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ABSTRACT

The Effect of Explicit Teaching of Comprehension Strategies on Reading Comprehension in
Elementary School

James Grant Atkins

This study investigated the effect of explicit teaching of comprehension strategies on the
comprehension performance of elementary school students. Two schools with similar
demographics, including a significant proportion of students at risk for reading failure,
participated in the study. One school utilized an explicit comprehension strategy instruction
program while the other school utilized traditional comprehension programs. A quasi-
experimental mixed methods design was employed; standardized and researcher-developed
pretests and posttests were administered and observations were conducted over a two-year
period.

Analyses of covariance that treated the pretests as covariates resulted in significant
differences between the schools on several measures, but the overall results did not favor either
school. Significantly more instances of explicit instruction were demonstrated by teachers using
the explicit program than teachers using the traditional programs. Differences in the number of
instances of explicit instruction were most substantial during the student practice and feedback
sections of the lessons.

Correlations between teacher explicitness scores and student achievement scores and a
comparison of the achievement scores of high-explicit and low-explicit teachers (regardless of
the school’s program) did not demonstrate a significant relationship between explicit instruction
and student performance. However, teachers using the explicit program for their second year

demonstrated more explicit instruction than teachers using the program for their first year.



Students in the second-year teachers’ classrooms demonstrated superior performance on a
passage comprehension assessment compared to students in the first-year teachers’ classrooms.
Also, a comparison of the students who had been exposed to the explicit program for two
consecutive years and the students who had been exposed to the traditional program for two
consecutive years found that second-grade students exposed to the explicit program
outperformed their counterparts on most assessments.

These results did not indicate an overall relationship between teacher explicitness and
student performance. The results do indicate, however, that an explicit comprehension program
can result in more explicit instruction in the classroom and that instances of explicit instruction
increase when teachers have more experience teaching such a program. Moreover, there is
evidence that among experienced teachers, there is a positive relationship between teacher

explicitness and student performance.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction
Many children fail to comprehend what they read. This failure has been well

documented and widely studied by educators and researchers from a variety of perspectives.
According to the most recent report of the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(INAEP] 2011), only 34% of 4 graders nationwide are reading at or above a proficient level.
This number is not significantly different from the last two NAEP reports, in 2007 and 2009. A
vast number of studies, especially over the past 40 years, have investigated how best to improve
reading. Instruction in comprehension, however, has not always been the focus of these studies.
This is especially true in the primary grades (K-2), where lower-order reading processes, such as
decoding and word recognition, are often the focus of not only reading research, but also reading
instruction. The lack of attention to comprehension is surprising, given that most educators
would agree that comprehension (and not decoding or word reading) is the goal of reading.
Lower-order processes such as decoding and word reading were much better understood and,
therefore, a more straightforward subject to both teach and study. During the past decade,
researchers and educators have begun to make progress in their understanding of reading
comprehension. Despite this progress, there is still much to be learned about effective reading
comprehension instruction, especially with respect to at-risk students. An understanding of the
nature of reading comprehension is necessary to investigate how reading comprehension
instruction can be improved for these students. After settling on a definition of reading
comprehension, this paper will examine the evolution and current state of reading

comprehension instruction.



The RAND Reading Study Group (Snow, 2002) proposed a practical and
comprehensive definition of reading comprehension that has since been widely
referenced: Reading comprehension is “the process of simultaneously extracting and
constructing meaning through interaction and involvement with written language” (p.
11). It consists of three elements: the reader, the text, and the activity or purpose for
reading; these elements interrelate within a larger sociocultural context (Snow, 2002).
Reading comprehension instructional programs must take into consideration these three
elements, as well as the sociocultural context, in order to be effective. Programs that
focus on one or two of the elements at the expense of the others are likely to be less
effective. Unfortunately, there is a lack of research evaluating instructional programs
from each of these perspectives. The RAND Foundation Report revealed that educators
face many obstacles when selecting methods of instruction to improve students’ reading
comprehension, a result of unsystematic research and development efforts and an
inattention to taking evidence-based practices to scale (Snow, 2002). The evaluations
that are available to educators typically use methods that only analyze the instructional
programs from the perspective of one of these elements (reader, text, or activity) as
opposed to a more holistic evaluation.

Components of an Effective Reading Program

The theoretical framework of reading comprehension investigated in this paper
emphasizes the interrelationship of lower and higher order skills and the importance of
instruction of both, at all grade levels (Williams, 1998; Nation & Norbury, 2005). In reading
instruction, teachers typically differentiate between word recognition and decoding (lower order

skills) and comprehension (higher order skills). The traditional approach to reading instruction is



to focus on the lower order skills until they have been mastered and only then move on to
instruction in the higher order skills. Students that take longer to master the lower order skills
will receive instruction in the higher order skills later than their peers. Low-achieving and at-risk
students often receive instruction that is heavily focused on lower order skills long after their
higher-achieving peers have moved on, leaving them limited opportunity to attain critically
important higher order comprehension skills.

A complete reading comprehension instructional program must address not only
acquisition but also the extended phases of fluency (performing skills accurately and in an
integrated manner; reading with speed and expression), transfer (applying skills to novel
situations), and maintenance (demonstrating skills over time). Often, without careful instruction,
students find it difficult to generalize what they have learned on trained tasks to fluent
performance on tasks beyond those used in training (Gersten, Fuchs, Williams, & Baker, 2001;
Best, Rowe, Ozuru, & McNamara, 2005). The goal of any reading instruction for at-risk or low-
achieving students should be transfer of the comprehension skills and strategies they have
learned to enable them to fluently read and comprehend novel texts.

Also, progress in reading comprehension cannot be made without domain knowledge,
and most improvements in reading comprehension are associated with advances in domain
knowledge. That is, skills and content are intertwined. The relative deficiency of domain
knowledge among at-risk students further compromises their improvement in reading
comprehension. The National Reading Panel Report (NRP, 2000) identified vocabulary and
comprehension strategies as two of the five core components of reading instruction and
emphasized the importance of both readers’ knowledge and problem-solving thinking processes.

Similarly, Perfetti, Marron, and Foltz (1996) found potential sources of reading comprehension



failure resulting from both knowledge and process deficiencies. In their model, knowledge
deficiencies include domain and word knowledge, and process deficiencies include weaknesses
in inference making, comprehension monitoring processes, decoding and word naming speed,
and working memory. During the process of reading, these components of knowledge and
processes interact with one another to yield meaning from the text (Perfetti, Marron, & Foltz,
1996).

An effective program to improve the reading comprehension of at-risk and low-achieving
students, therefore, must include instruction in fluency, vocabulary, and domain knowledge, in
addition to explicit reading comprehension instruction. The focus of this study is on the explicit
reading comprehension instruction portion of a complete reading program.

Urban Education Exchange

ReadWorks' (formerly Urban Education Exchange) is a not-for-profit organization
committed to eliminating the achievement gap in reading in urban elementary schools. Urban
Education Exchange provides urban public and private schools — many of which contain a
substantial number of students that qualify for free-and-reduced lunch — with a research-based
reading comprehension curriculum. UEE has had over 15 years of experience working with
urban children in developing, implementing, and evaluating curricula as well as conducting
applied research focused on helping inner-city schools to promote student academic success.

The comprehension program developed by UEE (the UEE Comprehension Program),
centers on the teaching of comprehension “concepts” termed the Concepts of Comprehension©.

The UEE Concepts of Comprehension© are taught as reading strategies with the goal that they

! At the time this study began, ReadWorks was known as Urban Education Exchange (UEE).
For simplicity’s sake, I will refer to the organization as Urban Education Exchange (UEE) and
the evaluated program as the UEE Comprehension Program, although that has since changed.



become automatic skills. At any grade level, some of the Concepts of Comprehension© may
already be automatic and effortless, in which case the students are practicing them as skills. At
the same time, they are being introduced to other Concepts of Comprehension© as new
strategies. Thus, throughout the program, the Concepts of Comprehension© lessons draw upon
skills the students have already mastered and introduce new strategies to improve the
comprehension of a text, which themselves, as the lessons proceed, become automatic and
effortless skills.

The UEE Concepts of Comprehension© program was developed through a review of the
research literature (Pressley 2000; Hirsch 2003; Hart & Risley 2003) and feedback from UEE
partner schools whose students demonstrated difficulties in reading comprehension. UEE
developed the Concepts of Comprehension© program to address the poor quality of many
students’ inferential thinking skills. At-risk children often lack explicit modeling and instruction
in the inferential thinking skills necessary to become proficient readers who can comprehend
well (Block & Pressley 2003, NRP, 2000). The National Reading Panel (NRP, 2000), which
analyzed the research literature on beginning reading, concluded that comprehension can be
improved by instruction that helps readers utilize specific comprehension strategies. Research
has found that explicitly teaching comprehension strategies “makes a difference in learner
outcomes, especially for low-achieving students” (Snow, 2002, pg. 33). Based on this research,
UEE developed a comprehension program that teaches a series of comprehension skills and
strategies directly and explicitly and teaches students to use them in an integrated fashion.

The UEE instructional model contains elements of both direct instruction and strategic
instruction. A meta-analysis of approaches to reading comprehension instruction showed a

combination of those two models had the largest effect sizes (Swanson, 1999). Successful



instruction is both explicit and intensive. It proceeds systematically and gradually from the
simple to the complex, and it provides substantial practice at each step. It promotes purposeful
activation and self-regulation of performance. Teachers explain the purpose of each activity and
encourage self-reflection and self-evaluation of understanding and performance (Swanson,
1999). The UEE instruction model is sequenced in a highly structured manner, moving
gradually to greater complexity; it is scaffolded, and the scaffolding is removed gradually; and
there is extensive practice at every step along the way.

At the same time, the UEE reading comprehension program emphasizes the holistic
nature of the comprehension process and the importance of integrating text meaning with
already-learned concepts and personal experiences, while also underscoring the demonstrated
value of structured, direct instruction. Few programs have focused on identifying mechanisms to
facilitate comprehension or building an instructional strategy that combines proven components
in order to enhance students’ reading comprehension (Armbruster et al., 2001).

Correnti and Rowan (2007) identified six factors that promote the implementation of
programs designed to foster instructional change in schools. They found that the programs that
have the greatest rates of implementation are those programs that: focus on changing specific
instructional practices, have clearly defined goals, have written and other supports for teachers,
seek significant change to instructional practices, provide an effective professional developer to
help teachers, and ensure that the program is implemented effectively (Correnti and Rowan,
2007). The implementation of the UEE curriculum in the treatment school meets all of these
criteria.

The UEE comprehension program is designed to address the underlying causes of

comprehension difficulties in urban, at-risk students from kindergarten to fifth grade. The fact



that comprehension instruction in the UEE program begins in kindergarten is significant. Too
many reading comprehension programs only begin comprehension instruction in the third grade
or later (Pearson and Duke, 2002). This intervention begins comprehension instruction as early
as possible, before some students are even able to decode, through listening comprehension
instruction and activities. The listening comprehension instruction in the primary grades is as
explicit and systematic as the reading comprehension instruction for students in later grades.

The UEE comprehension program incorporates instruction of explicit comprehension
skills and strategies with instruction of domain and word knowledge. This comprehension
program, developed with instructional strategies incorporating proven research components,
addresses the need of identifying mechanisms to facilitate comprehension and building
instructional strategies (Armbruster et al., 2001). Moreover, the intervention is supported by
teacher training to ensure proper implementation and, within the context of this study, reading
assessments have been designed to provide information about student strengths and weaknesses
in order to more carefully target instruction. These components of the UEE comprehension
program — curriculum, teacher training, and assessment — are cited by the RAND Reading Study
group as having the highest priority for further research (Snow, 2002). Therefore, the
implementation of reading comprehension strategies through UEE’s comprehension program and
its preliminary assessment will provide valuable feedback on the UEE comprehension program
and its potential efficacy. Furthermore, the intervention will address current research needs as it
seeks answers to questions in the areas of curriculum, teacher training, and assessment in reading

comprehension.



The Present Study

The present study investigates the effect of the explicit teaching of reading
comprehension skills and strategies, through the Urban Education Exchange (UEE) Concepts of
Comprehension program©, on the reading and listening comprehension of students in grades K-
5. The UEE comprehension program was compared to widely-used comprehension programs
through observations and assessments at two demographically similar schools with similar
student achievement profiles. The population of both schools included a substantial proportion
of students at risk for reading failure. The initial comparison of the UEE program to the
traditional programs was carried out as an evaluation commissioned by UEE in order to establish
the efficacy of the UEE comprehension program (Williams & Atkins, 2011). This study further
evaluates the data collected during that evaluation to examine the relationship between teacher
explicitness and student achievement.

Children who have difficulty understanding what they read, although they may have
adequate word recognition and fluency skills, typically do not respond well to instruction that is
not well-structured. Research has demonstrated they respond positively to programs that feature
explicit and structured reading comprehension instruction (Duffy et al., 1987; National Reading
Panel, 2000; Pressley, 2006). However, at this time, there is no firm evidence that an explicit
curriculum in reading comprehension will prove superior to a less explicit curriculum in a typical
school setting. This is in contrast to the great deal of evidence that indicates that explicit
instruction in decoding and word recognition leads to superior performance (NRP, 2000), not
only in research settings but also in a typical school setting. This mixed methods study
investigates the relationship between explicit, highly structured instruction in reading

comprehension and student outcomes across two curricula through an in-depth analysis of both



tests and observational data. The knowledge gained concerning the role of explicit, structured
instruction will inform future instructional design, to result in more potent comprehension
strategy instruction in the classroom.

This study also addresses the need for studies that follow the progress of elementary
school students for more than one year, especially starting in kindergarten. Studies that do this
are especially valuable because they allow researchers and educators to see the effects of early
instruction in comprehension strategies (in kindergarten) on later tests of reading comprehension
(after first grade). Reading comprehension assessments of kindergarten students are likely to
suffer from floor effects, making assessment of these students after an additional year of
schooling particularly worthwhile (Slavin et al 2009).

General Hypothesis

The general hypothesis of this study is that the explicit teaching of comprehension skills
and strategies, as measured through classroom observations, will result in improved listening and
reading comprehension as measured by standardized and researcher-developed reading
comprehension tests.

Research Question 1: The overall comparison of the UEE curriculum and the other
curricula provides a starting point for this investigation. It is unusual for small-scale studies like
this one to show significant differences between instructional programs on standardized
assessments (Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Pearson, 1991; Pressley, 1998; Slavin et al., 2009), and we
did not expect that to occur in this case. We asked further questions to examine the effectiveness
of explicit instruction.

Research Question 2: We began by asking whether the UEE curriculum is, in fact, more

explicit than the other curricula. Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007) hypothesized that the
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quantity of research-based instructional practices demonstrated by teachers would be a good
indicator of quality of teaching. These practices included explicit comprehension instruction, but
also other, more general classroom practices. The present study focuses more specifically on the
explicit instruction of comprehension strategies as assessed by the number of instances of
explicit instruction, which was one part of the Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007) observation
form.

Research Question 3: Despite the evidence (Duffy et al., 1987; National Reading Panel,
2000; Pressley, 2006) that explicit comprehension instructional programs can result in the
improved comprehension of students, there is little evidence that it is the explicit component of
these programs that is leading to the gains in reading comprehension. That is, there is little
evidence of a link between the explicit instruction that is provided by the teachers and the
achievement of the students (Chamberlain et. al. 2009; Ness 2011). Even within a given explicit
comprehension program, there is likely to be variation in the amount of explicit comprehension
instruction that the teachers provide, and it would be expected, following the literature, that those
teachers who provide more explicit instruction would have students who perform better on
comprehension assessments. Few studies have examined this relationship between explicitness
and achievement in a typical classroom setting. This study will examine that relationship, and
the conclusions reached will help to understand the link between teacher explicitness and student
achievement in greater detail.

Research Question 4: In addition to the consensus (despite the lack of empirical
evidence) that explicit teaching leads directly to student gains, there is also a consensus
(supported by more empirical evidence) that the positive effects of new curricula are more robust

once the school has been using the curriculum for more than one year (Fullan, 2001; Gersten,
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Carnine, Zoref, & Cronin, 1986; Hall & Hord, 2001; James-Burdumy et. al., 2012). In order to
more fully understand the relationship between teacher explicitness and student achievement,
therefore, we must also take the experience using the instructional programs for the teachers and
students into account. While the effect of experience on outcomes has been widely studied, few
studies have separated the effects of teacher experience from the effects of student experience.
This study will investigate the relationship between experience and performance by examining
experienced teachers and experienced students separately. First, the study will look at the
teachers in both schools. Is level of experience related to teacher explicitness? As the explicit
comprehension program utilized by the treatment teachers is specifically designed to increase
explicitness, it is expected that the experienced treatment teachers will demonstrate more explicit
instruction as compared to the less experienced treatment teachers. The traditional
comprehension programs used in the comparison school, however, do not focus on explicit
instruction and, therefore, it is not expected that the experienced comparison teachers will
demonstrate more explicit instruction as compared to the less experienced comparison teachers.

Research Question 5: As has been established through previous research demonstrating
gains in performance in the second year of using an instructional program, it is expected that the
students of teachers who have more than one year using a comprehension program will
demonstrate improved comprehension as compared to the students of less experienced teachers,
in both the treatment and the comparison schools. Thus, Research Question 4 addresses whether
experienced teachers are more explicit and Research Question 5 addresses whether experienced
teachers have better student outcomes.

In answering these two research questions, this study will indirectly examine the

relationship between teacher explicitness, teacher experience, and student achievement. Both the
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treatment and comparison teachers will have more experience teaching the program in Year 2 of
the study, but only the treatment teachers are expected to demonstrate more explicit instruction
in Year 2 as a result of using the explicit program. On the other hand, the students of
experienced teachers in both schools are expected to show increased performance in Year 2 of
the study. The analysis of student achievement data in both the treatment and comparison school
will enable a closer examination of the relationship between teacher explicitness, teacher
experience, and student achievement.

Research Question 6: Next, we will examine the relative effect of the explicit versus the
traditional program, when all the teachers are experienced, on student outcomes. The majority of
the teachers in the comparison school had already been using the traditional comprehension
program for several years before the start of the study whereas all the teachers using the explicit
program were doing so for the first time in Year 1 of the study. By comparing the outcomes of
students in classrooms of experienced teachers using the explicit program versus students in
classrooms of experienced teachers using the traditional program, we are able to determine the
effect of an explicit comprehension program when only experienced teachers are involved. This
comparison allows us to consider the effects of an explicit comprehension program independent
of the variable of teacher experience, and it is expected that the students of experienced teachers
using the explicit program will outperform the students of experienced teachers using the
traditional program.

Research Question 7: It could be, however, that the important factor in the gains found
amongst schools using a curriculum for more than one year is that the students, rather than the

teachers, have become more experienced with that curriculum. Thus, we examined those
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students who were enrolled in the treatment or comparison school (and were therefore exposed to
the explicit or to the traditional comprehension program) for two consecutive years.

Research Question 8: Finally, this study examined the effects of the explicit
comprehension program versus the traditional program when both teachers and students were
experienced in using their program. The comparison of the students enrolled in the treatment
school who had teachers who had taught the explicit program in the previous year to the students
enrolled in the comparison school who had teachers who had taught the traditional program in
the previous year allows us to examine the effects of the programs more closely by equating the
experience of both the teachers and the students as much as possible within the scope of our
study.

Research Questions

1. Does instruction in reading comprehension that focuses on the explicit teaching of reading
comprehension skills and strategies (Treatment: Program T) improve performance on
standardized and researcher-developed reading comprehension tests more than a traditional
reading comprehension program (Comparison: Program C)? Answered in the Results section,
pages 59-71, and in the tables in Appendix B.

2. Does Program T result in more instances of explicit instruction during reading comprehension
lessons than Program C, as measured by classroom observations? Answered in the Results
section, pages 72-76, and in the tables in Appendix C.

3. Do the students in classrooms of teachers whose comprehension instruction is more explicit
(regardless of the school’s program) outperform the students in classrooms of teachers whose
comprehension instruction is less explicit? Answered in the Results section, pages 76-83, and in

the tables in Appendix D.
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4. Do teachers who are teaching the same program at the same grade level two years in a row
demonstrate more explicit instruction during their second year than teachers who are teaching the
program for their first year? Answered in the Results section, pages 83-87, and in the tables in
Appendix E.

5. Do the students of second-year teachers demonstrate improved performance on
comprehension measures as compared to students in the first-year teachers’ classrooms?
Answered in the Results section, pages 87-90, and in the tables in Appendix F.

6. Do the students of second-year teachers in the treatment school demonstrate improved
performance on comprehension measures as compared to students of second-year teachers in the
comparison school? Answered in the Results section, pages 90-92, and in the tables in Appendix
G.

7. Do the students who have been enrolled in the treatment school for two consecutive years
outperform the students who have been enrolled in the comparison school for two consecutive
years? Answered in the Results section, pages 92-95, and in the tables in Appendices H and 1.
8. Do the students who have been enrolled for two consecutive years and have second year
teachers in the treatment school outperform the students who have been enrolled for two
consecutive years and have second year teachers in the comparison school? Answered in the

Results section, pages 96-98, and in the tables in Appendix J.



15

CHAPTER I
Literature Review

This section will review research on reading comprehension strategy instruction. It will
focus on the difference between reading skills and strategies, the explicit teaching of reading
comprehension skills and strategies in elementary school, and what is known about instruction,
assessments, and observations of reading comprehension.

Reading Comprehension Skills and Strategies

In recent years, particularly since the release of the National Reading Panel report
(NICHD, 2000), research on reading comprehension instruction has focused on comprehension
skills and strategies. Many programs have been developed that teach reading comprehension
strategies individually or together as a set to improve the comprehension of a text. These
strategies range from general strategies that good readers use when they have difficulty
comprehending, such as rereading, to specific skills that are useful when reading a novel text,
such as finding the main idea. It is important to define the terms reading skill and reading
strategy in order to distinguish between them and explain how they are used in the literature and
in this particular study.

In instructional programs, as well as in many research studies, the terms reading skill and
reading strategy have been confounded and used interchangeably (Afflerbach, Pearson, & Paris,
2008). The use of these terms has led to confusion for researchers and teachers, and to a
diminished understanding of both skills and strategies. Afflerbach, Pearson, and Paris (2008)
propose that the difference between reading skills and reading strategies lies in the control the
reader exercises over them. Reading strategies require effort and control on the part of the

reader, whereas reading skills are effortless and automatic actions. It is not the concept, process,
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or even the goal that determines whether a specific concept is a reading skill or a reading
strategy. It is the level of mastery and automaticity that the reader has achieved with the concept
that determines whether it is a skill or strategy (Williams & Atkins, 2009). In this paper,
therefore, whether a technique or concept is referred to as a skill or strategy will depend on
whether the reader exerts conscious control over it. We will primarily refer to reading
strategies, with the assumption that we are focusing on the early stages of instruction, before the
students have mastered and internalized the strategies into skills. The rate at which the instructed
strategies become internalized skills will depend on the teacher, student, the reading task, and the
particular skill or strategy. The goal is that, through sufficient modeling, guided practice, and,
finally, independent practice, these strategies will become fluent skills for all the students.
Approaches to Reading Comprehension Strategy Instruction

There has recently been an increased focus on reading comprehension in elementary
schools; this has manifested particularly as instruction in reading comprehension strategies.
Instruction in reading comprehension strategies can involve general instruction on thinking
strategically when encountering comprehension difficulties or explicit instruction on specific
comprehension strategies. While both of these approaches to reading comprehension strategy
instruction have proven effective to some extent, explicit instruction in comprehension strategies
may be more effective in helping students transfer the instructional practices to novel texts.
Teaching students strategies, through modeling and guided practice, that they can use when they
encounter difficulties while reading any text allows them to eventually use these strategies
independently (Liang & Dole, 2006).

The earliest forms of instruction in reading comprehension strategies may have been

influenced by reading comprehension assessments (Pearson, 2009). These assessments tested
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students’ ability to perform skills like finding the main idea of a text, understanding the author’s
purpose, finding specific information in the text, and drawing inferences based on the text. It is
unclear whether these assessments tested skills that were already being taught in schools, or
whether instruction in these skills was a response to the assessments. Nevertheless, testing and
instruction in reading comprehension, as in most fields, are closely linked. Instructional
programs soon began to organize the strategies into a sequence that progressed from literal to
inferential, but for the most part they only provided a framework for instruction and lacked any
sort of explicit instruction in the strategies (Pearson, 2009).

In the first generation of research on comprehension strategy instruction, single strategies
that could be used before, during, and after reading, such as question-formation, imaging, and
summarizing, were taught in isolation. These studies typically consisted of teaching a treatment
group the target comprehension strategy, while withholding instruction from a comparison
group. In the majority of these studies, the strategies were taught in isolation and there was little
attempt to help students integrate the various strategies while processing authentic text.
Interventions of this type generally resulted in findings that favored the treatment group on
researcher-developed assessments of use of the instructed strategy (Pressley, 1998). Students
were able to perform the strategy in isolation, as they had been taught, but they rarely utilized the
strategy on their own when reading connected text. Rarely did instruction of this type transfer to
other strategies or result in improvement on more general assessments of reading comprehension
(Dole, Duffy, Roehler, & Pearson, 1991). Interventions that teach students why and when to use
individual strategies (instead of just how to use them) are generally more successful in attaining
transfer and maintenance effects on comprehension assessments. Jitendra, Hoppes, and Xin

(2000) integrated direct instruction on main idea strategy training and self-monitoring training;



18

this treatment proved successful on posttest measures as compared to a control group that
received general reading instruction. The effects of treatment were maintained over six weeks,
although transfer effects were less consistent.

