Tom want?

5 What

6 Whydidn’t Tom like the parrots?”

" 7. What-was:wrong with kittens, dogs, birds,

sh, and lizards?

11, 'What was:the best part of thesstor

arewhat youliked)
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“Iooked lovingly at herbaby.son. Today was his First:
Name day: S wailed by tie edge of the Big Snaie:
Ry for Orie-So-Wise: Hestood ‘on ths 1l abova and.

eteriisd 16 thie Wind: IR AhS Wiy e WalIE Knidw Her

ispered as One<So-Wise walked down

is stiong:ams and raised

“Him Figh iV ihelsiy, “Youtare @ child S He wolves)”
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‘Oral Readiing Assessment Form .

Studerlc__o .. Toucher/Tester _ Grade_  School. . Dafe._

PP gt S ___ | SwgentReading | Emors | Comections

One—So-WlsehxrnedtoMcmingSunYourson .
RunfINg WOt s sald.
Shig §iled. 35né.wh6~:mﬁ§rvﬁm_-tﬁe;wﬁd;?:sti_e
e
said. “Grow strong, ry,son/

5°  Running Wolt did grow;sirong. He rarifike the wind.
Hg listened:to the messages sent tolii'oh'the wind.:
Whioi Runining Wolf was fen, One-S0-Wike srit.
Firh it ifie forest.
(36 1ot TG 16 Yt e iy GFtH6 W, s
O 80-Wish. “Take your B ard Arfows Wilh i

Retuiriinthige days.*

With that, Running Woltrari swity oto the forest.”
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Totals: Efvorss... ;.carrecﬁanaz::;

-Qorrectton Ratio:= Ermrs # Correcﬂons L Corrections:

'Stoe'y Retemng- Running w::!f (Benchmark 8)

o Wolf-Who-Leads?
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Congotions |

JdEFSIfpIS ittiss!

fhe-limeishe;got it choal, Ret tilty:

&

WEA WHEK e deor SlariiEd:

Rioped somennia wolld

Frahkpuishisg tisr hale Beick."Bs
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deep Iaker At least, Loch Ness fs:usually-quleti But

e v merring, V. and i Sl wer g on
{1 riew rogd:next fo the lake.

The year was 1833; They sawian unusyabanimal

crossiing e road, First s longineckiappearediin the:

‘the L8 end disappearsd o lts deptie:

‘This was ot the first sighiing of the mysterous

“Inuanuary.of the next year:a motoroyclist named
imiost collided with fhe monster He was

going tiome af about onerslackin the oming.

Hokenceoff s oyl ol e e,
“headed fowerd the take. This moon-was biight;so:
‘Mr. Grantcould ses theismall head en themonster's
Very faige oty By the fime hs rasched ths ks, 6 sei

‘only-tha ripples-on: the water:
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Leqerids: Weter MoRsters-anid Unicopns

Grade _.___-School __

Student’____ . Toacher/Tester, _

Oral Reading Assessment Form .-

| P # Legsiids: Water Monstors and Unicoriis

5 fheraPave Boon sightngs of Nesde helloch Noss:
| manster, since the 6th cantury. But the reporis from
it 00 s it s .
The;petple who five-near Loch Nésé'are tha best:
sourcesof nformation. A young gid working:as a

mald I a home near:the fake deseribed the animal. it

liko 3 girafo, ki e o fephalt; and
it Mippeis o7 ot \6gs: SHie S s Bb 6t the
biggast anials shis isd ever seen:

7' Inrecentyoars; fim crews.and phofographers have,

Yried to captiire imageés of Nessie: Most ofthe pictiirss)
shom?alargam featire i the water, Bl o oné tan'te’
sura'ofwhat it is.

Thers hava,even been peopla using sonar eauipment

151 i v '

to'diats, Ho'orie: HAS B8 abié to.verify that the Loch

Ness rronstér exists. Howsvery edeh day ariotfierndms:

Sean tils amiazing crpatuie.t*

is'added to the long:list of people who say theyhave
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10 What:

BN

i Hovrare'the stories of the Loch Ness motister-and the unicorns the:same?
» Howiargthe stories of the Loch Ness monsterand the unicorns different?:

Whét evidence does; this book provide for the existence.of the: Loch Ness:monster?

What:evidence does this b of unicoms?

What'does the word Verify mean in'thess stories?

Why-do:some: people useisonar equipment at Loch Ness?

vould you want to- know td learniwhether-of not unicorns or water monsters

the purpose of the body ol used by Mr: Vavra?

What was’the bestpart of each story? {Sharewhat you fiked]

18



APENDIX B

STORY WRITING
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Story. Writing
The following are the sentences that were read and
dictated to students when their writing quality was_being-
tested (Story Writing). Students were supposed to w£ite

and ending for the stories.

Sentence A

Once my pet snake followed a baby skunk under the
garage. Slinky tried to catch the skunk, but he was wvery
smelly.

Sentence B

David pulled on gray slacks and a shirt. He ?icked up
a package. He carried it over to Brent’s house and yelled
“Surprise!”

Sentence C

Three kids tried to walk across a shallow stream. The

water was chilly and their feet grew numb and dripping wet.

From Dominie Reading and Writing Portfolio
© 2000 Diane DeFord Published by Dominie Press, Inc.
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APENDIX C

'WRITING RUBRIC
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