Studies of skilled readers in the 1980’s revealed that they typically employ a number of
comprehension skills and strategies simultaneously while reading. These findings led to a new
wave of comprehension strategy instruction in which multiple strategies were taught to students
(Pressley, 1998). Researchers and educators found that it is important to teach each strategy and
also teach ways to incorporate all relevant strategies simultaneously during reading. Models that
do this, including Palincsar and Brown’s (1984) Reciprocal Teaching, which incorporates four
strategies — asking questions, summarizing, predicting, and clarifying confusing content — have
been demonstrated to be effective (NRP, 2000). In Reciprocal Teaching, teachers demonstrate
successful use of these four strategies in small groups before gradually releasing responsibility
and allowing the reading groups to practice the strategies on their own. In each reading group, a
student is designated as the “teacher” and is in charge of summarizing and posing questions
about the reading. The actual teacher scaffolds this role for the student teacher, providing
prompts and instruction when needed, and explicitly reminds the students that they should use
these strategies when reading on their own. Palinscar and Brown (1984) found that this approach
to strategy instruction can result in improvements in reading comprehension for students who are
adequate decoders but struggle with comprehension, including on standardized assessments. A
meta-analysis conducted by Rosenshine and Meister (1996) found that instructional interventions
that teach students to generate questions are successful in improving reading comprehension,
resulting in an effect size of .36 when evaluated using standardized assessments and an effect

size of .86 when evaluated using researcher-developed assessments.
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Studies of this type, when successful, have typically involved strong teacher modeling,
consistent monitoring of strategy use, and substantial treatment duration. Overall, they
demonstrate the importance of a direct, explicit approach for low-achieving and at-risk students.
It is important to note this, because the approach toward comprehension instruction in general
education has changed over the past few years. The research supporting instruction in reading
comprehension has led to a proliferation of programs that include these strategies, but rarely
provides the direct, explicit instruction that many students need. “The general rule is, teach
children many strategies, teach them early, reteach them often, and connect assessment with
reteaching” (Afflerbach, Pearson, & Paris, 2008). Unfortunately, while this rule may be
successful in teaching a majority of students how to comprehend what they read, it is not enough
for those at risk for reading failure.

Explicit Instruction of Reading Comprehension Strategies

The report of the National Reading Panel (NRP, 2000) indicated that explicit instruction
can improve reading comprehension, because it teaches students to use specific cognitive
strategies when they encounter barriers to understanding what they are reading. While readers
acquire these strategies informally, to some extent, it is the explicit instruction of comprehension
strategies that has been shown to be highly effective in cultivating understanding (NRP, 2000).
Such explicit instruction is particularly important for students at risk for academic failure. While
good readers can develop an understanding of comprehension strategies without explicit
instruction, struggling and at risk readers often require teachers to explicitly teach them how,
when, and why to use the strategies. In this explicit instructional model, teachers demonstrate
strategies for students and guide practice until the students are able to carry out the strategies

independently. Effective explicit instruction includes a direct explanation of the strategy,
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modeling the strategy for students, guided practice in using the strategy, and, finally,
independent application of the strategy (Armbruster et. al., 2001).

One of the first approaches to this type of strategy instruction was the Question-Answer-
Relationship (Q-A-R) technique (Raphael & McKinney, 1983). This technique is based on the
premise that question asking and answering can enhance the comprehension of a text and that
there are a variety of questions that good readers ask and answer before, during, and after the
reading of a text. Readers can be taught strategies to successfully answer these different types of
questions. The idea of Q-A-R is to explicitly instruct students in these strategies and then give
them practice applying the strategies to the specific question types. The questions are grouped
according to where the reader must obtain the information that is needed to answer the question:
from a single sentence in the text, from multiple sentences in the text, or from the reader’s

9 <6

background knowledge. The questions are labeled as “right there,” “think and search,” or “on
my own,” and the students are taught to activate the strategies that are appropriate for each type
of question.

A quasi-experimental study evaluating Q-A-R was conducted in 10 fourth grade
classrooms (Raphael, Wonnacott, & Pearson, 1983). The researchers found that most teachers
were sufficiently prepared to teach the program after an inservice training. They also found that
the instruction provided to the students was effective in improving their reading comprehension.
On a transfer task in which the students answered questions about a science passage, without
being cued to use the Q-A-R strategies, the treatment group outperformed the comparison group,

which had received their regular reading instruction. The researchers also found that this type of

instruction especially benefited lower-ability students (Raphael, Wonnacott, & Pearson, 1983).
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Another approach to explicit reading comprehension instruction was investigated with the
development of Direct Explanation by Duffy, Roehler, and colleagues (1986). The focus of
Direct Explanation is training teachers to teach students to treat reading comprehension as a
problem solving process that requires strategic thinking to solve comprehension difficulties.
First, teachers introduce the text for the class to read. Next, before reading, the teacher
introduces the strategy for the class to learn, including declarative (e.g., what the strategy is),
conditional (e.g., when to use the strategy), and procedural (e.g., how to use the strategy)
knowledge regarding the strategy. Rather than simply introducing single or multiple
comprehension strategies to students, teachers explain the reasoning behind the use of strategies
and how to think strategically. Third, the teachers model using the strategy by “thinking aloud”
about when, how, and why he or she would use the strategy while reading. Then, the class
practices using the strategy with the teachers gradually removing scaffolding until the students
are able to use the strategy on their own. Once the students are comfortable with the strategy,
they read the text independently and practice using the strategy, while also reading the text for
content. At the end of each lesson, the teacher reviews the strategy, including the declarative,
conditional, and procedural knowledge that is necessary to use it appropriately. Teachers are
trained to reframe the skills taught in basal textbooks as strategies; that is, the skills are not
taught as simple steps applied without thought, but as processes applied flexibly and thoughtfully
when comprehension difficulties are encountered.

In an experimental study, Duffy, Roehler, and colleagues (1986) found that, although
fifth-grade students that received Direct Explanation instruction were more aware of strategies,
more extensive instruction was needed to improve scores on standardized tests. In a subsequent

study, the researchers evaluated the efficacy of Direct Explanation instruction for third grade
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students over an academic year (Duffy et al., 1987). The students whose teachers received
training in Direct Explanation of comprehension strategies outperformed a comparison group
whose teachers received training in classroom management on a standardized reading
comprehension assessment, and more educators and researchers began to focus on the potential
of explicit instruction of comprehension strategies.

The National Reading Panel report and subsequent legislation, specifically Reading First
legislation, resulted in an increased focus on the explicit instruction of reading comprehension
strategies (Moss et al, 2008). Basal textbooks began to include comprehension strategies in
order to conform to the new legislation and the focus on scientific, research-based instruction.
This has lead to a number of textbook companies including “research-based”” comprehension
strategies such as predicting, questioning, and summarizing in their comprehension instruction.
Unfortunately, while there is research that supports the efficacy of teaching these strategies, this
research does not necessarily make the basal textbooks programs “research-based,” as they
claim. The inclusion of proven strategies into a program does not necessarily make the entire
program effective; there are many other aspects of a program that will determine what effects it
has on students’ comprehension (Liang & Dole, 2006, Slavin et al, 2009). While certain types of
instruction in these strategies can improve reading comprehension, there is a lack of evidence
that the particular ways these curricula and programs teach the comprehension strategies are
effective. The majority of these basal textbooks and programs lack rigorous research analyzing
their programs as a whole. Many of the textbook and program manufacturers are hesitant to
subject their programs to a rigorous evaluation, resulting in few comprehensive evaluations of
this type. Furthermore, while it is encouraging that there has been an increase in the presence of

comprehension skills and strategies in reading textbooks and programs, the type of instruction
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included in these programs is generally not consistent with the findings of the NRP or other
recent studies (Dewitz. Jones, and Leahy, 2009).

Research on the impact of the Reading First legislation has demonstrated that teachers in
Reading First schools are more likely to use research-based instruction, particularly in phonics
and phonemic awareness instruction. The teachers in these schools are also more likely to spend
more time on fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension instruction (Moss et al, 2008). The
effects of this increased focus on the elements of reading deemed to be important for reading
growth by the NRP, however, has not resulted in improved reading comprehension for students
at Reading First schools (Gamse et al, 2008). One possible reason for this lack of reading
improvement despite what experts might call “better” instruction could be the teachers’ reliance
on basal textbooks. The majority of the teachers in Reading First schools relied heavily on
Harcourt Trophies, Open Court Reading, Scott Foresman Reading, or Houghton Mifflin’s
Nation’s Choice (Moss et al, 2008). As discussed earlier, although these basal textbook series
include “research-based” instructional and reading strategies, the programs themselves have not
been rigorously evaluated (Slavin et al, 2009).

Dewitz, Jones, and Leahy (2009) analyzed five of the best-selling and most popular basal
textbook series to determine how they presented reading comprehension strategies instruction.
They found that, while the textbook series included instruction in reading comprehension
strategies, the instructional strategies that were included did not conform to the recommendations
of the NRP or other reading research. There were generally more skills and strategies included
than are recommended in the literature, and instruction in these skills and strategies was not
sufficiently rigorous. For example, the instruction did not include enough examples of

procedural knowledge, instructing students about why and when to use the comprehension
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strategies, or metacognitive instruction, which would enable the students to control their use of
the strategies. Instruction in the reading comprehension strategies did not follow a gradual
release of responsibility, with sufficient scaffolding for the students to learn and then practice the
comprehension strategies on their own. The authors concluded that these textbook series would
require a great amount of supplemental instruction in the form of explicit modeling of the
comprehension strategies, guided and then independent practice in using the strategies, and an
assessment system to ensure that the students have learned the instructed strategies in order to
meet the recommendations of the literature regarding explicit comprehension instruction
(Dewey, Jones, & Leahy, 2009).

Slavin and colleagues (2009) conducted an extensive meta-analysis evaluating the
effectiveness of reading programs for students in grades K-5. They reviewed studies that
evaluated programs that teachers and administrators might consider to improve their students’
reading achievement: reading curricula, instructional technology, instructional process programs,
and approaches that combine curricula and instructional process programs. Literature searches
resulted in a number of studies that evaluated elementary reading programs by comparing
students to a control group using random assignment or matching with adjustments to pretest
differences. The authors included studies that evaluated students using standardized or other
comprehensive measures of reading, lasted a minimum of 12 weeks, and included a sample size
of at least 15 students and 2 teachers. In the investigation of beginning reading programs (grades
K-1), the researchers found a sample-size weighted mean effect size of +0.12 for seven reading
curricula, +0.09 for 13 studies of instructional technology, +0.37 for 17 studies of instructional
process programs, and +0.29 for 23 studies of combined curriculum and instructional process (all

of the latter studies were evaluations of Success for All). For the beginning grades (K-1), they
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found, not surprisingly, stronger effects on measures of decoding than for comprehension or
overall reading achievement (Slavin et al., 2009).

Slavin and colleagues’ evaluation of upper elementary programs (grades 2-5) resulted in
a sample-size-weighted mean effect size of +0.06 for 15 studies of reading curricula, +0.06 for
31 studies of instructional technology, and +0.21 for 33 studies of instructional process
programs. Instructional process programs included a subcategory of strategy instruction
programs, which are programs that teach students what the authors called “cognitive and
metacognitive skills such as summarization, graphic organizers, and prediction.” A meta-
analysis of five studies evaluating these programs resulted in a weighted mean effect size of
+0.32. An analysis of the high and low-poverty schools in the sample revealed that, among
studies of instructional process programs in both lower and upper elementary grades, the
weighted mean effect size was +0.27 (from 45 studies) in high-poverty schools and +0.20 (from
31 studies) in low-poverty schools. This analysis suggest that instructional in comprehension
strategies may be even more important when working with at-risk students. The results of the
meta-analysis also indicated that those programs that provide “extensive professional
development to teachers in specific classroom strategies” were more effective, especially in
high-poverty schools, than programs that provide less professional development to teachers
(Slavin et al., 2009).

These studies, along with many similar studies, have demonstrated that instructional
programs that include explicit instruction in reading comprehension skills and strategies are
effective in improving the reading comprehension performance of students, including at-risk
students. The majority of these studies, however, are isolated experimental studies in which the

performance of a treatment group is compared to the performance of a comparison group on
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comprehension assessments. Many of the studies either utilized researchers as instructors and/or
removed the students from their normal classroom environments in order to implement the
intervention. Few of the studies made an attempt to situate the research within the specific
classroom and school context in which instruction typically takes place. The next section will
discuss studies that have attempted to explain and understand this classroom and school context
in greater detail.

Observational Studies of Reading Comprehension Instruction

Observations of reading comprehension instruction are instrumental in helping
researchers understand what really happens in the classroom, and how recommendations made
for instruction can be and are implemented. These observations can also help researchers
understand why certain practices and interventions that have proven successful in laboratory
experiments may not necessarily work in the classroom. Methods of observation range from
qualitative, narrative descriptions of instruction to quantitative coding of instructional acts.
Some are based on the actions of the teacher, others on student engagement, some on the method
and materials used for instruction, and others a combination of all these factors. The most
common types of observational studies involve determining the amount of classroom time spent
on reading comprehension instruction. By this measure alone, classrooms lag far behind the
recommendations of research scientists.

The seminal observational study of reading comprehension was conducted by Durkin
(1978/1979). Durkin found that almost no reading comprehension instruction occurs in reading
or social studies classes in grades 3 through 6. In the classes Durkin observed, the teachers
generally followed a pattern of mentioning a comprehension skill, giving the students time to

practice the skill, and then assessing the students’ mastery of the skill. In fact, she found that
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very little instruction of any kind occurred during these classes. Although our understanding of
reading comprehension and how best to teach it has changed considerably since Durkin’s study,
it is less clear how much actual instruction has changed since that time. In a similar
observational study conducted 20 years after Durkin’s study, Pressley and his colleagues (1998)
found that little had changed in the amount of time that classroom teachers spent on reading
comprehension instruction.

A more encouraging recent study was conducted by Ness (2011). In this study, she
replicated the practices of Durkin and others to investigate the amount of reading comprehension
instruction occurring in grades one through five. Ness (2011) observed twenty teachers in two
schools (ten teachers in each school), for a total of 3,000 minutes over seven months. She
observed two teachers per grade level per school three times each over the course of the school
year. Overall, she found that teachers spent 25% (751 minutes) of their language arts time
conducting reading comprehension instruction. Interestingly, the least amount of reading
comprehension instruction occurred in third grade (67 minutes), while the greatest amount
occurred in fourth grade (287 minutes). The author suggests that this discrepancy may be the
result of third grade teachers focusing on test preparation, as third grade is the first year for high-
stakes standardized testing in elementary school. The observations revealed instruction in the
following reading comprehension strategies: asking questions (256 total minutes),
predicting/prior knowledge (184 total minutes), summarization (101 total minutes), vocabulary
instruction (85 total minutes), text structure (65 minutes), visual representation (34 total
minutes), comprehension monitoring (19 total minutes), and question generation (7 total
minutes). Although the data obtained in this study are an important component to reading

comprehension research, the author points out that it would be useful to link the data to student
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achievement data to determine whether the increased time spent in reading comprehension
instruction results in student gains on reading comprehension assessments (Ness, 2011).

Other recent studies have used more pointed observational protocols to determine what
teaching methods are used in reading instruction and how students respond to the instruction.
Many of these observational protocols include time-sampling procedures in which the observer
observes the classroom for a specified amount of time and then completes a checklist indicating
components of the lesson, such as the focus of the activity, the teacher’s and students’ actions,
and the materials being used (Gersten et al., 2007; McCutchen et al., 2002; Vellutino & Scanlon,
1996). These observational studies can help us understand what is really happening in the
classroom and how teachers can better allocate their time for effective reading comprehension
instruction. McCutchen and colleagues (2002) used a time-sampling procedure in which they
completed a checklist of questions every 60 seconds. These questions addressed four categories:
knowledge affordance, literacy activity, textual context, and group context. Each observation
lasted 15 minutes, after which the total times for the codes within each category were calculated.

This time-sampling procedure was first used by Scanlon and Vellutino (1996) in their
observations of kindergarten language arts instruction. In this study, the researchers observed
the teacher for a short period (ten or twenty seconds) and then completed a checklist which
consisted of a series of questions concerning the instructional group with which the teacher is
interacting (individual child, pairs, small group, whole class); general focus of the activity (direct
reading, indirect reading, writing, management, preparation); teacher’s purpose (reading aloud,
modeling, asking/answering questions, guiding practice, providing feedback); the materials being

used; the focus of the instruction; and the students’ expected response. The observers in this
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study answered these questions approximately every 30 seconds. They then calculated the
percentage of time that the teacher allocated to the various activities within each classroom.

In their observations of two cohorts of kindergarten classrooms, Scanlon and Vellutino
(1996) found that nearly half of the instructional time was spent on classroom management, or
noninstructional activities. They found that a distressingly small amount of time was spent on
direct instruction of pre-reading skills (e.g., teaching letter names, letter sounds, phoneme
awareness, decoding, etc.). Teachers often worked with individuals or small groups, leaving the
rest of the class to work independently and without direct instruction for large chunks of time.
The researchers split the students into two groups based on their performance on a letter
identification task in kindergarten. They found that, for the low letter-identification group, a
greater amount of time spent on instruction in phoneme awareness in kindergarten was
associated with better performance on a first grade reading assessment. There was no such
association with the high letter-identification group. The observations also revealed that children
whose kindergarten teachers spent less time on direct instruction of word identification skills did
not perform as well as those students whose kindergarten teachers spent more time on word
identification. A negative relationship was found between time spent on recitation activities in
kindergarten and performance on the first-grade reading assessment for the low letter-
identification group, suggesting that this type of activity is less important for these students
(Scanlon and Vellutino, 1996).

The time sampling procedure used by Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007) was
somewhat different from the techniques used by Scanlon and Vellutino (1996) and McCutchen
and colleagues (2002). Rather than completing a checklist of questions every 30-60 seconds,

Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007) developed a Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary
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(RCV) Observation Measure in which they used a fresh observation form every 15 minutes
during a 90-minute observation, for a total of 6 intervals. This procedure allowed them to gather
more detailed data during the 15-minute periods than would be possible in a 1-minute period. As
part of this time-sampling procedure, instances of research-based instructional practices that
occurred during the 15-minute interval were observed and catalogued. The quantity of research-
based instructional practices was used as a proxy for quality of teaching. These practices
included explicit comprehension instruction, but also other, more general classroom practices
such as scaffolded instruction, allowing students sufficient time to answer questions, asking
students to elaborate on their responses, encouraging broad participation from the students,
maximizing instructional time, and effectively managing classroom behavior. The observation
form used by the researchers also included global ratings of comprehension and vocabulary
instruction and student engagement. There are three yes/no questions and five Likert scale
questions that address the overall quality of comprehension and vocabulary instruction and the
management practices of the teacher (Gersten, Dimino, & Jayanthi, 2007).

The observational studies reviewed help researchers understand the types of instruction
that are occurring in classrooms. They could also allow researchers to link these practices to
student performance. The next section discusses how mixed methods studies of reading
comprehension can be effective in making that link more explicit and meaningful.

Mixed Methods Studies of Reading Comprehension

Studies that integrate qualitative data, such as observations, and quantitative data, such as
assessment scores, are said to be taking a mixed methods approach to research. Researchers who
favor mixed methods have argued that this paradigm integrates the strongest aspects of

quantitative and qualitative research while minimizing the weaknesses (Johnson &
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Onwuegbuzie, 2004). In the past 15 years or so, there has been an increase in research that
combines a quantitative experimental or quasi-experimental design with a qualitative observation
or survey design to study educational issues. Many of these studies seek to understand the
differences in treatment groups by using descriptive data to explain these differences.

Mixed methods studies may come closest to addressing all four of Schwab’s (1973)
commonplaces: teacher, student, task, and setting. The combination of quantitative and
qualitative methods allows the researcher to give equal weight to each of these commonplaces
when designing the study, collecting data, analyzing the data, and drawing conclusions. Using
mixed methods allows the researcher to use both numbers and words to describe the teachers,
students, tasks, and settings in which the study takes place. The results of this type of research
are especially valuable to practitioners because they allow educators to understand and analyze
the complexities of 21* century classrooms better than quantitative or qualitative methods alone
(Calfee and Sperling, 2010).

The use of both quantitative and qualitative methods enhances the validity of the research
project by including multiple perspectives (Calfee and Sperling, 2010). Mixed methods studies
are able to not only identify effective instructional approaches, but also identify why, with
whom, and under what circumstances they are effective. The diversity of today’s elementary
school classrooms demand that researchers pay attention to the differences between students and
how instruction effects both individual students and groups of students within the classroom.
This requires an understanding and explanation of instructional approaches beyond what either
quantitative or qualitative methods can offer alone. Particularly when working with struggling
and at-risk students, it is important to conduct research that examines students’ difficulties from

different perspectives and using different methods. By approaching the problem from only one
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perspective, or using only one method, the researchers will obtain only a partial understanding of
the problem. In using both numbers and stories, mixed methods studies allow researchers to
examine and hopefully understand all the complexities involved in students’ reading
achievement (Calfee and Sperling, 2010).

Educational effectiveness research has usually focused on large-scale quantitative studies,
while school improvement and teacher development studies usually rely on more qualitative
measures (Sammons, 2010). Research would benefit from combining these approaches to get
the large-scale conclusions that quantitative research can provide with the context and
understanding that qualitative research can provide.

As in other research paradigms, mixed methods research in the early elementary grades
has lagged behind research in older grades. A mixed methods evaluation of The Reading Edge, a
component of the Success For All school reform program, was conducted in two high-poverty
middle schools (Chamberlain et. al., 2009). The researchers randomly assigned the sixth grade
teachers in both schools to the treatment or control condition. The teachers in the treatment
condition received the Reading Edge program, while the teachers in the control condition
received books and materials appropriate for the reading program that those teachers had been
using previously. The students were pretested in the first month of the school year using the
Scholastic Reading Inventory and posttested the following spring using the Gates-MacGinitie
Reading Test. Observations were conducted once in the fall and once in the spring, using an
observation protocol that coded for levels of metacognitive strategy use, cooperative learning,

goal setting and feedback, and classroom management/student engagement (Chamberlain et al.,

2009).
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The posttest resulted in a significant difference between the treatment and control groups
on the Vocabulary subtest of the Gates-MacGinitie, and a difference that approached
significance on the Total score of the Gates-MacGinitie (both favoring the treatment group). The
observations also revealed differences between the treatment and comparison classrooms.
Specifically, the researchers observed more than twice as much metacognitive strategy use, as
well as more cooperative learning and goal setting and feedback, in the treatment classrooms.
There were no differences between the treatment and comparison classrooms on the ratings of
classroom management/student engagement. Despite being rated higher in the strategic areas
that are a focus of the treatment program, the researchers felt that the implementation of these
strategies was “mechanical” and “static” (Chamberlain et al., 2009). The researchers speculated
that, as the teachers become more familiar with the program, they will likely improve their
instruction. Unfortunately, the researchers did not examine the observational and assessment
data within each condition in order to determine if those teachers that were better implementers
had students with higher scores on the assessments. They acknowledge that this type of analysis
would help them understand “how and under what conditions” the program is effective, and
identify it as an area for future research (Chamberlain et al., 2009).

Gersten and colleagues (2010) conducted a mixed methods evaluation of the Teacher
Study Group (TSG), a professional development program designed to help teachers translate
research into practice. This study was conducted in 19 schools, with 81 first grade teachers and
468 first grade students. The schools were randomly assigned to either the TSG condition or a
control condition, in which the teachers participated in their normal professional development
programs as mandated by Reading First. The students were pretested using the DIBELS and the

Word Attack and Letter-Word Identification subtests of the Woodcock-Johnson, and posttested
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using the Oral Vocabulary, Reading Vocabulary, and Passage Comprehension subtests of the
Woodcock-Johnson (Gersten et. al, 2010).

The researchers utilized the Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary (RCV) Observation
Measure they had developed (Gersten, Dimino, & Jayanthi, 2007), and that was described earlier
in this paper, to evaluate the quality of instruction in both the TSG and the control classrooms.
They divided the results of the observations into two scales — comprehension and vocabulary —
and summed the tallies for research-based instruction practices observed and scores for questions
that evaluated comprehension and vocabulary instruction overall in order to obtain a total score
for each scale. The researchers conducted one observation of each classroom during April and
May in order to give the teachers time to implement what they had learned during the Teacher
Study Groups (Gersten et. al, 2010).

Gersten and colleagues (2010) found that the TSG teachers scored significantly higher
than the control teachers on both the comprehension and vocabulary scales of the RCV
Observation Measure. The students of the TSG teachers outperformed the students of the control
teachers on the Oral Vocabulary subtest. The researchers correlated the scores on the
comprehension and vocabulary scales of the RCV Observation Measure and covariate-adjusted
student posttest scores and found significant correlations between the comprehension and
vocabulary observation scales and the Oral Reading Fluency, Letter-Word Identification, Word
Attack, and Reading Vocabulary subtests. Scores on the vocabulary, but not the comprehension,
scale of the RCV Observation Measure were also significantly correlated with scores on the
Passage Comprehension subtest. The researchers conclude that the significant correlations found
between teaching practices and student outcomes suggest that there is a link that future research

should continue to investigate (Gersten et. al, 2010).
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Another recent mixed methods study conducted by James-Burdumy and colleagues
(2010) investigated the effects of four supplemental reading comprehension programs (Reading
for Knowledge, Project CRISS, ReadAbout, and Read for Real) on the reading comprehension of
fifth graders. This study was conducted over two years, and the researchers collected data from
two cohorts of fifth graders. The first cohort included 89 schools, 268 teachers, and 6,349 fifth-
grade students. The second cohort included 61 schools, 182 teachers, and 4,142 fifth-grade
students. The schools were randomly assigned to one of five conditions: one for each of the four
supplemental reading comprehension programs and a control condition that continued to teach
reading comprehension as they had in the past (James-Burdumy et. al., 2010).

The students in the study were pretested using the Passage Comprehension subtest of the
Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) and the Test of Silent
Contextual Reading Fluency (TOSCRF). The students were posttested using the same subtest of
the GRADE and a different assessment designed to measure comprehension of social studies and
science texts. In addition to the assessments, the researchers conducted two types of
observations within the classrooms: fidelity of implementation observations within the treatment
classrooms and Expository Reading Comprehension (ERC) observations. The fidelity of
implementation observations revealed that a majority of teachers used their assigned program
and that a majority also implemented the practices that were deemed important by the respective
program developers, although the percentage of practices implemented varied by program. The
ERC observations were conducted in both the treatment and control classrooms and recorded the
number of research-based instructional practices that the teachers demonstrated during
comprehension and vocabulary instruction. The researchers divided these practices into three

scales: traditional interaction, reading strategy guidance, and classroom management and student
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engagement (James-Burdumy et. al., 2010). The techniques used and the categories of research-
based instructional practices observed were very similar to those developed by Gersten, Dimino,
and Jayanthi (2007).

Overall, the researchers found that the students in the classrooms of teachers who had
taught the ReadAbout during year 1 of the study significantly outperformed the other students on
the social studies comprehension test in year 2 of the study. The students who received Reading
for Knowledge performed significantly worse than the other classrooms on the science
comprehension test in year 1 of the study. There were no other differences between the groups.
The researchers did not find any differences between any of the treatment groups or the control
group on the reading strategy guidance or the classroom management and student engagement
scales of the ERC in year 1 or year 2. The treatment groups as a whole scored significantly
lower than the control group on the traditional interaction scale in year 1; the Project CRISS
group scored significantly lower than the control group on the traditional interaction scale in year
2. In addition, the researchers correlated the results of the ERC observations and the student
posttest scores and found that there was a significant and positive relationship between the
posttest scores and the classroom management and student engagement and the reading strategy
guidance scales. Although the classroom management and student engagement scale had more
consistently positive and significant correlations with the posttest scores, the fact that there is
also a correlation with the reading strategy guidance scale suggests that the connection between
strategy instruction and student achievement should be investigated further (James-Burdumy et.

al., 2010).
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CHAPTER Il
Method
Participants

Two schools in Queens, New York City, volunteered to participate in the study. One
school (the treatment school) had chosen to use the UEE comprehension program in all grades,
and in the other school (the comparison school), different reading programs were used. The
treatment school served a total of 449 students during the 2008-2009 school year and 438
students during the 2009-2010 school year in grades K-5. The comparison school served a total
of 598 students in grades Pre-K-6 during the 2008-2009 school year and 581 students in grades
Pre-K-5 during 2009-2010; including 475 (2008-2009) and 527 (2009-2010) in grades K-5.
Additional demographic data can be found in Appendix A, Table 1.

Both schools had received Title I funding for at least the school year prior to this study
(2007-2008). They both received a grade of “A” according to the Children First Accountability
Summary and had made adequate yearly progress in English Language Arts, Math, and Science
(New York City Department of Education, 2010). The state-wide tests that were conducted in
the Spring of 2008 (the semester before the beginning of the study) revealed that the students in
the two schools had very similar achievement profiles. In the third grade, the mean score of the
treatment school was 656 whereas the mean score of the comparison school was 654 (the state-
wide mean score was 668.87 with a standard deviation of 39.50). In the fourth grade, the mean
score of the treatment school was 654 whereas the mean score of the comparison school was 630
(the state-wide mean score was 666.19, with a standard deviation of 40.18). In the fifth grade,
the mean score of the treatment school was 656 whereas the mean score of the comparison

school was 652 (the state-wide mean score was 667.22, with a standard deviation of 31.02).
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All students who were enrolled in general education classes and collaborative team
teaching classes participated in this study, including the special education students who were
enrolled in these classes; students in self-contained special education classes were not included.

Treatment school teachers.

In Year 1, the treatment school had a total of 24 teachers in 20 classrooms. One teacher
in first grade and one teacher in third grade were replaced by new teachers during the spring
semester. In addition, one classroom in fourth grade and one classroom in fifth grade were
Collaborative Team Teaching (CTT) classrooms and had two teachers each. There were four
classrooms in kindergarten (one self-contained special education class), three classrooms in first
grade, three classrooms in second grade, four classrooms in third grade (one self-contained
special education class), three classrooms in fourth grade, and three classrooms in fifth grade.
There was one teacher in the fourth grade CTT classroom who was teaching for her first year.

In Year 2, the treatment school had a total of 20 teachers in 18 classrooms. One teacher
in second grade and one teacher in fourth grade were replaced by a new teacher during the spring
semester. There were three classrooms in kindergarten, three classrooms in first grade, three
classrooms in second grade, three classrooms in third grade, three classrooms in fourth grade,
and three classrooms in fifth grade. There were no teachers who were teaching for their first
year.

Comparison school teachers.

In Year 1, the comparison school had a total of 22 teachers in 21 classrooms in grades K-
5. One teacher in fourth grade was replaced by a new teacher during the spring semester. There
were four classrooms in kindergarten (one self-contained special education class), four

classrooms in first grade, three classrooms in second grade, four classrooms in third grade (one
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self-contained special education class), three classrooms in fourth grade, and three classrooms in
fifth grade (one self-contained special education class). There were no teachers who were
teaching for their first year.

In Year 2, the comparison school had a total of 20 teachers in 19 classrooms. One
classroom in kindergarten was a Collaborative Team Teaching (CTT) classroom and co-taught
by two teachers. There were four classrooms in kindergarten, three classrooms in first grade,
three classrooms in second grade, three classrooms in third grade, three classrooms in fourth
grade, and three classrooms in fifth grade. There were no teachers who were teaching for their
first year.

Materials

The treatment school partnered with Urban Education Exchange to implement the UEE
Concepts of Comprehension© program in grades K-5 in 2008-2009 and 2009-2010. The
comprehension program consisted of the implementation of the curricula; teacher attendance
during the summer trainings and grade-level teacher training sessions; and the use of assessments
to inform teaching practice. A demographically similar school served as the comparison school
and implemented the Mondo Publishing comprehension program (Mondo Publishing, 1997) in
grades K-3 and the Teachers College Reading and Writing program (Calkins, 2000) in grades 4-
5 (both commercially-available and widely-used curricula).

Treatment school curriculum.

Before the study. Prior to the beginning of this study, the treatment school had used the
Teachers College Reading and Writing workshop for five years, beginning in the 2003-2004
school year. The school received two days of teacher training at the beginning of the program,

but professional development was limited after that point. In order to make the curriculum more
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explicit, the treatment school had created an explicit scope and sequence that included a
comprehension “Skill of the Week™ and a writing “Genre of the Month.” These skills and genres
were consistently implemented in all classrooms across the school. In addition to the Teachers
College program, the school had tried to implement a guided reading program, but the principal
felt that the teachers weren’t necessarily comfortable with it. The treatment school also tried to
add more explicit instruction in reading comprehension strategies by utilizing the Spotlight on
Reading (which focuses on reading comprehension skills) and Strategies for Reading (STAR)
programs.

In kindergarten through second grade in the treatment school, the principal had
supplemented the Teachers College Reading and Writing program with a phonics-based word
recognition program (Words Your Way), read alouds with “real literature,” and shared reading
with Big Books. Despite these adaptations to the Teachers College program, the principal and
many teachers at the school felt that the curriculum was lacking in explicitness and focus,
specifically in reading comprehension instruction, which led them to adopt the Urban Education
Exchange Comprehension Program.

During the study. The Urban Education Exchange Concepts of Comprehension©
program. The treatment school partnered with Urban Education Exchange (UEE) to provide a
reading comprehension program beginning in the 2008-2009 school year. The UEE approach to
English Language Arts focuses on explicit, structured instruction of reading comprehension
skills, beginning in kindergarten. The treatment school implemented the UEE Concepts of
Comprehension© program in grades K-5 in 2008-2009 and 2009-2010. This program was used
as a supplement to, and did not replace, the existing English Language Arts curriculum in the

treatment school.
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The Concepts of Comprehension© provide a framework for explicit comprehension
instruction. UEE identified twenty-one concepts that allow students to develop the inference-
making abilities that underlie successful comprehension of both narrative and expository text.
These concepts serve as skills and strategies that the students can utilize to tackle a text or
address a reading comprehension problem. UEE has developed a framework that lays out (1) a
scope and sequence for the introduction of each concept by grade, (2) learning objectives for
each concept by grade, (3) lesson plan units that include scaffolded, explicit instruction and
activities that provide independent practice, and (4) over 500 nonfiction passages for grades 2-6,
with questions aligned to each Concept of Comprehension©. The lesson plan units use the “I”,
“We”, “You” format, which consists of explicit modeling (frequently through read and think
alouds of narrative and expository text), guided practice in whole-class or small group activities,
and independent practice of the Concepts of Comprehension©. When learned and practiced
through UEE’s model lesson units, the Concepts of Comprehension© is designed to enhance
students’ ability in inference making and comprehension monitoring. The goal of explicitly
teaching these concepts to students is for them to develop the habit of using these concepts as
they read, first through thoughtful implementation as strategies and eventually through automatic
execution as skills. Teachers also help students develop a meta-awareness in which they use
specific cognitive strategies and reason strategically when they encounter difficulties in
understanding text (NRP, 2000).

The UEE comprehension lessons in grades K-4 are based on reading aloud a book that
lends itself to instruction of a particular Concept of Comprehension©. In the UEE model,
reading aloud is an important way teachers help their students develop the attributes of

successful readers by adding to the student’s general knowledge, word awareness, and listening
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skills. Research has demonstrated that read alouds, if used correctly, can be an effective
technique for improving students’ comprehension of text (Santoro, Chard, Howard, & Baker
2008). Teachers first activate the students’ prior knowledge and then explicitly model using the
Concept of Comprehension© while reading aloud. Students then apply the comprehension
strategies that have been explicitly modeled to answer questions and discuss literature. In the
older grades (5-6), lesson plan units focus on novel studies, which combine instruction of several
Concepts of Comprehension© into a four to six week unit. Each unit consists of 5 to 7 lesson
plans, each of which follow the same explicit, scaffolded approach that the K-4 lessons use. The
units also include worksheets that reinforce vocabulary and the Concepts of Comprehension©
taught and a test that assesses mastery of those Concepts of Comprehension©. Teachers can
differentiate instruction within the lesson plan units based on whether their students need more or
less guidance while reading the novel and completing the activities.

Texts and passages are selected that exemplify and provide practice in using particular
Concepts of Comprehension©. Approximately 500 non-fiction passages are available for
teachers in grades 2-6, with questions aligned to each passage. The passages come from trade
books, Weekly Reader (a children’s news magazine), and from another part of the UEE
curriculum, General Knowledge, which consists of a wide variety of short expository science and
social studies texts. The passages are organized by grade and by the Concept of
Comprehension© they reinforce; there are five passages per concept per grade. Each passage is
followed by five comprehension questions; three questions on the concept the students are
currently studying and two questions on concepts the students have previously learned. Students
use a step-by-step reading procedure called Textual Analysis that includes attention to questions

that focus on the important information in the text and that highlights particular Concepts of
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Comprehension©. Students must “prove their answers,” i.e., identify the parts of the text that
support their answers to the questions, and defend their reasoning in class discussions.
Overview of the Concepts of Comprehension®© lessons. There are three explicit lesson
plans for each Concept of Comprehension© at each grade level, for a total of 300 lesson plans.
In addition to these explicit lessons, there are suggestions for developing more lesson plans for
each Concept of Comprehension©. Teachers can use the explicit lesson plans to develop their
own scripts with books and materials they may feel more comfortable with or have available in
their classroom. The teachers at P.S. 15 received the following:
e 300 Concepts of Comprehension lessons

o All activities and assessments available for each lesson

500 non-fiction reading passages with comprehension questions

Textual Analysis teacher training
o UEE Curriculum-specific teacher training

A typical Concepts of Comprehension®© lesson. Each Concepts of Comprehension©
lesson began with the identification of a learning outcome targeted to the specific Concept of
Comprehension© for that lesson. The teacher named the Concept of Comprehension© that the
students would be studying, defined it, and told the students how they would use the concept in
that specific lesson. Next the teacher would often introduce a short list of vocabulary words that
are critical to the Concept of Comprehension© being taught (for either the content or the
structure of the book), but not found in the book.

Most lessons began with an activation of prior knowledge, which helped the students
make connections to themselves, other texts, and the world and motivated them for the upcoming

lesson. The class often also made predictions about the read aloud. Next, the teacher introduced
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the book and reminded the students of the Concept of Comprehension© on which they are
focusing for that lesson. The teacher modeled using the Concept of Comprehension© during a
read aloud session in which she thought aloud about how using the Concept of Comprehension©
can help her to understand the story. These think alouds included the teacher monitoring her
comprehension of the story and demonstrating how she could use the Concepts of
Comprehension© to repair breakdowns in comprehension. The teachers would often draw
graphic organizers or other visual displays on chart paper to help make the connection between
the Concept of Comprehension© and the book. The lessons identified vocabulary in the books
that the students may find difficult and included strategies for helping the students learn the
vocabulary.

After the read aloud was finished, the students typically engaged in a guided practice
activity. Activities included writing a response or answering questions about the text that
focused on the targeted Concept of Comprehension©, completing a graphic organizer, or
applying what they had learned to other texts. The teacher introduced the activity to the students
and then scaffolded the instruction until the students could complete the activity on their own.
After this guided practice session, the students completed a similar activity independently. At
the end of the lesson, the students would often share their independent work with the class and
receive feedback from the teacher.

Comparison school curriculum.

Before the study. The comparison school also began using the Teachers College Reading
and Writing Workshop Program (Calkins, 2000) five years prior to the start of the study (during
the 2003-2004 school year), in grades K-6. In a discussion of the curriculum during an initial

meeting with the research team, the principal remarked that there was inadequate training at the
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launch of the program, and that the Literacy Coach had “difficulty providing professional
development” for the teachers in the program. At the same time the school adopted the Teachers
College program, it also implemented the Month-by-Month phonics program in the primary
grades.

Beginning in the 2006-2007 school year, the comparison school implemented what they
called the BEL Mondo comprehension program (Mondo Publishing, 1997) for grades K-2. The
program that the comparison school used is a product of Mondo Publishing, whose research
division is called the Building Essential Literacy Project (BEL). The program used by the
comparison school is based on the findings of the Building Essential Literacy Project (Hill &
Jaggar, 2001). The K-2 teachers were trained in the spring of 2005, and subsequently had a full
day of training every other month. In addition to these training sessions, a consultant visited the
school once a month to attend grade level meetings, conduct model lessons, and introduce new
aspects of the program.

During the study. Description of the BEL Mondo and Teachers College Reading
Programs. BEL Mondo is a research-based program aligned with the five elements identified by
the National Reading Panel as important for effective reading instruction: phonemic awareness,
phonics/word study, vocabulary, comprehension, and fluency. BEL Mondo adds oral language
as a sixth element that it feels is crucial in teaching successful readers. The program is focused
on small group instruction and includes teacher resources to differentiate instruction for all
students.

The comparison school teachers received teacher’s guides and lesson plan booklets from
Mondo Publishing. The teacher’s guides included explanations of effective instructional

routines, a scope and sequence that coordinates whole group instruction based on standards with
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differentiated instruction activities based on assessments, classroom management tools, and
“reproducible master copies of independent activities.” The lesson plan booklets included oral
language, shared reading, and guided reading lessons and activities.

A typical BEL Mondo lesson. A typical BEL Mondo lesson would start with the teacher
introducing the read aloud book, often through a picture walk. The teacher would read the title
and author of the book and think aloud about the cover, asking the students to make predictions
about the book. Often, the teacher would read a short summary of the book from the back cover.
Sometimes the teacher would give the students a comprehension strategy (such as character,
setting, or sequence) to focus on while she read the book. The teacher would then read aloud the
book for the day. During the read aloud, most teachers would stop to ask comprehension
questions — usually questions assessing the students’ prior knowledge of the content and
vocabulary, but sometimes questions related to the comprehension strategy she had introduced
earlier — but some teachers would read straight through the book.

After the read aloud, the students would typically be divided into small groups (3-5
students each) to read books, work on computers, or complete other activities. The teacher
would work with one of the groups and, again, introduce the book by looking at the front and
back cover, doing a picture walk, and making predictions about the book. She would then read
the book together with the group, going slowly to make sure the students were following. In
kindergarten classrooms, the teacher would model how to decode words. In second grade
classrooms, the teacher would model how to find the meaning of words through context.

In other classrooms, the students would complete an independent activity after the read
aloud. The activities ranged from drawing a picture related to the story, filling out a graphic

organizer related to the story, to writing a response to the story.



47

A typical Teachers College Reading and Writing Workshop lesson. The fourth grade
lessons that were observed centered around the reading of a short nonfiction text. The teacher
introduced the passage to students and reviewed strategies that good readers use. The teacher
then modeled strategies to get information out of the text in order to answer comprehension
questions.

The fifth grade lessons that were observed centered around read alouds of fiction texts.
The teacher would read aloud a short section of the text and then engage students in a discussion,
generally concerning the central theme of the text. After the read aloud and discussion, the
student split into groups to complete an activity. The activity could be a worksheet of
comprehension questions, a written response to the text, or continued reading of the text in
groups.

Measures

Assessments. During Year One, all students in grades K-5 completed the Group Reading
Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) (Williams, 2001); grades 2-5 completed the
researcher-developed Urban Education Exchange comprehension assessments (Atkins, 2008);
and grades K-1 completed the Stanford 10 Listening Comprehension subtest (Harcourt
Educational Measurement, 2004). In Year Two, all students in grades K-5 completed the Group
Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) and grades 2-5 completed the
researcher-developed Urban Education Exchange comprehension assessments. See Table 2 in
Appendix A for a representation of the assessments completed by each grade in Year One and
Year Two.

GRADE (Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation). The GRADE was

chosen as a standardized measure of reading comprehension and was administered as a pre and
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posttest in the treatment and comparison schools to grades K-5. The GRADE is a norm-
referenced reading assessment that is designed to identify the specific reading skills that students
have mastered and those which require additional instruction. Reliability coefficients for
alternate form and test-retest are in the .90 range. The assessment is untimed, which allows it to
measure comprehension, rather than reading speed or fluency. The Kindergarten classrooms
were assessed on the Word Reading and Listening Comprehension subtests of GRADE, first and
second grade were assessed on the Word Reading, Listening Comprehension, Sentence
Comprehension, and Passage Comprehension subtests, and third through fifth grade were
assessed on the Vocabulary, Listening Comprehension, Sentence Comprehension, and Passage
Comprehension subtests. The GRADE assessment is untimed; most classes completed it during
two sessions that lasted between 20 and 45 minutes each in kindergarten, and between 40 and 60
minutes each in the older grades.

UEE comprehension assessments. Comprehension assessments were developed for
grades 2-5 to assess mastery of the UEE Concepts of Comprehension©. The tests consisted of
multiple choice reading comprehension questions for fiction and non-fiction passages. Each
grade was assigned four reading passages with four to five questions per passage. The passages
were read aloud by the second grade teachers, while students in third through fifth grade
completed the assessment as an independent reading comprehension task. The passages, which
were taken from the UEE website, covered multiple Concepts of Comprehension©; that is, each
passage allowed the students to practice multiple comprehension strategies and then answer
questions that tested their understanding and use of these strategies. Across all the reading

passages, all Concepts of Comprehension© were assessed in each grade.
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Stanford 10 listening comprehension subtest. During Year One, the kindergarten and
first grade students in both the treatment and comparison schools completed the listening
comprehension subtest of the Stanford 10 assessment. This subsection of the Stanford 10 first
required the students to listen to stories read by the teacher and then answer multiple choice
questions. The second part required students to listen to words or sort phrases read by the
teacher and then mark the picture that matched the word or phrase. The assessments for both
kindergarten and first grade included 40 items (10 for the words section and 30 for the stories
section) with three choices per item. This assessment was not administered during Year Two
because of negative feedback from the teachers in Year One and also because the results were
redundant with those of the GRADE listening comprehension subtest.

Classroom observation protocol. Observations of the literacy classes for grades K-5
were conducted in the treatment and comparison schools. These qualitative analyses assessed
the process by which the explicit lesson units were implemented by teachers at the classroom
level. The analyses investigated how lesson units are used in practice, and provided information
to compare the UEE reading comprehension program with the program used in the comparison
school. The guiding questions for these qualitative analyses were:

1. What reading comprehension skills and strategies are explicitly taught during reading
instruction in each school?

2. Do teachers model how to use the skills and strategies appropriately before, during, and after
reading and explicitly explain when and how the strategy is useful?

3. Do teachers provide the students with sufficient guidance in how to use the skills and

strategies?
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4. Do teachers provide the students with sufficient opportunity to use the skills and strategies
independently, monitoring their understanding and providing useful feedback?

Observation protocols were developed based on coding schemes developed by Gersten et
al. (2007), McCutchen et al. (2002), and Vellutino and Scanlon (1996). In these coding schemes
a time-sampling procedure is used. This time-sampling procedure was first used by Vellutino
and Scanlon (1996) in their observations of kindergarten language arts instruction. In the
Vellutino and Scanlon (1996) study, the researchers observed the teacher for a short period (ten
or twenty seconds) and then completed a checklist which consisted of a series of questions
concerning the instructional group with which the teacher is interacting (individual child, pairs,
small group, whole class); general focus of the activity (direct reading, indirect reading, writing,
management, preparation); teacher’s purpose (reading aloud, modeling, asking/answering
questions, guiding practice, providing feedback); the materials being used; the focus of the
instruction; and the students’ expected response. The observers in this study answered these
questions approximately every 30 seconds. They then calculated the percentage of time that the
teacher allocated to the various activities within each classroom.

Time sampling procedures. McCutchen and colleagues (2002) used a similar time-
sampling procedure in which they completed a checklist of questions every 60 seconds. These
questions addressed four categories: knowledge affordance, literacy activity, textual context, and
group context. Each observation lasted 15 minutes, after which the total times for the codes
within each category were calculated. The time sampling procedure used by Gersten, Dimino,
and Jayanthi (2007) was somewhat different from the techniques used by Vellutino and Scanlon

(1996) and McCutchen and colleagues (2002). Rather than completing a checklist of questions
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every 30-60 seconds, Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007) used a fresh observation form every
15 minutes during a 90-minute observation, for a total of 6 intervals.

In the present study, every five minutes a checklist was completed that indicated the
grouping arrangement (whole class, small groups, pairs, or individual), the focus of activity
(direct reading, indirect reading, writing, management, or preparation activities), the teacher’s
purpose (reading aloud, modeling, asking/answering questions, guiding student practice,
providing feedback), and student engagement (few students seem engaged, many students seem
engaged much of the time, or most students seem engaged all of the time). These data gave
insight into how the teacher allotted the time in the classroom, while keeping the focus of the
observation on the explicitness of instruction. The first three items (grouping arrangement, focus
of activity, and teacher’s purpose) were found in the observation protocols developed by Scanlon
and Vellutino (1996) and McCutchen and colleagues (2002), whereas the measure of student
engagement was included to address the ability of the teacher to keep the students on task, the
students’ interest in the content of the lesson, and the students’ motivation for completing the
lesson.

Instances of explicit instruction. In addition to this time-sampling procedure, instances
of explicit teaching were observed and catalogued. As in Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007),
the number of instances of explicit teaching was used as a proxy for quality of teaching. Given
that instructional programs that include direct, explicit explanations of comprehension strategies
have been found to improve the reading comprehension of students, especially at-risk students
(NRP 2000; Duffy 2002), it seemed reasonable to Gersten and colleagues that quantifying these

instances of explicit teaching could serve as a means of evaluating the quality of instruction.
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Instances of explicit teaching could be found during the pre-reading, modeling, independent
practice, and feedback sections of the lesson.

An example of explicit teaching during the pre-reading section could be the teacher
explicitly stating the learning outcome for the lesson. An explicit modeling of a comprehension
strategy could involve the teacher thinking aloud as she predicts what will happen next in the
story. During independent practice, explicit instruction would allow the students to practice the
comprehension concept that had been modeled. Explicit feedback requires the teacher to
explicitly state how the student has used the skill or strategy correctly or incorrectly. These
categories were adopted from Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007), and the observation form
also provided space to note which Concept of Comprehension© was being explicitly taught to
make the observation form more tailored to the UEE curriculum.

Evaluative judgments. After the observation was completed, the observer answered
questions designed to evaluate the lesson as a whole. There are three yes/no questions and five
Likert scale questions that address the overall quality of comprehension and vocabulary
instruction and the management practices of the teacher (Gersten, Dimino, & Jayanthi, 2007).
(See Figure 1 in Appendix A for the observation form used in the classrooms.)

Procedure

At the beginning of Year 1, the research study was explained to the faculty in both the
treatment school and control school. The teachers were told that the goal of the study was to
understand how explicit instruction “looks and works” in the classroom. The quantitative
(assessments) and qualitative (observations) aspects of the study were introduced and the
importance of both parts was emphasized. The standardized and researcher-developed

assessments were introduced, and it was stressed that because they are designed to measure
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reading comprehension, teachers should provide assistance in decoding words and give the
students as much time as they need to complete the assessments. The consent procedure was
also introduced to the teachers.

Professional development. The treatment school received two days of professional
development in September 2008, before implementation of the UEE Comprehension Program.
In addition, the school received fifteen days of professional development during the school year,
from September 2008 to May 2009. This schedule of professional development was repeated for
Year Two of the study (2009-2010). The training included a description of the Concepts of
Comprehension©, implementation techniques, and modeling of specific lessons. Teacher
trainers helped teachers understand and implement UEE’s Concepts of Comprehension© model
lesson units and provided guidance to teachers in the development of additional lessons
appropriate for their students. The teacher trainers meet with the teachers approximately once
every one or two weeks to help plan a comprehension unit, either observe or model the planned
lesson, and then debrief with the teacher. In addition, the teacher trainers helped teachers
understand the process of comprehension and the research behind the UEE curriculum, including
the importance of explicit instruction of the comprehension strategies. Because the Concepts of
Comprehension© program was evaluated as a whole, including both the curriculum and the
teacher training, it was not necessary to provide equal teacher training to the comparison school.
As an incentive for participation, however, UEE agreed to pay for a similar period of
professional development in the comparison school.

Assessments. Year 1. During Year One, standardized English Language Arts
assessments were conducted in December 2008 and June 2009 using the Group Reading

Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) in grades K-5 of both schools. The students
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completed Form A in the fall and Form B in the spring. The Kindergarten classrooms were
assessed on the Word Reading and Listening Comprehension subtests of GRADE, first and
second grade were assessed on the Word Reading, Listening Comprehension, Sentence
Comprehension, and Passage Comprehension subtests, and third through fifth grade were
assessed on the Vocabulary, Listening Comprehension, Sentence Comprehension, and Passage
Comprehension subtests.

In addition, the second through fifth grade students’ reading comprehension was
measured with researcher-developed tests in October 2008 and June 2009. The second grade
teachers read the passages and questions to their students, so this was a test of listening
comprehension, whereas third, fourth, and fifth graders read the passages and questions
independently. The researcher-developed tests were untimed, but each grade took approximately
one hour in a single session to complete the test.

As the kindergarten and first grade students did not receive the researcher-developed
tests, these grades completed the listening comprehension subsection of the Stanford 10
Achievement Test as an additional measure. This assessment was administered in November
2008 and June 2009. This subsection of the Stanford 10 required the students to listen to words
and stories read by the teacher and answer multiple choice questions. The listening
comprehension section consisted of 40 items with 3 choices per item for both kindergarten and
first grade. This test took approximately two hours over two sessions to complete.

All tests were group-administered by the teacher in the classroom.

The teachers provided feedback on the assessments when they were collected. The K-1
teachers indicated that all the assessments had been difficult for the students to complete,

especially for the Kindergarten students. The teachers felt that asking the students to listen to 12



55

passages and answer questions on the Stanford Listening Comprehension test was, in particular,
expecting too much from Kindergarteners who had just started school. The Kindergarten
students did not have any experience with whole-class testing, so it took a lot of work on the
teachers’ part to make them feel comfortable. Several teachers remarked that they would try to
integrate some of the lessons they learned from the assessments into future instruction. These
lessons included teaching students how to listen carefully, sequence events, bubble in answers,
answer questions using the process of elimination, and “think through a test.”

Year 2. During Year Two, the students in the treatment and comparison schools
completed Form A of the GRADE in October 2009. This was followed by the administration of
the researcher-developed comprehension assessment in early November 2009. In Year Two of
the study, the K-1 classrooms did not complete the Stanford 10 Achievement Test (the listening
comprehension subsection). This decision was made for two reasons. First, the teachers had
provided feedback that this assessment, especially in the fall, was very difficult for their students
and resulted in a lot of frustration, crying, and students feeling ill. Some teachers complained
that the subtest took the entire day to administer and the students could not sit still and listen long
enough to complete all the passages. Second, the results of this subtest did not differ
dramatically from the listening comprehension subtest in the GRADE, so this assessment was
seen as redundant. In May 2010, the students completed the second form of the researcher-
developed comprehension assessment. Form B of the GRADE was administered to both schools
in early June 2010. See Appendix A, Table 2 for the assessments completed each year in each
grade.

Classroom observations. The classroom observations were designed to investigate the

level of explicitness of instruction provided by each teacher. The original plan was to observe
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each participating teacher twice during each of the two school years. However, several teachers
in grades K-2 were observed three times a year, as observations and assessments completed early
in the study indicated greater differences in instruction and student achievement between the two
schools in these earlier grades. Some teachers were observed only once during the year as a
result of time constraints and a lack of cooperation from teachers who had previously agreed to
be observed. This was a greater issue during Year Two, when many teachers claimed that they
had too much testing and other activities scheduled in April, May, and June to allow
observations of their instruction. Teachers were typically notified that they would be observed
the morning of the observation. For those times that the teachers were not able to accommodate
the observation, an alternate date was agreed upon. All observations were conducted by the first
author.

In the treatment school, the researcher observed the UEE Concepts of Comprehension©
lessons. In the comparison school, the researcher observed the listening or reading
comprehension lessons; these consisted of read aloud lessons, shared reading lessons, or other
types of lessons in which the students were learning and practicing how to comprehend text.

During the observation, the observation form was completed, which indicated how time
was allotted during the lesson as well as the explicitness of instruction. The observer looked for
instances of explicit instruction in four sections of the lesson: introduction (activating prior
knowledge, introducing the text, making connections between the text and students, other texts,
or the world), direct reading (reading the text with modeling of strategies or think alouds),
practice (both guided practice and independent practice), and feedback.

Instances of explicit instruction would manifest differently depending on the section of

the lesson in which they are contained. In the introduction, an instance of explicit instruction
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could include explicitly stating the learning outcome for the lesson, defining or giving an
example of a comprehension strategy, introducing new vocabulary, looking at or reading the
cover or back of the book while making predictions, or making explicit connections between the
text and another text the students have read. The type of explicit instruction observed during the
introduction was noted on the observation form.

During direct reading, an instance of explicit instruction would involve modeling or
thinking aloud about a comprehension strategy for the class. This type of explicit instruction
occurred when the teacher stopped reading the text and demonstrated a comprehension strategy
that could be employed to help understand the text. The observation form was marked according
to the comprehension strategy that was modeled and had boxes for each of the 21 Concepts of
Comprehension©. The observer took notes on how the teacher modeled or explained the
comprehension strategy.

During the practice section of the lesson, an instance of explicit instruction could include
a check for student understanding, guided practice of the modeled skill, independent practice of
the modeled skill, asking a literal or inferential question from the text (these types of questions
were distinguished on the observation form), or asking students to justify or elaborate responses.

Instances of explicit instruction marked as feedback included when the teacher states
clearly what a student did correctly or incorrectly about the comprehension strategy. In order to
be marked as explicit feedback, the teacher had to reference the comprehension strategy being
studied. General feedback that did not reference the comprehension skill or strategy being
studied was not counted as explicit feedback.

After each observation, the instances of explicit instruction were totaled for each section

of the lesson, and across the lesson as a whole. Therefore, for each lesson that was observed, the
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teacher received an explicitness score for the introduction, direct reading, student practice, and
feedback sections, as well as for the lesson as a whole.

Year 1. During the 2008-2009 school year, 12 of a possible 20 teachers in the treatment
school (two per grade) and 14 of a possible 19 teachers in the comparison school (three in
kindergarten, first grade and fourth grade; two in second and third grade; and one in fifth grade)
agreed to allow observations of their ELA classes. A total of 43 observations were conducted in
the two schools: 20 observations in the treatment school and 23 observations in the comparison
school. See Appendix A, Table 3 for the number of observations conducted per grade in each
school during Year One and Year Two.

The observations in the treatment school began in October, and two classrooms per grade
were observed. There were a total of four observations in Kindergarten (two per classroom),
four observations in first grade (two per classroom), five observations in second grade (two in
one classroom and three in the other classroom), three observations in third grade (two in one
classroom and one in the other classroom), two observations in fourth grade (one per classroom),
and two observations in fifth grade (one per classroom).

In the comparison school, the observations began in January because the teachers
declined to be observed during the fall semester. In Kindergarten, there were a total of six
observations conducted across three classrooms (two per classroom). In first grade, there were a
total of eight observations conducted across three classrooms (two or three per classroom).
There were three observations across two classrooms in second grade, two observations across
two classrooms in third grade, three observations across three classrooms in fourth grade, and

one observation in one classroom in fifth grade.
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Year 2. During the 2009-2010 school year, 12 of a possible 20 teachers in the treatment
school (two each in kindergarten, first, second, and fifth grades; one in third grade; and three in
fourth grade) and 9 of a possible 19 teachers (two each in kindergarten, third grade and fifth
grade; and one in first, second, and fourth grade) agreed to the observations. A total of 37
observations were conducted in the two schools during this year: 22 in the treatment school and
15 in the comparison school. Observations in both schools lasted from November 2009 to May
2010.

In the treatment school, there were a total of four observations across two classrooms in
kindergarten (two per classroom), four observations in two classrooms in first grade (two per
classroom), four observations in two classrooms in second grade (two per classroom), two
observations in one third grade classroom, five observations in three fourth grade classrooms
(one or two per classroom), and three observations in two fifth grade classrooms (one or two per
classroom).

In the comparison school, there were a total of four observations across two kindergarten
classrooms (two per classroom), two observations in one first grade classroom, two observations
in one second grade classroom, three observations in two third grade classrooms (one or two per
classroom), one observation in one fourth grade classroom, and three observations in two fifth
grade classrooms (one or two per classroom).

Interviews. At the conclusion of Year One and Year Two of the study (June 2009 and
June 2010), a total of 20 participating teachers were interviewed to obtain their views on the
curriculum they taught and teaching reading comprehension in general. They were asked how
they felt their class responded to the materials and how they felt the curriculum could have been

more effective. This interview took between 10 and 30 minutes per teacher.
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Scoring of dependent measures. Both the standardized and researcher-developed
measures were multiple-choice assessments. Research assistants were hired to hand-score the
assessments. The research assistants entered the students’ answers into a spreadsheet created for
each classroom. The spreadsheet automatically scored the response as correct or incorrect, and
descriptive statistics were calculated from these spreadsheets. Mean scores, standard deviations,
and proportion correct for each classroom on each assessment or subtest were obtained.
Independent samples t-tests were conducted to compare the treatment and comparison schools on
each assessment or subtest at each grade level. There were a total of 28 comparisons in the fall
of Year 1, 28 comparisons in the spring of Year 1, 26 comparisons in the fall of Year 2, and 26
comparisons in the spring of Year 2.

To answer Research Question 1 (see page 13), analyses of covariance were conducted at
each grade level for each assessment, using the fall test as the covariate and the spring test as the
dependent measure. The total score on the researcher-developed UEE Comprehension
Assessment and on the Stanford 10 Listening subtest were examined. Each subtest of the
GRADE was examined separately (Word Reading, Vocabulary, Listening Comprehension,
Sentence Comprehension, and Paragraph Comprehension). Overall, 54 comparisons of the
scores of the treatment school and the comparison school were conducted.

To answer Research Question 2 (see page 13), the observational data were examined.
For each observation that was conducted, the number of instances of explicit instruction that
were observed during the introduction, direct reading, student practice, and feedbacks sections of
the lessons was summed. A grand total of instances for each lesson was also computed. The
mean number of instances of explicit instruction for each teacher, each grade, and each school

across all the observations that were conducted in Year 1 and Year 2 was obtained.
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To answer Research Question 3 (see page 13), the correlation between the explicitness
scores that were given to the teachers during the observations and the mean scores of the students
in their classrooms on the standardized and researcher-developed assessments were calculated.
The teachers were also grouped into high-explicit and low-explicit groups according to their
explicitness scores, and the mean scores of the students in the high-explicit and low-explicit
teacher groups were compared.

To answer Research Question 4 (see page 13), the teachers in the treatment school were
split into two groups based on whether they were teaching the explicit program for their first year
or their second year at the same grade level. The mean number of instances of explicit
instruction for these two groups of treatment teachers was compared to determine if the more
experienced treatment teachers demonstrated more explicit instruction. The teachers in the
comparison school were also split into two groups based on whether they were new teachers (and
were therefore teaching the comparison program for their first year) or they had been teaching at
the comparison school (and using the comparison program) for more than one year (an
undetermined number). The mean number of instances of explicit instruction for these two
groups of comparison teachers was compared to determine if the more experienced comparison
teachers demonstrated more explicit instruction.

To answer Research Question 5 (see page 14), the mean scores of the students of the new
teachers and the mean scores of the students of the experienced teachers within each school were
compared. Adjusted posttest scores (that treated the pretests as covariates) for each of the
subsections of the GRADE were calculated for each classroom, and the classroom scores of the

new teachers and the experienced teachers were compared.
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To answer Research Question 6 (see page 14), the students of the experienced teachers in
both schools were separated. The adjusted posttest scores (that treated the pretests as covariates)
for each of the subsections of the GRADE were calculated for each classroom of the experienced
teachers, and the classroom scores of the experienced treatment teachers and the experienced
comparison teachers were compared.

To answer Research Question 7 (see page 14), the students who attended the same school
for two years in a row were identified. Adjusted posttest scores for the Year 2 posttests (that
treated the Year 1 pretests as covariates) were calculated for each classroom, and the scores of
the two-year students in the treatment school and the two-year students in the comparison school
were compared.

To answer Research Question 8 (see page 14), the two-year students in both schools who
had experienced teachers during Year 2 were identified. Adjusted posttest scores for the Year 2
posttests (that treated the Year 1 pretests as covariates) were calculated for each classroom of the
experienced teachers, and the scores of the two-year students with experienced teachers in the
treatment school and the two-year students with experienced teachers in the comparison school

were compared.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

Research Question 1: Does instruction in reading comprehension that focuses on the
explicit teaching of reading comprehension skills and strategies (Program T) improve
performance on standardized and researcher-developed reading comprehension tests more
than a traditional reading comprehension program (Program C)?

The results from Year One and Year Two will be presented together, organized by
assessment (GRADE and the researcher-developed UEE Comprehension Assessment) and grade
level, to facilitate comparisons between the scores in the two years. First, descriptive statistics
(means, standard deviations, and proportion correct) were computed for each classroom on each
assessment. Then the scores for all the classrooms at each grade level were summed and the
mean scores for each grade of the two schools on each assessment were compared using
independent samples t-tests.

Following these analyses, analyses of covariance were conducted to test for differences
between the treatment and comparison schools on each assessment on the spring posttests for
Year 1 and Year 2. For each assessment and each year, the fall test was used as the covariate and
the spring test as the dependent measure. Only students that completed the pretest and posttest in
the same classroom were included in these analyses. These analyses revealed differences
between the treatment and comparison schools on the posttests, controlling for the pretest scores.
Each subtest of the GRADE (Word Reading, Vocabulary, Listening Comprehension, Sentence
Comprehension, and Passage Comprehension) was analyzed separately. The total scores on the

researcher-developed UEE Comprehension Assessment were used for the analysis. Overall, 64
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comparisons of the treatment school vs. the comparison school mean scores were performed (not
all grades received all five subtests of the GRADE assessment).

Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix B present a summary of the findings. The mean proportion
correct and standard deviations that are summarized in Tables 4 and 5 appear in Tables 6 through
29. The text that follows describes the findings in Appendix B, Tables 6 through 29.

Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE)

All grades combined. Students in all grades completed the Listening Comprehension
subtest, students in grades K-2 completed the Word Reading subtest, students in grades 1-5
completed the Sentence Comprehension and Passage Comprehension subtests, and students in
grades 3-5 completed the Vocabulary subtest of the GRADE. The results of these assessments
can be seen in Tables 6 and 7. For each year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion
correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score
as a covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.81, SD=.21) and the comparison school (M=.81, SD=.17), F (df=1, 626) =2.27, p=.13, was
not significant in year 1. The difference between the treatment school (M=.85, SD=.12) and the
comparison school (M=.85, SD=.10) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 644) = .01,
p=.95).

On the Word Reading/Vocabulary subtests, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.69, SD=.24) and the comparison school (M=.67, SD=.25) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 621) = 1.96, p=.16). The difference between the treatment school (M=.71, SD=.24) and

the comparison school (M=.71, SD=.24) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 659) = 1.98,

p=.16).
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On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the treatment school (M=.76, SD=.23) scored
significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.67, SD=.27) in year 1 (F (df=1, 529) =
34.95, p=.00). In year 2, the comparison school (M=.75, SD=.22) scored significantly higher
than the treatment school (M=.74, SD=.23), F (df=1, 548) = 6.27, p=.01.

On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.59, SD=.22) and the comparison school (M=.54, SD=.22) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 527) = .78, p=.38). The treatment school (M=.61, SD=.19) scored significantly higher
than the comparison school (M=.56, SD=.22) in year 2 (F (df=1, 549) = 6.99, p=.01).

Grades K-2 combined. Students in grades K-2 completed the Listening Comprehension
and Word Reading subtests, and students in grades 1-2 completed the Sentence Comprehension
and Passage Comprehension subtests. The results of these assessments can be seen in Tables 8
and 9. For each year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion correct on the spring
posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.87, SD=.17) and the comparison school (M=.83, SD=.19), F (df=1, 283) =.08, p=.78, was
not significant in year 1. In year 2, the treatment school (M=.89, SD=.11) scored significantly
higher than the comparison school (M=.87, SD=.09), F (df=1, 312) = 4.81, p=.03.

On the Word Reading subtest, the difference between the treatment school (M=.85,
SD=.21) and the comparison school (M=.85, SD=.19) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1,
270) = .16, p=.69). The difference between the treatment school (M=.89, SD=.16) and the

comparison school (M=.87, SD=.17) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 297) = .14,

p=71).
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On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the treatment school (M=.74, SD=.25) scored
significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.65, SD=.28) in year 1 (F (df=1, 179) =9.12,
p=.00). The difference between the treatment school (M=.72, SD=.26) and the comparison
school (M=.75, SD=.25) was not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 190) = 1.89, p=.17).

On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.58, SD=.21) and the comparison school (M=.53, SD=.23) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 191) = .25, p=.62). The treatment school (M=.61, SD=.20) scored significantly higher
than the comparison school (M=.57, SD=.21) in year 2 (F (df=1, 186) = 6.53, p=.01).

Grades 3-5 combined. Students in grades 3-5 completed the Listening Comprehension,
Vocabulary, Sentence Comprehension, and Passage Comprehension subtests of the GRADE.
The results of these assessments can be seen in Tables 10 and 11. For each year and each subtest
separately, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of
covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the comparison school (M=.79, SD=.16) scored
significantly higher than the treatment school (M=.77, SD=.22) in year 1, F (df=1, 340) =4.04,
p=.05. The difference between the treatment school (M=.82, SD=.11) and the comparison
school (M=.83, SD=.10) approached significance in year 2 (F (df=1, 329) = 3.07, p=.08).

On the Vocabulary subtests, the difference between the treatment school (M=.58,
SD=.19) and the comparison school (M=.52, SD=.20) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1,
348) = .03, p=.87). The difference between the treatment school (M=.58, SD=.19) and the
comparison school (M=.55, SD=.20) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 359) = .02,

p=88).
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On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the treatment school (M=.77, SD=.22) scored
significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.68, SD=.26) in year 1 (F (df=1, 347) =
30.96, p=.00). In year 2, the comparison school (M=.76, SD=.21) scored significantly higher
than the treatment school (M=.75, SD=.21), F (df=1, 355) = 4.41, p=.04.

On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.59, SD=.23) and the comparison school (M=.54, SD=.21) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 333) = .08, p=.78). The treatment school (M=.61, SD=.19) scored significantly higher
than the comparison school (M=.56, SD=.22) in year 2 (F (df=1, 360) = 4.26, p=.04).

Kindergarten. Kindergarten students in both schools completed the Listening
Comprehension and the Word Reading subtests of the GRADE. The results of these subtests are
found in Tables 12 and 13. For each year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion
correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score
as a covariate.

The Listening Comprehension subtest consisted of 18 items in which the teacher read a
sentence and the students chose the correct picture that corresponded to the sentence. The
difference between the treatment school (M=.89, SD=.17) and the comparison school (M=.88,
SD=.16) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 77) = .82, p=.37). In year 2 the treatment school
(M=.94, SD=.07) scored significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.89, SD=.09), F
(df=1, 94) =11.51, p=.001.

The kindergarten Word Reading subtest consisted of 10 items in which the students chose
the word that the teacher read aloud. The difference between the treatment school (M=.80,
SD=.28) and the comparison school (M=.85, SD=.23) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 70)

=.29, p=.59). The difference between the treatment school (M=.84, SD=.23) and the
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comparison school (M=.83, SD=.24) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 90) = .70,
p=.40).

First grade. First grade students in both schools completed the Listening
Comprehension (17 items), Word Reading (20 items), Sentence Comprehension (19 items), and
Passage Comprehension (24 items) subtests of the GRADE. The results of these assessments are
found in Tables 14 and 15. For each year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion
correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score
as a covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.84, SD=.21) and the comparison school (M=.84, SD=.21) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 107) = .08, p=.77). The difference between the treatment school (M=.90, SD=.08) and the
comparison school (M=.91, SD=.07) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 99) = .39,
p=.54). .

On the Word Reading subtest, the difference between the treatment school (M=.81,
SD=.24) and the comparison school (M=.84, SD=.17) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1,
102) = .01, p=.93). The difference between the treatment school (M=.88, SD=.14) and the
comparison school (M=.90, SD=.13) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 87) = .22,
p=.64).

On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the treatment school (M=.73, SD=.26) scored
significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.62, SD=.30) in year 1 (F (df=1, 101) =7.66,
p=.01). The difference between the treatment school (M=.72, SD=.27) and the comparison

school (M=.76, SD=.28) was not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 72) = .02, p=.89).
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On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.55, SD=.23) and the comparison school (M=.47, SD=.25) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 102) = 2.00, p=.16). In year 2, the treatment school (M=.58, SD=.21) scored significantly
higher than the comparison school (M=.56, SD=.25), F (df=1, 85) =5.88, p=.02.

Second grade. Second grade students in both schools also completed the Listening
Comprehension (17 items), Word Reading (28 items), Sentence Comprehension (19 items), and
Passage Comprehension (28 items) subtests of the GRADE. The results of these assessments
can be seen in Tables 16 and 17. For each year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion
correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score
as a covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the treatment school (M=.88, SD=.10) scored
significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.75, SD=.16) in year 1, F (df=1, 93) =12.02,
p=.00. The difference between the treatment school (M=.85, SD=.14) and the comparison
school (M=.82, SD=.10) approached significance in year 2, F (df=1, 113) =2.72, p=.10.

On the Word Reading subtest, the difference between the treatment school (M=.92,
SD=.10) and the comparison school (M=.86, SD=.15) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 92)
=2.65, p=.11). In year 2, the treatment school (M=.94, SD=.09) scored significantly higher than
the comparison school (M=.88, SD=.12), F (df=1, 114) =10.44, p=.00.

On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.77, SD=.24) and the comparison school (M=.69, SD=.26) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 75) = 1.38, p=.24). The difference between the treatment school (M=.72, SD=.25) and the
comparison school (M=.74, SD=.23) approached significance in year 2, F (df=1, 115) =3.39,

p=.07.
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On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.61, SD=.20) and the comparison school (M=.60, SD=.18) was not significant in year 1, F
(df=1, 86) = .96, p=.33. The difference between the treatment school (M=.64, SD=.17) and the
comparison school (M=.57, SD=.19) was also not significant in year 2, F (df=1, 98) = 1.20,
p=.28.

Third grade. Third grade students in both schools completed the Listening
Comprehension (17 items), Vocabulary (30 items), Sentence Comprehension (19 items), and
Passage Comprehension (28 items) subtests of the GRADE. Tables 18 and 19 display the results
of these assessments. For each year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion correct on
the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score as a
covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.83, SD=.10) and the comparison school (M=.84, SD=.12) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 101) = .33, p=.57). The difference between the treatment school (M=.85, SD=.12) and the
comparison school (M=.86, SD=.10) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 99) = .08,
p=.78).

On the Vocabulary subtest, the difference between the treatment school (M=.69, SD=.15)
and the comparison school (M=.67, SD=.18) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 98) = 1.16,
p=228). The difference between the treatment school (M=.72, SD=.17) and the comparison
school (M=.67, SD=.20) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 100) = 1.33, p=.25).

On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.88, SD=.11) and the comparison school (M=.87, SD=.14) was not significant in year 1 (F

(df=1, 105) = .02, p=.89). The difference between the treatment school (M=.85, SD=.18) and the
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comparison school (M=.87, SD=.15) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 106) = 1.15,
p=29).

On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.60, SD=.20) and the comparison school (M=.54, SD=.23) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1, 98) = .53, p=.47). The difference between the treatment school (M=.59, SD=.19) and the
comparison school (M=.56, SD=.19) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 100) = .16,
p=.69).

Fourth grade. The fourth grade students in both schools completed the same subtests of
the GRADE that the third grade students completed: Listening Comprehension (17 items),
Vocabulary (35 items), Sentence Comprehension (19 items), and Passage Comprehension (28
items) subtests. The results of these assessments can be found in Tables 20 and 21. For each
year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was
subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the treatment school (M=.67, SD=.32) scored
significantly lower than the comparison school (M=.74, SD=.40), F (df=1, 124) =4.65, p=.03, in
year 1. The treatment school (M=.79, SD=.10) also scored significantly lower than the
comparison school (M=.81, SD=.10), in year 2, F (df=1, 116) =4.50, p=.03.

On the Vocabulary subtest, the difference between the treatment school (M=.55, SD=.19)
and the comparison school (M=.46, SD=.21) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 123) = .08,
p=.78). The difference between the treatment school (M=.57, SD=.18) and the comparison
school (M=.48, SD=.19) was also not significant in year 2, F (df=1, 115) = 1.97, p=.16.

On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the treatment school (M=.71, SD=.23) scored

significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.57, SD=.29) in year 1, F (df=1, 123)
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=44.57, p=.00. The difference between the treatment school (M=.73, SD=.19) and the
comparison school (M=.71, SD=.19) approached significance in year 2, F (df=1, 110) =2.99,
p=.09.

On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.51, SD=.25) and the comparison school (M=.48, SD=.22) was not significant in year 1, F
(df=1, 124) = .16, p=.69). The difference between the treatment school (M=.60, SD=.21) and the
comparison school (M=.55, SD=.21) was also not significant in year 2, F (df=1, 118) = 1.64,
p=20).

Fifth grade. The fifth grade students in both schools completed the same subtests of the
GRADE that the third and fourth grade students had completed: the Listening Comprehension
(17 items), Vocabulary (35 items), Sentence Comprehension (19 items), and Passage
Comprehension (30 items) subtests. Tables 22 and 23 display the results of these assessments.
For each year and each subtest separately, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was
subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate.

On the Listening Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.84, SD=.07) and the comparison school (M=.82, SD=.09) was not significant in year 1 (F
(df=1)=.97, p=.33). The difference between the treatment school (M=.81, SD=.11) and the
comparison school (M=.83, SD=.09) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1) = .75, p=.39).

On the Vocabulary subtest, the difference between the treatment school (M=.50, SD=.17)
and the comparison school (M=.47, SD=.15) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1) = .06,
p=-80). The treatment school (M=.49, SD=.15) scored significantly lower than the comparison

school (M=.51, SD=.15), F (df=1) =6.00, p=.02, in year 2.
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On the Sentence Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.73, SD=.24) and the comparison school (M=.64, SD=.23) was not significant in year 1, F
(df=1, 113) = 1.93, p=.17. The difference between the treatment school (M=.68, SD=.23) and
the comparison school (M=.70, SD=.23) was also not significant in year 2, F (df=1, 133) = .13,
p=.72.

On the Passage Comprehension subtest, the difference between the treatment school
(M=.67, SD=.20) and the comparison school (M=.60, SD=.17) was not significant in year 1, F
(df=1, 105) = .60, p=.44. The treatment school (M=.64, SD=.18) scored significantly higher than
the comparison school (M=.57, SD=.25), in year 2, F (df=1, 136) =7.08, p=.01.

UEE Comprehension Assessment

All grades (2-5) combined. Students in grades 2-5 completed the researcher-developed
UEE comprehension assessments, which consisted of four comprehension passages with
multiple choice comprehension questions, in year 1 and year 2. The second grade teachers read
the passages to their students, whereas the students in grades 3-5 completed the assessment as an
independent reading task. The results of these assessments can be seen in Table 24. For each
year, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance,
using the fall pretest score as a covariate. The difference between the treatment school (M=.65,
SD=.19) and the comparison school (M=.60, SD=.20) was not significant in year 1, F (df=1,
428) = .62, p=.43. The difference between the treatment school (M=.66, SD=.21) and the
comparison school (M=.63, SD=.19) was also not significant in year 2, F (df=1, 411) = .05,

p=.83.
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Grades 3-5 combined. Students in grades 3-5 completed the researcher-developed UEE
reading comprehension assessments, which consisted of four comprehension passages with
multiple choice comprehension questions, in year 1 and year 2. The results of these assessments
can be seen in Table 25. For each year, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was
subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate. The difference
between the treatment school (M=.66, SD=.18) and the comparison school (M=.60, SD=.20) was
not significant in year 1, F (df=1, 349) = 1.18, p=.28. The difference between the treatment
school (M=.62, SD=.22) and the comparison school (M=.64, SD=.20) was also not significant in
year 2, F (df=1, 286) = 1.29, p=.26.

Second grade. The researcher-developed UEE comprehension assessment for second
grade consisted of four listening comprehension passages and 18 items in total, with each item
covering a different Concept of Comprehension©. The results of this assessment can be found in
Table 26. For each year separately, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was
subjected to analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate. The difference
between the treatment school (M=.61, SD=.22) and the comparison school (M=.58, SD=.19) was
not significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 76) = .13, p=.72). The treatment school (M=.74, SD=.15)
scored significantly higher than the comparison school (M=.62, SD=.16), in year 2, F (df=1, 122)
=6.46, p=.01.

Third grade. The researcher-developed UEE comprehension assessment for third grade
consisted of four reading passages and 19 items, with each one covering a different Concept of
Comprehension©. The results of the third grade UEE reading comprehension test are in Table
27. For each year separately, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was subjected to

analysis of covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate. The difference between the
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treatment school (M=.65, SD=.18) and the comparison school (M=.61, SD=.20) was not
significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 111) = .21, p=.65). The difference between the treatment school
(M=.66, SD=.20) and the comparison school (M=.60, SD=.19) was also not significant in year 2
(F (df=1, 92) = .02, p=.88).

Fourth grade. The researcher-developed UEE comprehension assessment for fourth
grade consisted of four reading passages and 20 items, with each item covering a different
Concept of Comprehension©. The results of this assessment can be found in Table 28. For each
year separately, the mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of
covariance, using the fall pretest score as a covariate. The difference between the treatment
school (M=.73, SD=.15) and the comparison school (M=.66, SD=.20) was not significant in year
1 (F (df=1, 116) = .93, p=.34). The difference between the treatment school (M=.70, SD=.20)
and the comparison school (M=.72, SD=.19) was also not significant in year 2 (F (df=1, 107) =
.61, p=.44).

Fifth grade. The researcher-developed UEE comprehension assessment for fifth grade
consisted of four reading passages and 20 items, with each item covering a different Concept of
Comprehension©. The results of this assessment are in Table 29. For each year separately, the
mean proportion correct on the spring posttest was subjected to analysis of covariance, using the
fall pretest score as a covariate. The difference between the treatment school (M=.60, SD=.18)
and the comparison school (M=.54, SD=.20) was not significant in year 1 (F (df=1, 116) = .01,
p=-94). The treatment school (M=.48, SD=.19) scored significantly higher than the comparison

school (M=.58, SD=.20) in year 2, F (df=1, 81) =4.90, p = .03.
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Observations

Research Question 2: Does Program T result in more instances of explicit instruction
during reading comprehension lessons than Program C, as measured by classroom
observations?

The observational data collected were analyzed to determine the differences between
Program T and Program C in the mean number of instances of explicit instruction observed per
lesson. See Appendix C. The number of instances of explicit instruction that was observed
during each of the four sections of the lesson (introduction, direct reading, student practice, and
feedback) and for each lesson as a whole is presented in Table 30, along with the totals across all
the lessons in the treatment school and in the comparison school, in year 1 and year 2 separately,
and then both years combined.

Both Years. Preliminary independent samples t-tests comparing the treatment and
comparison teachers revealed that the assumption of equality of variances was violated for the
student practice (F (df=1, 73) = 14.75, p=.00) and feedback (F (df=1, 73) = 14.10, p=.00)
sections of the lessons as well as for the total instances of explicit instruction (F (df=1, 73) =
22.26, p=.00). For the introduction and direct reading sections of the lessons (for which the
assumption of equality of variances was not violated), the results of the independent samples t-
tests are reported. For the student practice and feedback sections of the lessons, and for the total
instances of explicit instruction, the results of Poisson regression analyses are reported.

Significantly more instances of explicit instruction were observed in the treatment school
classrooms (a mean of 29.60 (SD=11.17) instances of explicit instruction per lesson across Years
1 and 2) than in the comparison school classrooms (a mean of 17.26 (SD=5.60) instances of

explicit instruction per lesson across Years 1 and 2), Wald Chi-Square (df=1, 73) = 116.43,
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p=.00. There was a significant difference between the schools in the mean number of instances
of explicit instruction observed during the direct reading section, with a mean of 8.93 (SD=4.74)
instances of explicit instruction per lesson in the treatment school as compared to a mean of 6.40
(SD=4.20) instances of explicit instruction per lesson in the comparison school (t (df=1, 73) =
2.43, p=.02). The mean number of instances of explicit instruction also differed significantly
during the student practice section, with a mean of 11.15 (SD=7.40) instances of explicit
instruction in the treatment school as compared to a mean of 3.66 (SD=3.13) instances of explicit
instruction in the comparison school (Wald Chi-Square (df=1, 73) = 123.59, p=.00). Finally,
there was a significant difference between the treatment school and the comparison school in the
number of instances of explicit instruction observed during the feedback section, with a mean of
4.30 (SD=4.44) instances of explicit instruction in the treatment school as compared to a mean of
1.54 (SD=2.41) instances of explicit instruction in the comparison school (Wald Chi-Square
(df=1, 73) = 43.18, p=.00). The treatment school and the comparison school were similar in the
instances of explicit instruction they displayed during the introduction section of the lesson, with
a mean of 5.23 (SD=3.94) instances of explicit instruction per lesson in the treatment school as
compared to a mean of 5.66 (SD=4.29) instances of explicit instruction per lesson in the
comparison school (t (df=1, 73) = -.46, p=.65).

Year 1. Preliminary independent samples t-tests comparing the treatment and
comparison teachers in Year 1 revealed that the assumption of equality of variances was violated
for the introduction (F (df=1, 40) = 8.13, p=.01), student practice (F (df=1, 40) = 11.51, p=.00),
and feedback (F (df=1, 40) = 5.90, p=.02) sections of the lessons as well as for the total instances
of explicit instruction (F (df=1, 40) = 12.06, p=.00). For the direct reading section of the lessons

(for which the assumption of equality of variances was not violated), the results of the
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independent samples t-tests are reported. For the introduction, student practice, and feedback
sections of the lessons, and for the total instances of explicit instruction, the results of Poisson
regression analyses are reported.

The same pattern of results found in both years combined was found in Year 1, with
significantly more instances of explicit instruction observed in the treatment school than the
comparison school during the direct reading, student practice, and feedback sections and no
difference between the teachers during the introduction section. During the introduction section,
the treatment school averaged 5.25 (SD=2.79) instances of explicit instruction per lesson and the
comparison teachers averaged 5.86 (SD=4.65) instances of explicit instruction per lesson, Wald
Chi-Square (df=1, 40) = .71, p=.40. The treatment school averaged 10.25 (SD=4.51) instances
of explicit instruction per lesson during the direct reading section, compared to 6.41 (SD=4.87)
instances of explicit instruction per lesson averaged by the comparison school, t (df=1, 40) =
2.65, p=.01. During the student practice section, the treatment school averaged 9.60 (SD=6.38)
instances of explicit instruction per lesson and the comparison school averaged 3.55 (SD=3.05)
instances of explicit instruction per lesson, Wald Chi-Square (df=1, 40) = 55.04, p=.00. During
the feedback section, the treatment school averaged 3.85 (SD=3.88) instances of explicit
instruction, compared to 1.41 (SD=2.34) instances of explicit instruction averaged by the
comparison school, Wald Chi-Square (df=1, 40) = 22.33, p=.00. Overall, across all four sections
of the lessons, the treatment school averaged 28.95 (SD=10.90) instances of explicit instruction
per lesson and the comparison school averaged 17.23 (SD=5.25) instances of explicit instruction
per lesson, Wald Chi-Square (df=1, 40) = 61.72, p=.00.

Year 2. Preliminary independent samples t-tests comparing the treatment and

comparison teachers in Year 2 revealed that the assumption of equality of variances was violated
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for the student practice (F (df=1, 31) = 5.21, p=.03) and feedback (F (df=1, 31) = 7.56, p=.01)
sections of the lessons as well as for the total instances of explicit instruction (F (df=1, 31) =
7.99, p=.01). For the introduction and direct reading sections of the lessons (for which the
assumption of equality of variances was not violated), the results of the independent samples t-
tests are reported. For the student practice and feedback sections of the lessons, and for the total
instances of explicit instruction, the results of Poisson regression analyses are reported.

In year 2, there was a significant difference between the treatment school and the
comparison school in the instances of explicit instruction demonstrated during the student
practice section of the lessons, a difference that approached significance during the feedback
section of the lessons, and no difference found between the teachers during the introduction and
direct reading sections of the lessons. During the introduction section, the treatment school
averaged 5.20 (SD=4.91) instances of explicit instruction per lesson and the comparison school
averaged 5.31 (SD=3.75) instances of explicit instruction per lesson, t (df=1, 31) =-.07, p=.95.
During the direct reading section, the treatment school averaged 7.60 (SD=4.71) instances of
explicit instruction per lesson, compared to 6.38 (SD=2.90) instances of explicit instruction
averaged by the comparison school, F (df=1, 31) = .83, p=.41. During the student practice
section, the treatment school averaged 12.70 (SD=8.17) instances of explicit instruction per
lesson and the comparison school averaged 3.85 (SD=3.39) instances of explicit instruction per
lesson, Wald Chi-Square (df=1, 31) = 59.61, p=.00. During the feedback section, the treatment
school averaged 4.75 (SD=4.99) instances of explicit instruction per lesson, compared to 1.77
(SD=2.59) instances of explicit instruction averaged by the comparison school, Wald Chi-Square
(df=1, 31) = 18.06, p=.00. Overall, across all four sections of the lessons, the treatment school

averaged significantly more instances of explicit instruction per lesson (30.25 (SD=11.67)) than
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the comparison school (17.31 (SD=6.36) instances of explicit instruction per lesson, Wald Chi-
Square (df=1, 31) = 51.13, p=.00).
Relationship between observations and assessments

Research Question 3: Do the students in classrooms of teachers whose comprehension
instruction is more explicit (regardless of the school’s program) outperform the students in
classrooms of teachers whose comprehension instruction is less explicit?

In order to determine the relationship between the explicitness of the teachers and the
students’ achievement, two types of analyses were performed: correlations between the
explicitness scores and achievement scores and a comparison of the achievement scores of high-
explicit and low-explicit teachers. See Appendix D.

Correlations. First, mean explicitness scores were calculated for each teacher. Each
lesson that was observed resulted in a number of instances of explicit instruction for each of the
four sections of the lesson (introduction, direct reading, student practice, and feedback), and a
total for the lesson. These instances of explicit instruction were totaled across all the lessons that
were observed for that teacher in a given year, and then divided by the number of lessons that
were observed. In this way, each teacher that was observed obtained a mean explicitness score
for each section of the lesson (introduction, direct reading, student practice, and feedback), and a
total explicitness score, for each year.

Next, adjusted posttest GRADE scores (for each section of the GRADE and the total
GRADE score) were calculated for each teacher’s students. There were four sections of the
GRADE (listening comprehension (K-5), word reading (K-2) or vocabulary (3-5), sentence
comprehension (1-5), and passage comprehension (1-5)), so each teacher obtained a total of five

GRADE scores, including the total across all four GRADE sections. The analyses of covariance
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conducted earlier that treated the proportion correct pretest scores as a covariate and the
proportion correct posttest scores as the dependent variable resulted in estimated marginal means
for each classroom. These marginal means were posttest scores that had been adjusted by
treating the pretest as a covariate. These adjusted posttest scores for each classroom were used
to perform subsequent analyses. Correlations were performed between each of the five
explicitness scores for each teacher and each of the five adjusted posttest GRADE scores for that
teacher’s classroom. Tables 33 through 42 in Appendix D display the results of these
correlational analyses.

Correlations for all teachers (treatment and comparison schools, all grades). Tables 33
and 34 display the correlations between explicitness scores and posttest scores for all of the
observed teachers in Year 1 (Table 33) and Year 2 (Table 34).

Year 1. In Year 1, the overall correlation between the total explicitness score and the
total GRADE score was not significant (r =.13). Overall, there were 16 positive correlations and
8 negative correlations between the mean explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE
scores (the correlation between the total explicitness score and the passage comprehension
posttest score was .00), but of the 25 total correlations, only two were significant at the p<.05
level, one positive and one negative.

Year 2. In Year 2 (Table 34), the overall correlation between the total explicitness score
and the total GRADE score was not significant (r =-.02). Overall, there were 15 positive
correlations and 10 negative correlations between the mean explicitness scores and the adjusted

posttest GRADE scores. Of the 25 correlations, none were significant at the p<.05 level.
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Correlations for treatment school teachers, all grades. Tables 35 and 36 display the
correlations between explicitness scores and posttest scores for the teachers in the treatment
school in Year 1 (Table 35) and Year 2 (Table 36).

Year 1. In Year 1, the overall correlation between the total explicitness score and the
total GRADE score was not significant (r = .38). There were 17 positive correlations and 8
negative correlations between the mean explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE
scores. Of the 25 correlations, there were five significant positive correlations at the p<.05 level.

Year 2. In Year 2 (Table 36), the overall correlation between the total explicitness score
and the total GRADE score was not significant (r =.18). There were 19 positive correlations and
6 negative correlations between the mean explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE
scores. Only one of the 25 correlations was significant at the p<.05 level.

Correlations for comparison school teachers, all grades. Tables 37 and 38 display the
correlations between explicitness scores and posttest scores for the teachers in the comparison
school in Year 1 (Table 37) and Year 2 (Table 38).

Year 1. In Year 1, the overall correlation between the total explicitness score and the
total GRADE score was not significant (r = -.18). There were 9 positive correlations and 16
negative correlations between the mean explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE
scores. Of the 25 correlations, there were two significant correlations at the p<.05 level, both
negative.

Year 2. In Year 2 (Table 38), the overall correlation between the total explicitness score
and the total GRADE score was not significant (r =-.38). There were 10 positive correlations

and 15 negative correlations between the mean explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest
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GRADE scores. Of the 25 correlations, two were significant at the p<.05 level, one positive and
one negative.

The next set of tables (Tables 39 through 42) break this analysis down by grade level,
Grades K-2 separately from Grades 3-5.

Correlations for treatment and comparison school teachers, grades K-2. Tables 39 and
40 display the correlations between explicitness scores and posttest scores for the teachers in
Grades K-2 in Year 1 (Table 39) and Year 2 (Table 40).

Year 1. In Year 1, the overall correlation between the total explicitness score and the
total GRADE score was not significant (r =-.18). There were 9 positive correlations and 16
negative correlations between the mean explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE
scores. Of the 25 correlations, none was significant.

Year 2. In Year 2 (Table 40), the overall correlation between the total explicitness score
and the total GRADE score was not significant (r =-.19). There were no correlations that were
significant at the p<.05 level.

Correlations for treatment and comparison school teachers, grades 3-5. Tables 41 and
42 display the correlations between explicitness scores and posttest scores for the teachers in
Grades 3-5 in Year 1 (Table 41) and Year 2 (Table 42).

Year 1. In Year 1, the overall correlation between the total explicitness score and the
total GRADE score was not significant (r =-.26). There were no correlations that were
significant at the p<.05 level.

Year 2. In Year 2 (Table 42), the overall correlation between the total explicitness score
and the total GRADE score was not significant (r = .38). Of the 25 correlations, there was one

positive correlation that was significant at the p<.05 level.
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Summary of correlations. Overall, these correlations do not indicate that there is a
significant relationship between the number of instances of explicit instruction demonstrated by
the teachers and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores obtained by the students. There are some
trends, however, that are worth identifying. First, it appears that the overall relationship between
explicitness and achievement was more positive in the treatment school than in the comparison
school. Overall, there were a total of 50 correlations calculated between explicitness and
achievement in the treatment school and 50 correlations calculated between explicitness and
achievement in the comparison school. Thirty-six of the 50 correlations in the treatment school
were positive, whereas 19 of the 50 correlations in the comparison school were positive. The
difference between these proportions is significant according to a z-test for proportions, (N = 50,
z=3.60, p=.00). The results do not indicate that there is a difference in the relationship
between explicitness and achievement in grades K-2 versus grades 3-5.

Comparison of high-explicit and low-explicit teachers. The second type of analysis
that was performed to investigate the relationship between teachers’ explicitness and student
achievement was a comparison of the mean adjusted posttest GRADE scores for the students of
high-explicit teachers and the mean adjusted posttest GRADE scores for the students of low-
explicit teachers.

Comparisons of all teachers (treatment and comparison schools, all grades). Year 1.
For this analysis, the teachers were ranked according to their total explicitness scores. In Year 1,
there were a total of 27 teachers, with total explicitness scores that ranged from 8.00 to 47.00,
with a mean across all teachers of 21.44, and a median of 19.00. The teachers were split at the
median, with 14 teachers in the high-explicit group and 13 teachers in the low-explicit group.

The adjusted posttest GRADE scores of the teachers in the high-explicit group and the adjusted
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posttest GRADE scores of the teachers in the low-explicit group were compared using an
analysis of variance. See Table 43. There were no significant differences between the high-
explicit and the low-explicit teachers on the adjusted posttest scores of the listening
comprehension subtest, the word reading / vocabulary subtest, the sentence comprehension
subtest, the passage comprehension subtest, or the total GRADE posttest score.

Year 2. For the analysis of the Year 2 data, the teachers were again ranked according to
their mean total explicitness scores. See Table 44. In Year 2, there were a total of 22 observed
teachers with total explicitness scores that ranged from a minimum of 9.00 to a maximum of
49.00, with a mean across all teachers of 26.00 and a median of 24.00. The teachers were split at
the median, with 11 teachers in the high-explicit group and 11 teachers in the low-explicit group.
The adjusted posttest GRADE scores of the teachers in the high-explicit group and in the low-
explicit group were compared using an analysis of variance. There were no significant
differences between the high-explicit and the low-explicit teachers on the adjusted posttest scores
of the listening comprehension subtest, the word reading / vocabulary subtest, the sentence
comprehension subtest, the passage comprehension subtest, or the total GRADE posttest score.

In addition to dividing the teachers into high-explicit and low-explicit groups at the
median of the total explicitness scores, the explicitness scores of the teachers for Year 2 were
plotted (Figure 2) and it was apparent that there were two groups of teachers that differed in their
explicitness. There were no teachers with explicitness scores between 29 and 38. Therefore, the
total N of 22 was split at that point. There were 16 teachers below this point and 6 teachers (high
in explicitness) above this point. The adjusted posttest GRADE scores of these two groups were
compared through an analysis of variance. Table 45 presents means, standard deviations, and the

results of the ANOVA. There were no significant differences between the 6 teachers in the high
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explicit group and the 16 teachers in the average explicit group on the adjusted posttest scores of
the listening comprehension subtest, the word reading / vocabulary subtest, the sentence
comprehension subtest, the passage comprehension subtest, or the total GRADE posttest score.”

Comparisons of treatment school teachers, all grades. These analyses were then
conducted on the scores of the treatment teachers only. The treatment school teachers were also
ranked separately according to their total explicitness scores and split into two groups at the
median. Then, the ANOVA comparisons of the mean adjusted posttest GRADE scores for the
students of high-explicit teachers and the mean adjusted posttest GRADE scores for the students
of low-explicit teachers were performed for the treatment school separately.

Year 1. In Year 1, there were a total of 14 treatment school teachers, with total
explicitness scores that ranged from 11.00 to 47.00, a mean across all teachers of 25.75, and a
median of 25.75. The teachers were split at the median, with 7 teachers in the high-explicit
group and 7 teachers in the low-explicit group. The adjusted posttest GRADE scores of the
teachers in the high-explicit group and the low-explicit group were compared using an analysis
of variance. Table 47 presents means, standard deviations, and the results of the ANOVA. The
students of the high-explicit teachers scored significantly higher than the students of the low-

explicit teachers on the listening comprehension subtest of the GRADE (F (df =1, 11)=5.13, p

? The mean explicitness scores of the teachers during Year 1 were also plotted (Figure 3), but
there were no separations that created distinct groups of teachers differing in their explicitness.
Nevertheless, the teachers were split into two groups with one group obtaining total explicitness
scores above 25 instances of explicit instruction and the other group obtaining total explicitness
scores below 25 instances of explicit instruction. The adjusted posttest GRADE scores of these
two groups were compared through an analysis of variance. The results of this ANOVA are
found in Table 46. There were no significant differences between the teachers that averaged
more than 25 instances of explicit instruction and the teachers that averaged fewer than 25
instances of explicit instruction on the adjusted posttest scores of the listening comprehension
subtest, the word reading / vocabulary subtest, the sentence comprehension subtest, the passage
comprehension subtest, or the total GRADE posttest score.
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=.05). There were no significant differences between the mean adjusted posttest scores of the
students of the high-explicit and low-explicit teachers on the word reading / vocabulary subtest,
the sentence comprehension subtest, the passage comprehension subtest, or the total GRADE
posttest score.

Year 2. In Year 2, there were a total of 13 treatment school teachers, with total
explicitness scores that ranged from 15.00 to 49.00, a mean across all teachers of 31.38, and a
median of 28.00. The teachers were split at the median, with 7 teachers in the high-explicit
group and 6 teachers in the low-explicit group. The adjusted posttest GRADE scores of the
teachers in the high-explicit group and the low-explicit group were compared using an analysis
of variance. Table 48 presents means, standard deviations, and the results of the ANOVA.
There were no significant differences between the high-explicit and the low-explicit teachers on
the adjusted posttest scores of the listening comprehension subtest, the word reading / vocabulary
subtest, the sentence comprehension subtest, the passage comprehension subtest, or the total
GRADE posttest score.

Relationship between teachers’ experience and their explicitness

Research Question 4: Do teachers who are teaching the same program at the same
grade level two years in a row demonstrate more explicit instruction during their second year
than during their first year?

In order to determine the effect of an additional year of teacher experience on the
teachers’ explicitness, only teachers who were observed teaching the same grade in Year 1 and
Year 2 were considered. The explicitness scores of these teachers in Year 1 were compared to

their explicitness scores in Year 2. The treatment teachers and comparison teachers were
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considered separately in order to separate the effects of the treatment program and the
comparison program. See Appendix E.

Comparisons of treatment school teachers, all grades. In the treatment school,
experience was defined as whether the teachers were teaching the treatment program for their
first year or for their second year at the same grade level. It was hypothesized that those teachers
who taught the treatment program two years in a row would be more explicit in their teaching in
their second year than in their first year, because the program is designed to help teachers
become more explicit in their instruction. There were seven teachers in the treatment school who
were observed teaching the program at the same grade level in both years of the study.

An analysis of variance compared the instances of explicit instruction the seven treatment
teachers demonstrated in their first year and the instances of explicit instruction the seven
treatment teachers demonstrated in their second year. Table 49 presents means and standard
deviations of the instances of explicit instruction, and the results of the ANOVA. There were no
significant differences between the mean instances of explicit instruction the treatment teachers
demonstrated in their first and second years during the introduction and direct reading sections of
the lessons. However, during the student practice section of the lessons, the teachers
demonstrated significantly more instances of explicit instruction in their second year than in their
first year (F (df =1, 12) = 5.63, p = .04). The teachers also demonstrated significantly more
instances of explicit instruction in their second year than in their first year during the feedback
section of the lessons (F (df =1, 12) =5.12, p=.04). Across all the sections of the lessons, the
teachers demonstrated significantly more instances of explicit instruction in their second year in

their first year (F (df =1, 12) = 6.40, p = .03).
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The relationships between experience and explicitness were then investigated separately
for the K-2 treatment teachers and the 3-5 treatment teachers.

Comparisons of treatment school teachers, grades K-2. An analysis of variance
compared the mean number of instances of explicit instruction demonstrated by the four K-2
treatment teachers in their first year teaching the program and the mean number of instances of
explicit instruction demonstrated by those teachers in their second year teaching the program.
See Table 50. There were no significant differences between the mean instances of explicit
instruction the K-2 treatment teachers demonstrated in their first and second years during the
introduction, direct reading, student practice, and feedback sections of the lessons. Across all the
sections of the lessons, there was no difference between the mean instances of explicit
instruction the K-2 treatment teachers demonstrated in their first and second years.

Comparisons of treatment school teachers, grades 3-5. An analysis of variance
compared the mean number of instances of explicit instruction demonstrated by the three 3-5
treatment teachers in their first year teaching the program and the mean number of instances of
explicit instruction demonstrated by those teachers in their second year teaching the program.
See Table 51. There were no significant differences between the mean instances of explicit
instruction the 3-5 treatment teachers demonstrated in their first year and in their second year
during the introduction and direct reading sections of the lessons. However, during the student
practice section of the lessons, the 3-5 treatment teachers demonstrated significantly more
instances of explicit instruction during their second year than during their first year (F (df =1, 4)
=9.11, p=.04). The 3-5 treatment teachers also demonstrated significantly more instances of
explicit instruction in their second year than in their first year during the feedback section of the

lessons (F (df =1, 4) =21.00, p=.01). Across all the sections of the lessons, the 3-5 treatment
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teachers demonstrated significantly more instances of explicit instruction during their second
year than during their first year (F (df =1, 4) = 15.87, p = .02).

Comparisons of comparison school teachers, all grades. In the comparison school,
there were six teachers who were observed who taught the program at the same grade level in
both years of the study.

An analysis of variance compared the instances of explicit instruction the six comparison
teachers demonstrated in their first year and the instances of explicit instruction the comparison
teachers demonstrated in their second year. Table 52 presents means and standard deviations of
the instances of explicit instruction, and the results of the ANOVA. There were no significant
differences between the mean instances of explicit instruction the comparison teachers
demonstrated in their first and second years during the introduction, direct reading, student
practice, and feedback sections of the lessons. Across all the sections of the lessons, there was
no difference between the mean instances of explicit instruction the comparison teachers
demonstrated in their first and second years.

The relationships between experience and explicitness were then investigated separately
for the K-2 comparison teachers and the 3-5 comparison teachers.

Comparisons of comparison school teachers, grades K-2. An analysis of variance
compared the mean number of instances of explicit instruction demonstrated by the three K-2
comparison teachers in their first year teaching the program and the mean number of instances of
explicit instruction demonstrated by those teachers in their second year teaching the program.
See Table 53. There were no significant differences between the mean instances of explicit
instruction the K-2 comparison teachers demonstrated in their first and second years during the

introduction, direct reading, student practice, and feedback sections of the lessons. Across all the
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sections of the lessons, there was no difference between the mean instances of explicit
instruction the K-2 comparison teachers demonstrated in their first and second years.

Comparisons of comparison school teachers, grades 3-5. An analysis of variance
compared the mean number of instances of explicit instruction demonstrated by the three 3-5
comparison teachers in their first year teaching the program and the mean number of instances of
explicit instruction demonstrated by those teachers in their second year teaching the program.
See Table 54. There were no significant differences between the mean instances of explicit
instruction the 3-5 comparison teachers demonstrated in their first year and in their second year
during the introduction, student practice, and feedback sections of the lessons. However, during
the direct reading section of the lessons, the 3-5 comparison teachers demonstrated significantly
more instances of explicit instruction during their second year than during their first year (F (df =
1,4)=9.94,p =.03). Across all the sections of the lessons, the 3-5 comparison teachers
demonstrated significantly more instances of explicit instruction during their second year than
during their first year (F (df =1, 4) = 7.56, p = .05).

Relationship between teachers’ experience and student achievement

Research Question 5: Do the students of second-year teachers demonstrate improved
performance on comprehension measures as compared to students in the first-year teachers’
classrooms?

In order to determine the effect of an additional year of teacher experience on students’
performance, the students were separated into two groups based on their teachers’ experience.
The treatment teachers and comparison teachers were considered separately. See Appendix F.

Comparisons of treatment school teachers, all grades. In the treatment school, the

students in the classrooms of the seven first-year teachers were compared to the students in the
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classrooms of the seven second-year teachers. (The assignment of the treatment teachers to the
first-year and second-year groups is described on page 84).

An analysis of variance compared the mean adjusted GRADE posttest scores between the
students in the classrooms of the seven first-year treatment teachers and the students in the
classrooms of the seven second-year treatment teachers. See Table 55. There were no
significant differences in the scores of the students of the first-year teachers and the students of
the second-year teachers on three of the four sections of the GRADE, the listening
comprehension, word reading / vocabulary, and sentence comprehension subtests. However, the
students of the seven second-year teachers significantly outperformed the students of the seven
first-year teachers on the passage comprehension subtest (F (df =1, 9) = 5.56, p = .04). There
was no difference between the groups on the total GRADE score.

The relationship between experience and achievement was then investigated separately
for the K-2 treatment teachers and the 3-5 treatment teachers.

Comparisons of treatment school teachers, grades K-2. An analysis of variance
compared the mean adjusted GRADE posttest scores between the students in the classrooms of
the K-2 treatment teachers teaching the program for their first year and the students in the
classrooms of the K-2 treatment teachers teaching the program for their second year. See Table
56. There were no significant differences in the scores of the students of the K-2 first-year
teachers and the students of the K-2 second-year teachers on the listening comprehension, word
reading, or sentence comprehension subtests. However, the students of the K-2 second-year
teachers significantly outperformed the students of the K-2 first-year teachers on the passage
comprehension subtest (F (df = 1, 3) =26.80, p=.01). There was no difference between the

groups on the total GRADE score.
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Comparisons of treatment school teachers, grades 3-5. Finally, an analysis of variance
compared the mean adjusted GRADE posttest scores between the students in the classrooms of
the treatment teachers in grades 3-5 teaching the program for their first year and the students in
the classrooms of the treatment teachers in grades 3-5 teaching the program for their second year.
See Table 57. There were no significant differences in the scores of the students of the 3-5 first-
year teachers and the students of the 3-5 second-year teachers on the listening comprehension,
word reading, or sentence comprehension subtests. However, the students of the 3-5 second-year
teachers significantly outperformed the students of the 3-5 first-year teachers on the passage
comprehension subtest (F (df = 1, 4) = 11.09, p =.03). There was no difference between the
groups on the total GRADE score.

Comparisons of comparison school teachers, all grades. In the comparison school, the
students in the classrooms of the six teachers who were observed in Year 1 were compared to the
students in the classroom of those six teachers in Year 2.

An analysis of variance compared the mean adjusted GRADE posttest scores between the
students in the classrooms of the six new comparison teachers and the students in the classrooms
of the six experienced comparison teachers. See Table 58. There were no significant differences
between the scores of the students of the new teachers and the scores of the students of the
experienced teachers on any of the four sections of the GRADE, or on the total GRADE score.

The relationship between experience and achievement was then investigated separately
for the K-2 comparison teachers and the 3-5 comparison teachers.

Comparisons of comparison school teachers, grades K-2. An analysis of variance
compared the mean adjusted GRADE posttest scores between the students in the classrooms of

the new K-2 comparison teachers and the students in the classrooms of the experienced K-2



94

comparison teachers. See Table 59. There were no significant differences between the scores of
the students of the new K-2 comparison teachers and the scores of the students of the
experienced K-2 comparison teachers on any of the four sections of the GRADE, or on the total
GRADE score.

Comparisons of comparison school teachers, grades 3-5. Finally, an analysis of
variance compared the mean adjusted GRADE posttest scores between the students in the
classrooms of the new comparison teachers in grades 3-5 and the students in the classrooms of
the experienced comparison teachers in grades 3-5. See Table 60. There were no significant
differences between the scores of the students of the new 3-5 comparison teachers and the scores
of the students of the experienced 3-5 comparison teachers on any of the four sections of the
GRADE, or on the total GRADE score.

Comparison of experienced treatment teachers and experienced comparison teachers

Research Question 6: Do the students of second-year teachers in the treatment school
demonstrate improved performance on comprehension measures as compared to students of
second-year teachers in the comparison school?

In order to equate the experience of the treatment and comparison teachers as much as
possible, these analyses only examined the results of the students in Year 2 whose teachers had
also taught the same program at the same grade level in Year 1. In the treatment school, there
were 14 teachers in Year 2 who had taught the treatment program at the same grade level in Year
1. There were a total of 274 students in the classrooms of these 14 experienced teachers who
completed both the pretest and posttest in Year 2. In the comparison school, there were 13

teachers in Year 2 who had taught the comparison program at the same grade level in Year 1.
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There were a total of 241 students in the classrooms of these 13 experienced teachers who
completed both the pretest and posttest in Year 2.

Analyses of covariance were conducted to test for differences between the treatment and
comparison schools on each assessment on the spring posttests in Year 2. For each assessment,
the fall test was used as the covariate and the spring test as the dependent measure. Each subtest
of the GRADE (Word Reading, Vocabulary, Listening Comprehension, Sentence
Comprehension, and Paragraph Comprehension) was analyzed separately. See Appendix G.

Comparison of experienced treatment school teachers and experienced comparison
school teachers, all grades. The analyses of covariance were first calculated with classrooms
from all grades combined. See Table 61. The comparison school students in the classrooms of
experienced teachers (Adjusted Proportion Correct=.79, SE=.01) significantly outperformed the
treatment school students in the classrooms of experienced teachers (Adjusted Proportion
Correct=.74, SE=.01) on the sentence comprehension subtest of the GRADE, F (df=1, 393) =
7.04, p=.01. The treatment school students in the classrooms of experienced teachers (Adjusted
Proportion Correct=.62, SE=.01) significantly outperformed the comparison school students in
the classrooms of experienced teachers (Adjusted Proportion Correct=0.57, SE=.01) on the
passage comprehension subtest of the GRADE, F (df=1, 391) = 7.10, p=.01. There were no
differences between the treatment school students and the comparison school students on the
listening comprehension or word reading subtests or on the total GRADE score.

The comparison between the experienced treatment teachers and the experienced
comparison teachers was then investigated separately for the K-2 teachers and the 3-5 teachers.

Comparison of experienced treatment school teachers and experienced comparison

school teachers, K-2. Analyses of covariance were calculated with the scores of students of the
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K-2 teachers from both schools. See Table 62. The treatment school students in the classrooms
of experienced K-2 teachers (Adjusted Proportion Correct=.62, SE=.02) significantly
outperformed the comparison school students in the classrooms of experienced K-2 teachers
(Adjusted Proportion Correct=.54, SE=.02) on the passage comprehension subtest of the
GRADE, F (df=1, 139) = 5.36, p=.02. There were no differences between the treatment school
K-2 students and the comparison school K-2 students on the listening comprehension, word
reading, or sentence comprehension subtests or on the total GRADE score.

Comparison of experienced treatment school teachers and experienced comparison
school teachers, 3-5. Analyses of covariance were calculated with the scores of students of the
3-5 teachers from both schools. See Table 63. The comparison school students in the
classrooms of experienced 3-5 teachers (Adjusted Proportion Correct=.84, SE=.01) significantly
outperformed the treatment school students in the classrooms of experienced 3-5 teachers
(Adjusted Proportion Correct=.81, SE=.01) on the listening comprehension subtest of the
GRADE, F (df=1, 248) = 4.31, p=.04. The comparison school students in the classrooms of
experienced 3-5 teachers (Adjusted Proportion Correct=.80, SE=.01) also significantly
outperformed the treatment school students in the classrooms of experienced 3-5 teachers
(Adjusted Proportion Correct=.76, SE=.01) on the sentence comprehension subtest of the
GRADE, F (df=1, 247) = 5.29, p=.02. There were no differences between the treatment school
3-5 students and the comparison school 3-5 students on the vocabulary or passage

comprehension subtests or on the total GRADE score.
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Comparison of experienced treatment students and experienced comparison students

Research Question 7: Do the students who have been enrolled in the treatment school
for two consecutive years outperform the students who have been enrolled in the comparison
school for two consecutive years?

In order to determine the effect of two consecutive years of explicit comprehension
instruction, the students who had been enrolled in the treatment school for two consecutive years
were compared to the students who had been enrolled in the comparison school for two
consecutive years. Only the students that completed the pretests and posttests for two
consecutive years in either the treatment or the comparison school were included in this analysis:
213 in the treatment school and 175 in the comparison school. See Appendix H. Table 64
presents the mean adjusted Year 2 posttest score and standard deviation for each school, and the
results of the analysis of covariance, which was conducted to test for differences in the GRADE
scores of the treatment students and the comparison students. For each subtest of the GRADE,
the Year 1 pretest was used as the covariate and the Year 2 posttest was used as the dependent
measure. There were no significant differences between the adjusted posttest scores of the two-
year treatment students and the two-year comparison students on any of the GRADE subtests
(listening comprehension, word reading / vocabulary, sentence comprehension, or passage
comprehension) or on the total GRADE score.

The effect of two consecutive years of explicit comprehension instruction was then
investigated separately for grades K-2 and grades 3-5, as analyses of the previous research
questions had indicated that there may be differences when considering the early and later
elementary grades separately. The first analysis included students who were in kindergarten and

first grade in Year One (and, therefore, in first grade and second grade in Year Two). There



98

were 62 K-2 students in the treatment school and 61 K-2 students in the comparison school who
completed the assessments in both Year 1 and Year 2 of the study. The mean adjusted Year 2
posttest score and standard deviation for each school, and the results of the analysis of
covariance are presented in Table 65. There were no significant differences between the
adjusted posttest scores of the two-year K-2 treatment students and the two-year K-2 comparison
students on the listening comprehension or sentence comprehension GRADE subtests, or on the
total GRADE score. However, the two-year K-2 treatment students significantly outperformed
the two-year K-2 comparison students on the word reading GRADE subtest (F (df =1, 101) =
5.22,p=.02). The two-year K-2 treatment students also obtained a higher mean score than the
two-year K-2 comparison students on the passage comprehension GRADE subtest, with the
difference approaching significance (F (df =1, 51) = 3.42, p = .07).

The same analysis was conducted on the data for the later elementary grades. An
analysis of covariance was conducted to test for differences in the GRADE scores of the two-
year 3-5 treatment students versus the two-year 3-5 comparison students. Table 66 presents the
mean adjusted Year 2 posttest score and standard deviation for each school, and the results of the
analysis of covariance. These analyses included students that were in third grade and fourth
grade in Year One (and, therefore, in fourth grade and fifth grade in Year Two). There were 111
third through fifth grade students in the treatment school and 81 third through fifth grade
students in the comparison school. There were no significant differences between the adjusted
posttest scores of the two-year 3-5 treatment students and the two-year 3-5 comparison students
on any of the GRADE subtests or on the total GRADE score.

The effect of two consecutive years of explicit comprehension instruction was then

investigated separately for each grade. A summary of the results for the total GRADE score is
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presented in Table 67. Students who were in Grade 2 in Year 2 were the only ones that showed a
significant difference between the treatment and the comparison schools. Thus the data at this
grade level were subjected to an analysis of each portion of the GRADE separately. This
analysis is presented in Table 68. There were forty-two 1-2 students in the treatment school and
thirty 1-2 students in the comparison school. The two-year 1-2 treatment students significantly
outperformed the two-year 1-2 comparison students on the listening comprehension (F (df = 1,
62) =4.90, p =.03) and word reading (F (df =1, 64) = 10.59, p = .00) GRADE subtests, and on
the total GRADE score (F (df =1, 70) = 9.51, p =.00). The two-year 1-2 treatment school
students also obtained a higher score than the two-year 1-2 comparison school students on the
passage comprehension GRADE subtest, and this difference approached significance (F (df =1,
51)=3.73, p=.06). There was no significant difference between the scores of the two-year 1-2
treatment students and the two-year 1-2 comparison students on the sentence comprehension
GRADE subtest.

Appendix I presents similar analyses for the other grades, none of which showed an
significant differences. In summary, the results of the analyses designed to address Research
Question 7 found very few differences between the scores of students who had been exposed to
two years of explicit comprehension instruction in the treatment program and the scores of
students who had been exposed to two years of traditional comprehension instruction in the
comparison program. The only differences between the treatment students and the comparison
students were found in those students who had been in first grade in Year One and second grade
in Year Two. The first and second grade treatment students scored significantly higher than the
first and second grade comparison students on the listening comprehension and word reading

subtests of the GRADE, and had a significantly higher total GRADE score. In addition, the
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difference between the schools on the passage comprehension subtest of the GRADE approached
significance, with the treatment school again outperforming the comparison school.

Comparison of experienced treatment students with experienced teachers and experienced
comparison students with experienced teachers

Research Question 8: Do the students who have been enrolled for two consecutive
years and have second year teachers in the treatment school outperform the students who have
been enrolled for two consecutive years and have second year teachers in the comparison
school?

The final research question examined the difference between the experienced students
with experienced teachers in the treatment school and the experienced students with experienced
teachers in the comparison school. Only the students that completed the pretests and posttests
for two consecutive years in either the treatment or the comparison school and whose teachers in
Year 2 were experienced with the comprehension program they taught were included in this
analysis: 159 in the treatment school and 121 in the comparison school. See Appendix J. Table
73 presents the mean adjusted Year 2 posttest score and standard deviation for each school, and
the results of the analysis of covariance. For each subtest of the GRADE, the Year 1 pretest was
used as the covariate and the Year 2 posttest was used as the dependent measure. The two-year
treatment students with experienced teachers (Adjusted proportion correct = .73, SE = .01)
significantly outperformed the two-year comparison students with experienced teachers
(Adjusted proportion correct = .68, SE = .02) on the word reading / vocabulary subtest of the
GRADE, F (df=1, 239) = 4.98, p=.03. There were no significant differences between the
adjusted posttest scores of the two-year treatment students with experienced teachers and the

two-year comparison students with experienced teachers on the listening comprehension,



101

sentence comprehension, or passage comprehension subtests of the GRADE, or on the total
GRADE score.

The effect of two consecutive years of explicit comprehension instruction was then
investigated separately for grades K-2 and grades 3-5, as analyses of the previous research
questions had indicated that there may be differences when considering the early and later
elementary grades separately. The first analysis included students who were in kindergarten and
first grade in Year One (and, therefore, in first grade and second grade in Year Two). There
were 62 K-2 students in the treatment school and 37 K-2 students in the comparison school who
completed the assessments in both Year 1 and Year 2 of the study. The mean adjusted Year 2
posttest score and standard deviation for each school, and the results of the analysis of
covariance are presented in Table 74. There were no significant differences between the
adjusted posttest scores of the two-year K-2 treatment students with experienced teachers and the
two-year K-2 comparison students with experienced teachers on any of the GRADE subtests
(listening comprehension, word reading / vocabulary, sentence comprehension, or passage
comprehension) or on the total GRADE score.

The same analysis was conducted on the data for the later elementary grades. An
analysis of covariance was conducted to test for differences in the GRADE scores of the two-
year 3-5 treatment students with experienced teachers versus the two-year 3-5 comparison
students with experienced teachers. Table 75 presents the mean adjusted Year 2 posttest score
and standard deviation for each school, and the results of the analysis of covariance. These
analyses included students that were in third grade and fourth grade in Year One (and, therefore,
in fourth grade and fifth grade in Year Two). There were 69 third through fifth grade students in

the treatment school and 51 third through fifth grade students in the comparison school. There
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were no significant differences between the adjusted posttest scores of the two-year 3-5
treatment students with experienced teachers and the two-year 3-5 comparison students with
experienced teachers on the vocabulary, sentence comprehension, or passage comprehension
GRADE subtests, or on the total GRADE score. However, the two-year 3-5 comparison students
with experienced teachers (Adjusted proportion correct = .83, SE = .02) significantly
outperformed the two-year 3-5 treatment students with experienced teachers (Adjusted
proportion correct = .79, SE = .01) on the listening comprehension GRADE subtest (F (df =1,

107) = 5.77, p = .02).
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CHAPTER V
Discussion

This study investigated the effect of the explicit teaching of reading comprehension skills
and strategies, through the Urban Education Exchange Concepts of Comprehension program©,
on the reading and listening comprehension of students in grades K-5. The implementation
(measured through observations) and results (measured through assessments) of the UEE
comprehension program at one school were compared to the implementation and results of a
widely-used comprehension program at a demographically similar school. The population of
both schools included a substantial proportion of students at risk for reading failure.

Research Question 1: Does instruction in reading comprehension that focuses on the
explicit teaching of reading comprehension skills and strategies (Program T) improve
performance on standardized and researcher-developed reading comprehension tests more
than a traditional reading comprehension program (Program C)?

The evidence from this study that addresses this question is inconclusive. The treatment
school, which utilized the explicit comprehension curriculum, significantly outperformed the
comparison school on 37 of the 108 assessments that were administered across the two years
(compared to only 3 assessments on which the comparison school outperformed the treatment
school) on independent samples t-tests comparing mean scores. The difference between these
proportions is significant according to a z-test for proportions, (N =108, z=6.37, p = .00).
However, more than half (19) of these significant differences were found in either the fall of
Year One or the fall of Year Two. These data can be found in Appendix B. The superiority of
the treatment school on the fall assessments suggests that the students in the treatment school

began each school year with a significant advantage over the comparison school. On the other
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hand, this advantage may have been the result of the instruction, different in each school, which
occurred before the initial assessments each year. In Year One, the students in both schools had
been receiving either the treatment or the comparison comprehension instruction for two to three
months before the initial assessments were administered. In Year Two, a majority of the
students in both schools were returning students and, therefore, had been exposed to the
instructional program specific to that school during Year One.

Analysis of covariance is a statistical technique to correct for different baselines; it
adjusts scores to “equate” performance at the beginning of treatment. A total of 52 analyses of
covariance (26 each in Year 1 and Year 2) were conducted that treated the fall test as the
covariate and the spring test as the dependent measure, in order to ascertain the differences
between the schools that had occurred as a result of the instruction during that year. See
Appendix B, Table 4. In Year 2, these analyses resulted in 5 significant differences out of 26
comparisons in which the treatment school outperformed the comparison school and 3 significant
differences out of 26 comparisons in which the comparison school outperformed the treatment
school. The difference in these proportions is not significant according to a z-test for proportions
(N =26,z=.76,p =.45). The assessments on which the treatment school obtained higher mean
scores than the comparison school were concentrated in kindergarten, first, and second grade; in
these grades, in Year 2, there were a total of 11 comparisons and the treatment school
outperformed the comparison school 4 out of 11 times, whereas none of the 11 comparisons
favored the comparison school. The difference between these proportions is significant
according to a z-test for proportions, (N = 11, z=2.39, p = .02). The results favoring the
comparison school were primarily in the third, fourth and fifth grades; in these grades, in Year 2,

there were a total of 15 comparisons and the comparison school outperformed the treatment
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school on 3 of the 15 comparisons, whereas 1 of the 15 comparisons favored the treatment
school. The difference in these proportions is not significant according to a z-test for proportions
(N=15,z=1.06,p=.29). Taken as a whole, the results of this study suggest that the treatment
school comprehension program is comparable to the comparison school comprehension program
in terms of student achievement.

However, the pattern of results suggests that there are differences between the schools
when the lower grades are considered separately from the higher grades. The differences found
between the grade levels are not surprising. What distinguishes Urban Education Exchange from
other reading comprehension programs is its focus on explicit reading comprehension instruction
in grades K-2. Many widely-available and utilized programs do not even begin comprehension
instruction until the third grade, reflecting their approach that is based in the belief that children
must “learn to read” before they can “read to learn.” By beginning comprehension instruction in
kindergarten, Urban Education Exchange seeks to help children understand what they read from
the very beginning of instruction. Thus, one explanation for the differing results in the early and
later grades is that explicit instruction in comprehension strategies may be more important and
more effective in the early primary grades and less important in the upper elementary grades.
Once the students reach the later grades, they may require less explicit instruction in
comprehension strategies, thus negating the advantage of an explicit comprehension program for
these children.

Another explanation could be that the comparison school utilized different curricula in
the early and later grades: the Mondo Bookshop program in grades K-3 and the Teachers College
Reading and Writing Workshop program in grades 4-5. The differences in these two programs

may have contributed to the differences found between the treatment school and the comparison
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school. It could be that the Teachers College Reading and Writing Workshop program is a more
effective program than the Mondo Bookshop program. However, it is interesting to note that the
comparison school had previously been using the TC Reading and Writing Workshop program in
grades K-3, but adopted the Mondo Bookshop program because the teachers and administration
felt that the TC program was ineffective for the younger grades. They did feel, however, that the
TC Reading and Writing Workshop program was effective for their fourth and fifth grade
students.

Because this study covered only two years of instruction, we cannot know how the fourth
and fifth grade students in the treatment school would have responded if they had received the
explicit UEE comprehension instruction when they were in grades K-3. If explicit instruction is
indeed more important and effective in the early elementary grades, then the fourth and fifth
grade students in the treatment school were at a disadvantage because they did not receive this
type of instruction in grades K-3. The comparison school adopted the Mondo Bookshop
program beginning in the 2006-2007 school year, so that the majority of the comparison school
students in the study had received the Mondo Bookshop program. Observations revealed that
this program contains some limited amount of explicit comprehension instruction, though not to
the extent of the UEE program. Thus, the students who were in fourth grade in Year 1 and fifth
grade in Year 2 had received some explicit comprehension instruction via the Mondo Bookshop
program in second and third grade. This early explicit instruction may have provided a strong
base that continued to help them in their reading comprehension in later years.

Another factor to take into consideration is the teachers’ familiarity with the reading
comprehension program they were using. The fourth and fifth grade teachers in the comparison

school had been using the Teachers College Reading and Writing Workshop program for several
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years before the start of this study (they began using this program during the 2003-2004 school
year). This familiarity with the program may have allowed them to be more effective teachers
than if they had only started using it at the beginning of the study. The teachers in the treatment
school, on the other hand, were using the UEE comprehension program for the first time during
Year 1. Research has suggested that teachers are more effective in their instruction once they
have been using the same program for several years (Fullan, 2001; Gersten, Carnine, Zoref, &
Cronin, 1986; Hall & Hord, 2001; James-Burdumy et. al., 2012).

Thus, the findings concerning the first research question are, as would be expected,
inconclusive as to whether the reading comprehension performance of the students who received
the UEE Comprehension Program is different from that of students who received the Mondo
Bookshop and/or the Teachers College Programs. However, a case certainly can be made that
the UEE Comprehension Program is comparable in effectiveness to the other programs. Such a
conclusion is not without meaning: the Mondo Bookshop Program and the Teachers College
Program are both well-established instructional programs with large followings. Over the last
few years the field has seen how difficult it is to find high-quality empirical studies of
instructional programs in real-life school settings that show significant differences in favor of
any particular program over others. One needs larger studies that involve many schools to
demonstrate significant differences on end-of-year achievement tests (Dole, Duffy, Roehler, &
Pearson, 1991; Pressley, 1998; Slavin et al., 2009). Typically, consensus by experts, not
empirical evidence, is usually the basis for judging the value of an instructional program.

Research Question 2: Did Program T result in more instances of explicit instruction
during reading comprehension lessons than Program C, as measured by classroom

observations?
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Observations of the comprehension lessons in both the treatment and comparison schools
were conducted, and the instances of explicit instruction that were observed during the
introduction, direct reading, student practice, and feedback sections of the lessons were tallied.
The results of these observations can be found in Appendix C, Tables 30-32. Treatment school
teachers demonstrated significantly more instances of explicit instruction (a mean of 29.6
instances of explicit instruction across Years 1 and 2) than the comparison school (a mean of
17.3 instances of explicit instruction across Years 1 and 2). These differences were observed
during the direct reading, student practice, and explicit feedback sections of the lesson. These
results indicate that teachers in the treatment school provided more explicit instruction during 3
of the 4 sections of reading comprehension lessons than their counterparts in the comparison
school.

The UEE program trains teachers to think aloud and model the Concepts of
Comprehension© while reading aloud, and it includes suggestions for modeling and thinking
aloud in the lesson plans. It is to be expected, therefore, that teachers using the UEE curriculum
demonstrated more instances of explicit instruction during direct reading than teachers in the
comparison school. This demonstrates fidelity to the UEE curriculum. In fact, the first three
sections of the lesson (introduction, direct reading, and practice) were largely determined by the
program itself. The last section, feedback, however, was largely dependent on the teacher. The
fact that teachers in the treatment school displayed close to three times as many instances of
explicit feedback during the feedback section as the teachers in the comparison school suggests
that the explicit instruction modeled in the rest of the lesson had shaped the way that these
teachers provide feedback. These data suggest that the UEE curriculum may have helped to

make the treatment school teachers more explicit in their instruction beyond what is found in the
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lesson plans. Given the consensus that explicit and structured reading comprehension instruction
is effective (National Reading Panel, 2000) and the dearth of empirical evidence that an explicit
comprehension program actually results in more explicit instruction, the finding that teachers
demonstrate more explicit instruction within a regular classroom situation when using a specific
instructional program is an important one.

Research Question 3: Did the students in classrooms of teachers whose comprehension
instruction was more explicit (regardless of the school’s program) outperform the students in
classrooms of teachers whose comprehension instruction was less explicit?

This question was addressed in two ways, first with a correlational analysis. The
explicitness scores given to the teachers during the observations were correlated with the
students’ scores on the standardized assessments. There was no relationship between the
explicitness of the teachers and their students’ performance. In Year 1, the correlation between
the total explicitness score and the total GRADE score was .13. In Year 2, this same correlation
was -.02. Looking at correlations of explicitness on specific sections of the lessons and
outcomes on specific sections of the GRADE did not support that there was a relationship.

In addition to the correlational analysis, the teachers were split into two groups based on
the median explicitness score, and then the relationship between these groups and student
outcomes was examined using ANOVA. This analysis, too, did not reveal any differences in
performance between the students of the more explicit teachers and the students of the less
explicit teachers. In Year 1, the adjusted proportion correct on the GRADE for students in
classrooms whose teachers were above the median was .72, for students in classrooms whose
teachers were below the median it was also .72. In Year 2, the proportions correct for these

groups of students were .73 and .74, respectively. Additional analyses that split the teachers into
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groups of unequal size that maximized the groups’ difference in explicitness scores did not
reveal any significant differences as a function of explicitness.

Taken together, the correlational analyses and the comparisons of explicit and less-
explicit teachers did not indicate a relationship between teacher explicitness and student
achievement. One reason for the lack of a significant relationship between teacher explicitness
and student achievement could be the relatively small number of teachers involved. Perhaps a
larger sample, which would allow examinations of specific sub-groups, such as teachers at
different grade levels and teachers that used different instructional programs, would show a
significant relationship. Another possibility is that the way in which teacher explicitness and/or
student achievement were operationalized in this study did not allow for any actual relationship
to appear. The observations may have been conducted too infrequently to obtain a valid measure
of teacher explicitness. The observational protocol may have lacked reliability. Different
observational protocols and comprehension assessments could be used to test this idea. Of
course it may be that there is, in fact, no relationship between teacher explicitness and student
achievement. Because of the widespread idea (without specific research evidence) that teacher
explicitness is valuable, further questions were asked.

Research Question 4: Did teachers who taught the same program at the same grade
level two years in a row demonstrate more explicit instruction during their second year than
teachers who were teaching the program for their first year?

The second-year treatment teachers were more explicit during the student practice and
feedback sections of the lessons, as well as in the total number of instances of explicit instruction
observed across the whole lesson. Thus, the second-year treatment teachers demonstrated more

explicit instruction than the first-year treatment teachers. The second-year comparison teachers,
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however, did not demonstrate more explicit instruction during any of the sections of the lessons
that were observed, or across the whole lesson than the first-year comparison teachers.

The fact that the treatment teachers were more explicit during their second year using the
explicit program supports our earlier observation and previous research (Fullan, 2001; Gersten,
Carnine, Zoref, & Cronin, 1986; Hall & Hord, 2001; James-Burdumy et. al., 2010) that teachers
need time to get used to and master a reading comprehension (or any educational) program. The
treatment program focuses on the explicit instruction of comprehension strategies, and the
teachers that have an extra year of experience teaching this program are more explicit in their
instruction. They have demonstrated increased mastery of this goal of the comprehension
program. The comparison program, however, has less of a focus on the explicit teaching of
comprehension strategies and, therefore, it is not surprising that an extra year of experience using
this program does not result in more explicit instruction.

The fact that the differences in the first-year and second-year treatment teachers were
found primarily in the student practice and feedback sections of the lessons could suggest that
explicit instruction during these sections of the lesson is more dependent on the teachers’
experience teaching the program. The introduction and direct reading sections of the lesson are
more scripted and, therefore, the amount of explicit instruction during these sections may have
less opportunity to increase with more experience teaching the program. Increased familiarity
with the scripted sections of the lesson may allow the teachers to focus more of their attention on
the other sections (the student practice and feedback sections), and to increase the amount of
explicit instruction they provide for those sections. An alternative explanation is that, if the
teachers were observed for longer than two years, they might also show more explicitness during

the introduction and direct reading sections of the lessons.
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Research Question 5: Did the students of second-year teachers demonstrate improved
performance on comprehension measures as compared to students in the first-year teachers’
classrooms?

The students in the second-year treatment teachers’ classrooms scored significantly
higher on the passage comprehension GRADE subtest than the students in the first-year
treatment teachers’ classrooms. There were no significant differences between the scores of the
students in first-year treatment teachers’ classrooms and the scores of the students in second-year
treatment teachers’ classrooms on any of the other GRADE subtests. There were also no
differences between the scores of the students in first-year comparison teachers’ classrooms and
the scores of the students in second-year comparison teachers’ classrooms on any of the GRADE
subtests.

One could argue that, as passage comprehension is the most similar to reading tasks the
students are likely to perform in school, the passage comprehension subtest of the GRADE is the
most important subtest. The finding that the students of teachers with more experience teaching
the treatment program improved their passage comprehension more than the students of teachers
with no experience could be seen as evidence that experience teaching the treatment program is
related to improved reading comprehension. The goal of the explicit teaching of reading
comprehension strategies, after all, is to improve performance in reading comprehension.
Replication of this potentially important finding is necessary, however, before any definitive
conclusion can be reached about the relationship between teacher experience and student

achievement.
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Research Question 6: Did the students of second-year teachers in the treatment school
demonstrate improved performance on comprehension measures as compared to students of
second-year teachers in the comparison school?

The students of second-year teachers in the comparison school scored significantly higher
on the sentence comprehension GRADE subtest than the students in the second-year treatment
teachers’ classrooms. The students of second-year teachers in the treatment school scored
significantly higher on the passage comprehension GRADE subtest than the students in the
second-year comparison teachers’ classrooms. There were no significant differences between
the scores of the students in second-year treatment teachers’ classrooms and the scores of the
students in second-year comparison teachers’ classrooms on any of the other GRADE subtests.

In grades K-2, the students of second-year teachers in the treatment school scored
significantly higher on the passage comprehension GRADE subtest than the students in the
second-year comparison teachers’ classrooms. There were no significant differences on any of
the other GRADE subtests. In grades 3-5, the students of second-year teachers in the
comparison school scored significantly higher on the listening comprehension and the sentence
comprehension GRADE subtests than the students in the second-year treatment teachers’
classrooms. There were no significant differences on any of the other GRADE subtests.

When examined together, the results of these analyses mirror previous results that
suggest that the treatment school students outperformed the comparison school students in grades
K-2 (particularly on tests of passage comprehension) and that the comparison school students
outperformed the treatment school students in grades 3-5 (particularly on tests of sentence
comprehension). As discussed previously, the passage comprehension test most closely

approximates the actual act of reading comprehension. The explicit comprehension program that
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the treatment teachers used includes teacher modeling and student practice of comprehension
strategies while reading authentic fiction and nonfiction texts. This type of instruction can also
be found in other comprehension programs, of course, but it often does not begin until the third
grade. With an additional year of experience using the explicit program, the treatment teachers
may have been more comfortable modeling and practicing the comprehension strategies with the
students and thus provided more effective comprehension instruction. The performance of the
K-2 students with experienced teachers on the passage comprehension test suggests that the
explicit comprehension instruction with authentic texts that they received improved their reading
comprehension.

Research Question 7: Did the students who were enrolled in the treatment school for
two consecutive years outperform the students who were enrolled in the comparison school for
two consecutive years?

Significant differences between the two-year treatment students and the two-year
comparison students appeared only among those students that were first graders in Year One and
second graders in Year Two. In this cohort, the treatment school students significantly
outperformed the comparison school students on the listening comprehension and word reading
subtests, and on the total GRADE score, and there was a trend toward significance on the
passage comprehension subtest.

There are a number of possible explanations for these differences. One explanation is
that this group of students in the treatment school was, for whatever reason, particularly strong.
However, this explanation is unlikely because no differences were found between the scores of
the first grade treatment school students and the first grade comparison school students on any of

the GRADE subtests or the total GRADE score on the Year One pretest.
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Another explanation is that the first and second grade teachers in the treatment school
were, as a whole, superior teachers to the first and second grade teachers in the comparison
school. The first grade treatment teachers did demonstrate significantly more explicit instruction
that the first grade comparison teachers in Year 1. The second grade treatment teachers also
demonstrated significantly more explicit instruction than the second grade comparison teachers
in Year 2. However, these differences in explicit instruction between the treatment and
comparison school teachers were also found in kindergarten in Year 1, in second grade in Year 1,
and in third grade in Year 2. The treatment cohorts that were in the classrooms of these teachers,
however, did not significantly outperform their comparison cohorts.

It is difficult to separate the effects of teachers from the effects of the program that the
teachers use for instruction. It should be noted, however, that the most unique feature of the
UEE comprehension program is its focus on comprehension instruction in the early primary
grades: kindergarten, first grade, and second grade. Thus, another explanation for the differences
between this cohort of treatment and comparison school students is that the explicit
comprehension program was more effective in the early elementary grades than the traditional
comprehension program for students who have had sufficient experience with the program.
Further support for this explanation comes from the Year One first grade sentence
comprehension subtest, the Year Two first grade passage comprehension subtest, the Year One
second grade listening comprehension subtest, and the Year Two second grade word reading
subtest, all of which significantly favored the treatment school. While these results may not be
overwhelming enough to declare that the treatment program is clearly more effective in these

grades, they do provide evidence that further research would be worthwhile.
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But why were more differences in favor of the treatment school were not found in
kindergarten? One possibility is that kindergarten children are, in fact, too young to benefit from
explicit comprehension instruction. Another explanation is that the listening comprehension and
word reading assessments that were administered to the kindergarten students did not accurately
assess their differences in comprehension ability. Again, further research would be useful in
examining these alternative explanations.

Research Question 8: Do the students who have been enrolled for two consecutive
years and have second year teachers in the treatment school outperform the students who have
been enrolled for two consecutive years and have second year teachers in the comparison
school?

The comparison of the experienced students with experienced teachers in the treatment
school versus the experienced students with experienced teachers in the comparison school
revealed a significant difference between the schools on the word reading / vocabulary subtests,
with the treatment school outperforming the comparison school. When investigating the word
reading subtest (administered to grades K-2) and the vocabulary subtest (administered to grades
3-5) separately, however, there were no differences between the schools. The comparison school
outperformed the treatment school on the listening comprehension subtest in grades 3-5.

The lack of significant differences found when comparing experienced students with
experienced teachers in both schools (particularly in grades K-2) is somewhat surprising, given
the differences found when comparing experienced teachers and experienced students separately.
It may be an issue of small sample size, as only 99 students were included in the K-2 sample and

120 students were included in the 3-5 sample. Additional studies utilizing a larger sample of
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students and teachers that are experienced in using an explicit comprehension program would be
worthwhile.
Limitations and Further Analyses

In this section, we discuss possible reasons for the inconclusive results with respect to the
general hypothesis of whether explicit teaching of reading comprehension skills and strategies
results in improved listening and reading comprehension, and we suggest further analyses that
may help to clarify the relationship between explicit teaching of comprehension skills and
strategies and reading comprehension performance.

Limitations of the present study.

This study, designed as an initial investigation of the effectiveness of the Urban
Education Exchange Comprehension Program, involved a relatively small number of
participants. Small-scale studies mean low statistical power (i.e., less opportunity to detect
significant differences between the treatment and comparison groups). Moreover, a single
school in its entirety was assigned to each experimental condition, having volunteered to
participate in that particular condition.

The fall tests in both Year 1 and Year 2 were administered late as a result of
complications at the schools. Importantly, however, each assessment was administered within
the same week at both schools. Thus, although the fall tests may not provide true pretest scores
for the schools, they could still be used effectively as covariates to control for any preexisting
differences in the schools.

An additional limitation was that all the observations of the reading comprehension lessons in the
treatment and comparison schools were conducted by one researcher. This decision was made as

a result of a lack of time and funding to hire and train an additional observer. Because of this
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limitation, the reliability of the observation protocol was not measured. The observation
protocol was based on the Reading Comprehension and Vocabulary (RCV) Observation Measure
developed by Gersten, Dimino, and Jayanthi (2007). The inter-observer reliability of the RCV
Observation Measure was 84.49% on average for the vocabulary scale and 90.89% on average
for the comprehension scale. The reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of the vocabulary scale was .70;
the internal consistency coefficient for the comprehension scale was .69 (Gersten, Dimino, &
Jayanthi, 2007). Future research should assess the reliability and validity of the adapted
observation protocol used in the present study.

Issues observed in the comparison school.

There were indications in the comparison school that the principal and teachers were not
of the same opinion regarding the comprehension curricula used in the school. During the initial
meeting with the research team, the principal remarked that she felt that the structure of the BEL
Mondo program was good for the primary grade students and that she thought the program
provided effective instruction in comprehension skills and strategies. The principal also thought
that the fourth graders in the school struggled largely because they had moved from the
structured BEL Mondo program to the less-structured Teachers College program. The principal
said that she would like to implement the BEL Mondo program in grades K-6, but that the
teachers in the upper grades were resistant.

Through discussions with the teachers who were using the BEL Mondo program,
however, we found that they were less excited about the program than the principal was. The
teachers did not feel as if there was enough rigor in the program to keep the students on task.
They also complained that the goals for the lessons were not always made clear and that many of

the independent activities felt like “busy work without a purpose.” An important component of
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the BEL Mondo program is ongoing assessments, which are meant to drive instruction and
student progress. The teachers, however, were overwhelmed by the constant assessments and
either did not administer them or did not feel that the assessments helped to guide their
instruction.

Because an important factor in the success of any program is the “buy-in” of the teachers,
these issues suggest that the teachers may not have been utilizing the Mondo comprehension
program as effectively as possible. While these types of issues are not limited to the comparison
school in this study, and can certainly be found in many schools, we feel that it is important to
acknowledge the tension between the teachers and principal regarding the program. This lack of
buy-in could have negatively affected the instruction of the teachers and the performance of the
students.

Issues observed in the treatment school.

We did not observe the same differences in the opinions of the principals and the teachers
concerning the UEE curriculum in the treatment school. That being said, there were
discrepancies among the teachers regarding their relationships with the principal of the school
and with Urban Education Exchange. Most of the teachers bought into the principal’s choice of
curriculum and were amenable to the professional development that was administered by UEE.
There was a significant minority, however, who neither believed in the principal’s plan for the
school nor cooperated with the UEE teacher trainers. These teachers did not consent to allow us
to observe their classrooms, and it is not clear how much (if any) of the UEE program they
followed.

In April of Year 2, there was an incident — unrelated to this project — in the treatment

school which resulted in the dismissal of a fourth grade teacher. Following this incident, the
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mood of the school (particularly in the fourth grade) changed noticeably. The teachers were less
willing to allow me to observe their instruction and told me they did not think their students
would be able to perform very well on their final assessments. This incident, therefore, may
have negatively affected the scores of some students in the treatment school on the assessments
administered in the spring of Year 2.

Further analyses.

This study resulted in the development of an observation protocol that can be used to
determine the number of instances of explicit instruction that are demonstrated by teachers
during reading comprehension lessons. This instrument could be used in future studies to
investigate the relationship between explicitness and student achievement with more rigor. A
larger sample utilizing more schools and teachers would be useful in both further validating the
observation protocol and examining in more detail the relationship between teacher explicitness
and reading comprehension achievement.

Conclusions

The consensus among educators and educational researchers is that explicit instruction is
important and does, in fact, lead to better reading comprehension. Many of these educators and
researchers cite the work of the National Reading Panel (2000) as evidence that explicit
instruction will lead to better student outcomes. Others cite research involving evaluations of
instructional programs featuring explicit instruction (Duffy et. al., 2002; Pressley, 2006). While
the empirical evidence indicates that explicit instructional programs can improve reading
comprehension, researchers have not directly examined the relationship between teacher
explicitness and student achievement. That is, research has not yet demonstrated that those

teachers who are more explicit have students with better achievement outcomes.
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Overall, our findings are inconclusive as to whether explicit reading comprehension
instruction, such as is found in the UEE Comprehension Program, results in improved reading
comprehension achievement as compared to a more traditional approach to reading
comprehension instruction, such as is found in the BEL Mondo and/or Teachers College
Programs. Comparisons of student performance in these two schools on reading assessments did
not result in differences across grades K-5. This is not unexpected, given the previous literature
on this topic that indicates the difficulty in demonstrating such differences in classroom settings.
There was a suggestion, however, that the treatment program was more effective for grades K-2.

In this study, we found evidence that individual teachers, regardless of the instructional
program they are using, vary widely in the explicitness of their instruction. We also found that
teaching an explicit program makes a difference in how explicit an individual teacher’s teaching
is: First, the teachers who were trained in teaching the explicit program were more explicit, even
in parts of the program where explicitness was not required, than teachers untrained in the
explicit program. Second, teachers with more experience teaching the explicit program were
more explicit than teachers teaching the explicit program for the first time.

We did find small indications of differences between the programs. The hints of
superiority of the treatment program detected earlier in grades K-2 were supported when only
experienced teachers and experienced students are examined. We found, across all grades, but
most strongly in grades K-2, that the students of experienced treatment teachers performed
significantly better on the GRADE passage comprehension subtest than did students of
experienced comparison teachers. (Moreover, it may not be only the experience of the teachers

that matters. We also found that the experienced treatment students in the second grade
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performed better on most of the GRADE subtests than did the experienced comparison students
in the second grade.)

These findings suggest that there is a link between experience and explicitness that is
important in determining student achievement outcomes. It may be that the relationship of
explicit instruction and student achievement is not straightforward. The present findings suggest
that the relationship may be moderated by teacher experience, which may provide a benefit
because of the increased explicitness that comes with experience.

We conclude that there is a complex relationship between teacher explicitness, teacher
and student experience, and student achievement. This study offers some indication that a
program that features explicit instruction in the early elementary grades can improve student
reading comprehension outcomes if the teachers have had experience with the program. Such
effects, however, do not always appear and, when they do, they are not large. But given the
importance of this question in the literature and in the professional development of teachers,
there is good reason to pursue further research on the relationship between teacher explicitness,

teacher experience, student experience, and student achievement in classroom settings.
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APPENDIX A

Table 1: School Demographics

Treatment Comparison
2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010
Grades K-5 K-5 Pre-K - 6 Pre-K - 5
Student Population 449 438 598 581
Percentage of Students Percentage of Students
Gender
Male 52.1 52.1 51.2 50.8
Female 47.9 47.9 48.8 49.2
Ethnicity
American Indian 0.4 0.2 0.3 0.3
Black 89.5 88.1 89.6 89.3
Hispanic 4.2 5.0 6.4 6.4
Asian / Pac. Isl 0.7 1.1 1.0 1.2
White 2.7 3.4 1.7 1.7
% of days students attended 93.7 NA 92.1 NA
14 .0
Student stability: % of 90 4 885
enrollment
.0
Poverty rate: % of 553 75.1 65.8 84.9
enrollment
Special Education Number of Students Number of Students
General Education Classes 16 15 33 31
Collaborative Team
Teaching Classes 3 27 0 3
Self Contained Classes 15 21 61 37
English Language Learners 4 6 15 17
Temporary housing: Total # 19 NA 20 NA
of students
Recent immigrants: Total # 1 0 ) 0
of students
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APPENDIX A (continued)

Table 1: School Demographics (continued)

Treatment Comparison
2008-2009 | 2009-2010 | 2008-2009 | 2009-2010
Percentage of Teachers Percentage of Teachers
Teacher Qualifications
Fully licensed and
permanently assigned to 97.1 100.0 100.0 100.0
school
More than two years at the 50.0 NA 736 NA
school
More.than five years 618 NA 833 NA
teaching anywhere
Masters Degree or 76.0 NA 95.0 NA
higher
Core classes taught by
“highly qualificd” teachers 938 NA o4.3 NA
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APPENDIX A (continued)

Table 2: Assessments Conducted

Year One

131

Assessment

Grade

UEE Comprehension

Listening Comprehension

Reading Comprehension

GRADE

Word Reading

Vocabulary

Listening Comprehension

Sentence Comprehension

Passage Comprehension

ltalls

eltalls
ltaltalls

e liaitedts

ltaltells

Stanford 10

Listening Comprehension

Year Two

Assessment

Grade

UEE Comprehension

Listening Comprehension

Reading Comprehension

GRADE

Word Reading

Vocabulary

Listening Comprehension

Sentence Comprehension

Passage Comprehension

ltalls

eltalls
ltaltalls

PR PR R

PR PR

Stanford 10

Listening Comprehension




APPENDIX A (continued)

Table 3: Observations Conducted
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Year One
School Dates Grade Teachers (n) Observations (n)

Treatment 10/10/08 — K 3 4
05/15/09 1 2 4

2 2 5

3 3 3

4 2 2

5 2 2
Total 14 20

Comparison | 01/30/09 — K 3 6
05/29/09 1 3 8

2 2 3

3 2 2

4 3 3

5 1 1

Total 14 23

Year Two
School Dates Grade Teachers (n) Observations (n)

Treatment 11/17/09 — K 2 4
05/24/10 1 2 4

2 2 4

3 2 2

4 3 5

5 2 3

Total 13 22

Comparison | 11/23/09 — K 2 4
05/27/10 1 1 2

2 1 2

3 2 3

4 1 1

5 2 3

Total 9 15
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APPENDIX A (continued)

Figure 1: Classroom Observation Form

Teacher:

Begin lesson: End lesson:

School:

Date:

A. Explicitness of instruction

Tally

Total

Notes

Prior to reading, teacher

1. Conducts preparatory activities: relating
text to experiences, other texts, background
knowledge, browsing (book cover, spine,
TOC, pictures)

2. Explicitly states the learning outcome

3. Introduces new vocabulary

4. Transitions from activation of prior
knowledge into direct teaching

During or after reading, teacher

2. Models the following skills (including
think-alouds)

(Did teacher explicitly state when
and how to use the strategy?)

a. Finding explicit information in the text

b. Using prior knowledge to draw conclusions

c. Using strategies to identify vocabulary in
context

d. Understanding figurative language

e. ldentifying the genre of a text

f. Understanding the sequence of events

g. ldentifies character elements:
traits/relationships

h. Identifying the setting of the passage

i. Identifying the problem and solution in the
plot

j- Identifying cause/effect text structure

k. Predicting outcomes

. Identifying the main idea and supporting
details

m. Classifying and categorizing information

n. Identifying facts and opinions

0. Identifying compare/contrast text structure

p. Identifying the point of view in the passage

g. Identifying the voice: how it is written

r. Identifying the author's purpose

s. Identifying the theme
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B. Student practice

Tally

Total

Notes

Prior to independent practice,
teacher

1. Checked for student understanding of
the modeled skill

2. Provided appropriate guided practice
that supported the skill and prepared them
for independent practice

During or after independent
practice, teacher

3. Provided opportunity for students to
independently apply skill to provide
teacher with evidence of student mastery

4. Asks students to answer literal recall
guestions from the text (specific
qguestions)

5. Asks students questions requiring
inferences based on text

6. Asks students to justify or elaborate
responses and explain thinking

7. Keeps students thinking for 2+ seconds
before calling on a student for a response

8. Gives practice in answering
comprehension questions or applying
comprehension strategies with expected
product

9. Monitored student work to check for
understanding (teachable moments,
assessment, scaffolding)

10. Differentiated instruction and activities
for additional support and enrichment
purposes

11. Appropriately closes or ended the
lesson

C. Corrective feedback: Teacher

Tally

Total

Notes

1. Communicates clearly what student/s
did correctly about the strategy

2. Reinstructs when student makes a
mistake by encouraging child to try again
or reminding student about
comprehension strategy

D. Uses a graphic organizer before,
during, or after lesson
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Code Grouping Focus of activity | Teacher’s purpose | Student engagement
every 5 | arrangements 1. Direct reading 1. Reading aloud 1. Few students seem
minutes | 1. Whole class 2. Indirect reading | 2. Modeling engaged
2. Small groups 3. Writing 3. Asking/answering 2. Many students seem
3. Pairs 4. Management guestions engaged much of the time
4. Individual 5. Prep activities 4. Guiding student 3. Most students seem
practice engaged all of the time
5. Providing feedback
1 2 3 4 512 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
1 2 3 4 5|12 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
1 2 3 4 5|12 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
1 2 3 4 5|12 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
1 2 3 4 5|12 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
1 2 3 4 512 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
1 2 3 4 5|12 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
1 2 3 4 512 3 4 5|1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3

Answer the following at the end of the observation:

A. During comprehension instruction:

1. Teacher gave inaccurate and/or
confusing explanations while modeling
strategies

2. Teacher missed opportunity to correct
or address error, or provided confusing or
inaccurate feedback

<<

3. Teacher took advantage of
opportunities to teach vocabulary and
increase general knowledge about topics
from the passage

3. Teacher called individually on about
half or more of the students

4. Teacher differentiated pre-reading,
during reading, and after reading
strategies

Z x4l 2« Z2<

B. Based on your overall judgment, how would you rate each domain you observed?

Comprehension Not Observed
Excellent
Vocabulary Not Observed

Excellent

Minimal/Erratic

Minimal/Erratic

Partially Effective

Partially Effective

Good

Good
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C. Please rate the management/responsiveness to students on a 4-point scale

1. The instructional routines appear to be Minimal | Fair | Good | Excellent

2. The teacher maximizes the amount of time available for Minimal | Fair | Good | Excellent
instruction

3. The teacher manages student behavior effectively in Minimal | Fair | Good | Excellent
order to avoid disruptions and to provide productive learning
environments

Additional notes:




APPENDIX B
Table 4: Significant differences between the treatment school and the comparison school (ANCOVA results)

Year 1

Assessment Combined Grades Individual Grades

All K-2 3-5 K 1 2 3 4 5

UEE Comprehension

GRADE

Word Reading

Vocabulary

Listening Comprehension C T C

Sentence Comprehension T T T T T

Passage Comprehension

Year 2

Assessment Combined Grades Individual Grades

All K-2 3-5 K 1 2 3 4 5

UEE Comprehension T C

GRADE

Word Reading T

Vocabulary C

Listening Comprehension T T C

Sentence Comprehension C C

Passage Comprehension T T T T T

Shaded cell: The assessment was not administered in this grade
Blank cell: There was no difference between the schools

T: The treatment school significantly outperformed the comparison school (p<.05)
C: The comparison school significantly outperformed the treatment school (p<.05)

LET



APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 5: Differences between the treatment school and the comparison school (ANCOVA results)

Year 1
Assessment Combined Grades Individual Grades
All K-2 3-5 K 1 2 3 4 5

UEE Comprehension T T C T T N
GRADE

Word Reading C N C C T

Vocabulary C N T C C

Listening Comprehension C T C* C C T* C C* T

Sentence Comprehension T* T* T* T* T N T* T

Passage Comprehension T T T T C T C T

Year 2
Assessment Combined Grades Individual Grades
All K-2 3-5 K 1 2 3 4 5

UEE Comprehension C C T* N C C*
GRADE

Word Reading C N C C T*

Vocabulary C C T T C*

Listening Comprehension N T* Cf T* C T C Cc* C

Sentence Comprehension C* C C* N &l C Cf C

Passage Comprehension T* T* T* T* T C T T*

T: The treatment school outperformed the comparison school
C: The comparison school outperformed the treatment school
N: The treatment and comparison schools had the same mean score

* The difference between the schools was significant (p<.05)
" The difference between the schools was near-significant (p<.10)

8¢l



APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 6: GRADE — All Grades — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA

correct correct correct

M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 301 .80 .20 81 21 .80 .01
comprehension C 328 75 21 81 17 .82 .01 1,626 2.27 13
Word Reading T 307 .62 24 .69 24 .67 .01
/ Vocabulary C 317 .57 25 .67 25 .69 .01 1,621 1.96 16
Sentence T 266 .66 27 76 23 g7 01 %
comprehension C 266 .68 32 .67 27 .67 .01 1,529 34.95 00
Passage T 278 .52 23 .59 22 .57 .01
comprehension C 252 47 21 .54 22 .56 .01 1,527 78 38
Total T 323 .65 18 71 .19 .70 .01
C 341 .62 .19 .69 .19 .70 .01 1,661 06 81

ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 6a: GRADE — All Grades — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared’
Pretest 6.60 1 6.60 263.29** .30
Listening Comprehension | Condition .06 1 .06 2.27 .00
Error 15.70 626 .03
. Pretest 19.16 1 19.16 632.87** Sl
yfifbﬁﬁﬁmg / Condition 06 1 06 1.96 00
Error 18.80 621 .03
Pretest 11.39 1 11.39 279.47** 35
Sentence comprehension | Condition 1.42 1 1.42 34.95** .06
Error 21.55 529 .04
Pretest 11.54 1 11.54 425.74** 45
Passage comprehension Condition .02 1 .02 78 .00
Error 14.29 527 .03
Pretest 13.16 1 13.16 796.65%* .55
Total Condition .00 1 .00 .06 .00
Error 10.92 661 .02
*p<0.05
**p <0.01
r};’-"-’rm‘ = SS‘H‘F#
" Partial Eta Squared is used as an estimate of effect size. Partial eta’, or nzpamab is defined as follows: 'SE‘.‘#P" +35,.., .

Cohen (1988) established conventions for small (nzpama|=.01), medium (nzpama|=.06), and large (nzpama|=.14) effects.
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 7: GRADE — All Grades — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 312 .81 .14 .85 12 .85 .01
comprehension C 335 .81 13 .85 .10 .85 .01 1, 644 01 93
Word Reading T 337 .58 24 71 24 .70 .01
/ Vocabulary C 325 .55 25 71 24 72 .01 1,659 1.98 16
Sentence T 282 .61 25 74 23 .73 .01 %
comprehension C 269 .57 27 75 22 77 .01 L, 548 6.27 01
Passage T 273 49 22 .61 .19 .61 .01 %
comprehension C 279 47 .20 .56 22 .57 .01 1,549 6.99 01
Total T 354 .63 17 74 17 73 .01
C 355 .60 .16 73 17 74 .01 1,706 1.20 27
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school

Passage Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 7a: GRADE — All Grades — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 44 1 44 39.87** .06
Listening Comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 .00 .00
Error 7.06 644 .01
. Pretest 16.57 1 16.57 513.51%* 44
vrore Reading / Condition 06 1 06 1.98 00
Y Error 21.26 659 03
Pretest 9.76 1 9.76 291.23%** 35
Sentence comprehension | Condition 21 1 21 6.27* .01
Error 18.36 548 .03
Pretest 8.47 1 8.47 312.45%* .36
Passage comprehension Condition .19 1 .19 6.99%* .01
Error 14.88 549 .03
Pretest 8.93 1 8.93 579.46** 45
Total Condition .02 1 .02 1.20 .00
Error 10.88 706 .02
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 8: GRADE — Grades K-2 — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 128 .83 15 .87 17 .85 .01
comprehension C 158 77 18 .83 .19 .84 .01 1,283 08 78
Word Reading T 124 74 27 .85 21 .85 .01
C 149 .70 24 .85 19 .85 .01 1,270 16 69
Sentence T 85 .53 33 74 25 74 .02 *
comprehension C 97 .53 .29 .65 28 .65 .02 L 179 912 00
Passage T 107 45 25 .58 21 .56 .02
comprehension C 87 .39 22 .53 23 .55 .02 1,191 23 62
Total T 133 .65 21 77 19 .76 .01
C 168 .63 .20 .76 .20 .76 .01 1,298 10 76
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

eVl



APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 8a: GRADE — Grades K-2 — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 1.91 1 1.91 76.54** 21
Listening Comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 .08 .00
Error 7.08 283 .03
Pretest 3.69 1 3.69 145.49** 35
Word Reading Condition .00 1 .00 16 .00
Error 6.85 270 .03
Pretest 5.18 1 5.18 118.36** 40
Sentence comprehension | Condition 40 1 40 9.12%* .05
Error 7.84 179 .04
Pretest 3.99 1 3.99 142.36** 43
Passage comprehension Condition .01 1 .01 25 .00
Error 5.35 191 .03
Pretest 6.04 1 6.04 340.99** .53
Total Condition .00 1 .00 .10 .00
Error 5.28 298 .02
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 9: GRADE — Grades K-2 — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 143 .79 17 .89 A1 .89 .01 *
comprehension C 172 .80 14 .87 .09 .87 .01 1,312 4.81 03
Word Reading T 141 .69 27 .89 .16 .88 .01
C 159 .64 27 .87 17 .88 .01 1,297 14 71
Sentence T 87 .55 .30 12 .26 71 .02
comprehension C 106 .52 28 75 25 .75 .02 L, 190 1.89 A7
Passage T 78 .38 21 .61 .20 .62 .02 %
comprehension C 111 41 18 .57 21 .56 .02 1, 186 6.53 01
Total T 150 .64 .19 .82 15 .81 .01
C 180 .61 17 .79 .16 .80 .01 1,327 1 A7
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Passage Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 9a: GRADE — Grades K-2 — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 22 1 22 22.95%* .07
Listening Comprehension | Condition .05 .05 4.81%* .02
Error 2.96 312 .01
Pretest 2.07 1 2.07 99.30** 25
Word Reading Condition .00 1 .00 14 .00
Error 6.19 297 .02
Pretest 3.02 1 3.02 61.83** 25
Sentence comprehension | Condition .09 1 .09 1.89 .01
Error 9.28 190 .05
Pretest 2.57 1 2.57 88.68** 32
Passage comprehension Condition .19 1 .19 6.53* .03
Error 5.40 186 .03
Pretest 2.80 1 2.80 180.86** 36
Total Condition .01 1 .01 Sl .00
Error 5.07 327 .02
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 10: GRADE — Grades 3-5 — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 173 a7 23 17 22 17 .01 «
comprehension C 170 74 24 .79 .16 .80 .01 1,340 4.04 05
Vocabulary T 183 .54 18 58 19 .55 .01
C 168 46 19 52 .20 .55 .01 1,348 03 87
Sentence T 181 72 21 17 22 79 .01 %
comprehension C 169 .76 .30 .68 .26 .67 .01 L, 347 30.96 00
Passage T 171 .56 21 .59 23 .57 .01
comprehension C 165 51 .20 .54 21 .56 .01 1,333 08 78
Total T 190 .64 .16 .67 18 .66 .01
C 173 .62 17 .64 17 .64 .01 1,360 1.89 A7
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 10a: GRADE — Grades 3-5 — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 4.29 1 4.29 176.08** 34
Listening Comprehension | Condition .10 1 10 4.04* .01
Error 8.28 340 .02
Pretest 5.83 1 5.83 272.13%* 44
Vocabulary Condition .00 1 .00 .03 .00
Error 7.46 348 .02
Pretest 6.84 1 6.84 182.85%* 35
Sentence comprehension | Condition 1.16 1 1.16 30.96** .08
Error 12.97 347 .04
Pretest 8.26 1 8.26 334.71** .50
Passage comprehension Condition .00 1 .00 .08 .00
Error 8.22 333 .03
Pretest 6.99 1 6.99 677.02** .65
Total Condition .02 1 .02 1.89 .01
Error 3.72 360 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 11: GRADE — Grade 3-5 — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 169 .83 .10 .82 A1 81 .01 +
comprehension C 163 .81 11 .83 .10 .83 .01 1,329 3.07 08
Vocabulary T 196 .50 18 .58 .19 .56 .01
C 166 47 .20 .55 20 .57 .01 1,359 02 88
Sentence T 195 .64 22 75 21 74 .01 %
comprehension C 163 .60 25 76 21 77 .01 L, 355 4.41 04
Passage T 195 .53 21 .61 .19 .60 .01 %
comprehension C 168 .50 21 .56 22 .57 .01 1,360 4.26 04
Total T 204 .61 .16 .68 15 .67 .01
C 175 .59 .16 .67 .16 .68 .01 1,376 79 38
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: The treatment school outperformed the comparison school, with the difference approaching significance

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school

Passage Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 11a: GRADE — Grade 3-5 — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest .39 1 .39 38.72%* .10
Listening Comprehension | Condition .03 1 .03 3.07 .01
Error 3.33 329 .01
Pretest 7.45 1 7.45 471.65%* .57
Vocabulary Condition .00 1 .00 .02 .00
Error 5.67 359 .02
Pretest 7.00 1 7.00 283.87** 44
Sentence comprehension | Condition A1 1 A1 4.41* .01
Error 8.75 355 .03
Pretest 6.63 1 6.63 273.25%* 43
Passage comprehension Condition .10 1 10 4.26* .01
Error 8.74 360 .02
Pretest 5.73 1 5.73 661.61** .64
Total Condition .01 1 .01 .79 .00
Error 3.26 376 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 12: GRADE — Kindergarten — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 23 .84 13 .89 17 .86 .03
comprehension C 57 78 17 .88 .16 .89 .02 L7 82 37
Word reading T 22 .59 .30 .80 28 .81 .04
C 51 .61 .26 .85 23 .84 .03 1,70 29 9
Total T 23 72 .19 .85 .19 .83 .03
C 61 .69 20 .85 .19 .85 .02 1,8l Sl 58
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 12a: GRADE — Kindergarten — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 73 1 73 40.85%* 35
Listening Comprehension | Condition .02 1 .02 .82 .01
Error 1.37 77 .02
Pretest 1.23 1 1.23 29.07** 29
Word Reading Condition .01 1 .01 29 .00
Error 297 70 .04
Pretest 1.45 1 1.45 73.21%* 48
Total Condition .01 1 .01 31 .00
Error 1.60 81 .02
*p<0.05
**p <0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 13: GRADE — Kindergarten — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 42 .80 13 .94 .07 .94 .01 *
comprehension C 55 .80 15 .89 .09 .89 .01 1,94 151 00
Word reading T 39 .52 28 .84 23 .82 .04
C 54 .39 22 .83 24 .85 .03 1,90 70 40
Total T 42 .67 17 .89 13 .87 .02
C 57 .60 .16 .86 .16 .87 .02 1,96 00 99
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 13a: GRADE — Kindergarten — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest .26 1 .26 54.55%* 37
Listening Comprehension | Condition .06 1 .06 11.51** A1
Error 45 94 .01
Pretest 81 1 81 17.61** 16
Word Reading Condition .03 1 .03 .70 01
Error 4.16 90 .05
Pretest .58 1 .58 37.18%* 28
Total Condition .00 1 .00 .00 .00
Error 1.49 96 .02
*p<0.05
**p <0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 14: GRADE — First Grade — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 57 .82 19 .84 21 .84 .03
comprehension C 53 .80 .19 .84 21 .85 .03 1,107 08 77
Word reading T 54 .67 28 81 24 .82 .02
C 51 .70 21 .84 17 .83 .02 1,102 01 93
Sentence T 53 47 32 .70 29 73 .03 %
comprehension C 51 49 31 .62 .30 .61 .03 L, 101 7.66 01
Passage T 58 40 27 .54 24 .54 .02
comprehension C 47 34 .20 47 25 49 .03 1,102 2.00 16
Total T 60 .57 23 72 .20 72 .02
C 54 .58 19 .69 21 .69 .02 1111 1.30 26
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 14a: GRADE — First Grade — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 1.06 1 1.06 31.02%* 23
Listening Comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 .08 .00
Error 3.66 107 .03
Pretest 2.05 1 2.05 86.77** 46
Word Reading Condition .00 1 .00 .01 .00
Error 241 102 .02
Pretest 3.08 1 3.08 63.14** 39
Sentence comprehension | Condition .37 1 37 7.66** .07
Error 4.92 101 .05
Pretest 2.32 1 2.32 69.56** 41
Passage comprehension Condition .07 1 .07 2.00 .02
Error 3.40 102 .03
Pretest 2.55 1 2.55 132.21%* .54
Total Condition .03 1 .03 1.30 .01
Error 2.14 111 .02
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 15: GRADE — First Grade — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 48 .79 22 .90 .08 .90 .01
comprehension C 54 .80 .16 91 .07 91 .01 1,99 39 54
Word reading T 48 .67 25 .88 14 .88 .02
C 42 .68 22 .90 13 .90 .02 1,87 22 64
Sentence T 32 40 .33 12 27 74 .04
comprehension C 43 47 .29 76 28 74 .04 1,72 02 89
Passage T 43 .29 17 .58 21 .62 .03 %
comprehension C 45 40 .16 .56 25 52 .03 1,85 588 02
Total T 52 .56 .20 78 .16 .79 .02
C 55 .61 18 78 18 77 .02 1,104 70 Al
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Word reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Passage Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 15a;: GRADE — First Grade — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest .00 1 .00 41 .00
Listening Comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 .39 .00
Error .54 99 .01
Pretest .56 1 .56 45.19** .34
Word Reading Condition .00 1 .00 22 .00
Error 1.07 87 .01
Pretest 1.24 1 1.24 20.58** 22
Sentence comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 .02 .00
Error 4.34 72 .06
Pretest 1.28 1 1.28 32.76** 28
Passage comprehension Condition 23 1 23 5.88* .07
Error 3.33 85 .04
Pretest 1.06 1 1.06 58.53** .36
Total Condition .01 1 .01 .70 .01
Error 1.88 104 .02
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 16: GRADE — Second Grade — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 48 .84 A1 .88 10 .87 .02 *
comprehension C 48 72 .20 75 .16 17 .02 1,93 12.02 00
Word reading T 48 .88 .16 .92 .10 91 .02
C 47 78 22 .86 15 .87 .02 1,92 2.65 A1
Sentence T 32 .64 31 77 24 75 .04
comprehension C 46 .58 27 .69 26 .70 .03 L7 1.38 24
Passage . T 49 .52 22 .61 .20 .59 .02 1. 86 96 33
comprehension C 40 44 .23 .60 18 .62 .02
Total T 50 72 .16 .79 14 .76 .02
C 53 .61 21 72 .16 75 .02 1,100 22 64
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Word Reading: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 16a: GRADE — Second Grade — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 12 1 12 6.96* .07
Listening Comprehension | Condition 20 1 20 12.02%** A1
Error 1.58 93 .02
Pretest .32 1 32 24,93 21
Word Reading Condition .03 1 .03 2.65 .03
Error 1.18 92 .01
Pretest 2.03 1 2.03 53.42%* 42
Sentence comprehension | Condition .05 1 .05 1.38 .02
Error 2.86 75 .04
Pretest 1.31 1 1.31 62.11** 42
Passage comprehension Condition .02 1 .02 .96 .01
Error 1.82 86 .02
Pretest 1.21 1 1.21 98.48** .50
Total Condition .00 1 .00 22 .00
Error 1.23 100 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 17: GRADE — Second Grade — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 53 .79 14 .85 14 .86 .02 ¥
comprehension C 63 .80 A1 .82 .10 .82 .01 1113 2.72 10
Word reading T 54 .84 19 94 .09 .93 .01 «
C 63 81 16 .88 A2 .89 .01 1,114 1044 00
Sentence T 55 .64 25 72 25 .69 .03 ¥
comprehension C 63 .56 28 74 23 .76 .03 L 115 3.39 07
Passage T 35 48 21 .64 17 .62 .02
comprehension C 66 42 .20 57 .19 .59 .02 1,98 120 28
Total T 56 71 .16 .80 13 77 .01
C 68 .63 17 74 14 .76 .01 1,121 Al 92
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: The treatment school outperformed the comparison school, with the difference approaching significance

Word Reading: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Sentence Comprehension: The comparison school outperformed the treatment school, with the difference approaching significance

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 17a;: GRADE — Second Grade — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest A1 1 A1 8.87** .07
Listening Comprehension | Condition .03 .03 2.72 .02
Error 1.42 113 .01
Pretest .65 1 .65 110.44%** 49
Word Reading Condition .06 .06 10.44** .08
Error .67 114 .01
Pretest 2.12 1 2.12 53.06** 32
Sentence comprehension | Condition .14 1 .14 3.39 .03
Error 4.60 115 .04
Pretest 1.33 1 1.33 66.28%* 40
Passage comprehension Condition .02 1 .02 1.20 .01
Error 1.96 98 .02
Pretest 1.33 1 1.33 206.85** .63
Total Condition .00 1 .00 41 .00
Error 78 121 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 18: GRADE — Third Grade — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 56 .80 .10 .83 .10 .83 .02
comprehension C 48 .80 13 .84 12 .84 .02 1,101 33 7
Vocabulary T 54 .65 .16 .69 15 .69 .02
C 47 .65 .19 .67 18 .67 .02 1,98 1.16 28
Sentence T 59 .84 12 .88 A1 .88 .01
comprehension C 49 .80 17 .87 .14 .88 .02 L, 105 02 89
Passage T 54 .58 .16 .60 .20 .59 .02
comprehension C 47 .54 18 .54 23 .56 .03 1,98 53 A7
Total T 59 72 .10 .76 12 75 .01
C 50 .70 13 73 13 74 .01 1,106 31 8
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Vocabulary: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 18a: GRADE — Third Grade — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest .06 1 .06 4.46* .04
Listening Comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 33 .00
Error 1.27 101 .01
Pretest 1.23 1 1.23 85.36%* 47
Vocabulary Condition .02 1 .02 1.16 .01
Error 1.42 98 .01
Pretest 44 1 44 38.54** 27
Sentence comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 .02 .00
Error 1.21 105 .01
Pretest 1.57 1 1.57 52.30** 35
Passage comprehension Condition .02 1 .02 53 .01
Error 2.94 98 .03
Pretest .84 1 .84 98.47** A48
Total Condition .00 1 .00 31 .00
Error .90 106 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 19: GRADE — Third Grade — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 55 81 10 .85 12 .85 .02
comprehension C 47 .81 A1 .86 .10 .86 .02 1,99 08 78
Vocabulary T 51 .59 22 72 17 71 .02
C 52 .56 23 .67 .20 .68 .02 1,100 1.33 25
Sentence T 56 .70 24 .85 18 .85 .02
comprehension C 53 .68 22 .87 15 .87 .02 L, 106 115 29
Passage T 53 49 23 .59 .19 .57 .02
comprehension C 50 43 .20 .56 .19 .58 .02 1,100 16 69
Total T 57 .65 18 .76 14 75 .01
C 54 .62 .16 74 .14 75 .01 1,108 02 88
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Vocabulary: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 19a: GRADE — Third Grade — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest .09 1 .09 7.83%* .07
Listening Comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 .08 .00
Error 1.16 99 .01
Pretest 1.87 1 1.87 113.10%* .53
Vocabulary Condition .02 1 .02 1.33 .01
Error 1.66 100 .02
Pretest 1.32 1 1.32 90.37** 46
Sentence comprehension | Condition .02 1 .02 1.15 .01
Error 1.54 106 .02
Pretest 1.66 1 1.66 78.57** 44
Passage comprehension Condition .00 1 .00 16 .00
Error 2.12 100 .02
Pretest 1.29 1 1.29 178.23** .62
Total Condition .00 1 .00 .02 .00
Error 78 108 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 20: GRADE — Fourth Grade — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 65 .66 32 .67 32 .66 .03 «
comprehension C 62 .62 33 74 40 75 .03 1, 124 4.65 03
Vocabulary T 64 .53 17 .55 19 .50 .02
C 62 37 A1 46 21 Sl .02 1,123 08 78
Sentence T 64 .66 22 71 23 17 .03 %
comprehension C 62 .89 .36 .57 29 S1 .03 L, 123 44.57 00
Passage T 65 .52 25 Sl 25 49 .02
comprehension C 62 47 21 A48 22 .50 .02 1, 124 16 69
Total T 65 .59 .16 61 15 .61 .01 «
C 62 .59 21 .56 17 57 .01 1,124 772 01
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school

Vocabulary: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 20a: GRADE — Fourth Grade — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 3.25 1 3.25 68.52%* .36
Listening Comprehension | Condition 22 1 22 4.65* .04
Error 5.88 124 .05
Pretest 1.09 1 1.09 35.59** 22
Vocabulary Condition .00 1 .00 .08 .00
Error 3.77 123 .03
Pretest 3.26 1 3.26 79.08** 39
Sentence comprehension | Condition 1.84 1 1.84 44.57** 27
Error 5.08 123 .04
Pretest 4.55 1 4.55 213.28%* .63
Passage comprehension Condition .00 1 .00 16 .00
Error 2.65 124 .02
Pretest 2.34 1 2.34 286.51** .70
Total Condition .06 1 .06 7.72%* .06
Error 1.01 124 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 21: GRADE — Fourth Grade — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 64 .84 12 .79 10 78 .01 «
comprehension C 55 78 13 .81 .10 .82 .01 1,116 4.50 04
Vocabulary T 65 52 .16 57 18 .54 .02
C 53 46 17 A48 19 Sl .02 L1135 1.97 16
Sentence T 64 .67 19 73 19 .70 .02 ¥
comprehension C 49 .54 .26 71 .19 .75 .02 L, 110 2.99 09
Passage T 64 .53 21 .60 21 .59 .02
comprehension C 57 51 21 .55 21 .55 .02 1,118 1.64 20
Total T 65 .64 14 .67 14 .64 .01
C 59 57 16 .63 15 .66 .01 1,121 89 33
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school

Vocabulary: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Sentence Comprehension: The comparison school outperformed the treatment school, with the difference approaching significance
Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 21a;: GRADE — Fourth Grade — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest .20 1 .20 22.56** 16
Listening Comprehension | Condition .04 .04 4.50* .04
Error 1.03 116 .01
Pretest 2.15 1 2.15 143.79%* .56
Vocabulary Condition .03 .03 1.97 .02
Error 1.72 115 .02
Pretest 1.50 1 1.50 65.66** .37
Sentence comprehension | Condition .07 1 .07 2.99 .03
Error 2.51 110 .02
Pretest 2.00 1 2.00 73.20%* 38
Passage comprehension Condition .05 1 .05 1.64 .01
Error 3.23 118 .03
Pretest 1.59 1 1.59 200.47** .62
Total Condition .01 1 .01 .89 .01
Error .96 121 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 22: GRADE - Fifth Grade — Year 1

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 52 .88 .09 .84 .07 .84 .01
comprehension C 60 .83 .09 .82 .09 .82 .01 1,109 97 33
Vocabulary T 65 46 .14 .50 17 48 .02
C 59 40 .14 47 15 49 .02 1,121 06 80
Sentence T 58 .66 22 .73 24 71 .02
comprehension C 58 .60 24 .64 23 .67 .02 L, 113 1.93 A7
Passage T 52 .60 .19 .67 .20 .65 .02
comprehension C 56 .52 .20 .60 17 .63 .02 1,105 60 A4
Total T 66 .61 17 .63 .20 .63 .01
C 61 .59 13 .63 15 .64 .01 1, 124 A7 0
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Vocabulary: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school

Sentence Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Passage Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 22a: GRADE — Fifth Grade — Year 1

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest .03 1 .03 4.40%* .04
Listening Comprehension | Condition .01 1 .01 97 .01
Error .67 109 .01
Pretest 1.14 1 1.14 65.46** 35
Vocabulary Condition .00 1 .00 .06 .00
Error 2.11 121 .02
Pretest 3.52 1 3.52 146.40%** .56
Sentence comprehension | Condition .05 1 .05 1.93 .02
Error 2.72 113 .02
Pretest 1.57 1 1.57 81.16** 44
Passage comprehension Condition .01 1 .01 .60 .01
Error 2.03 105 .02
Pretest 2.52 1 2.52 210.15%* .63
Total Condition .01 1 .01 47 .00
Error 1.48 124 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 23: GRADE - Fifth Grade — Year 2

Pretest Posttest
Assessment School n Raw proportion Raw proportion | Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Listening T 50 .83 .08 81 A1 81 .01
comprehension C 61 .85 .08 .83 .09 .83 .01 1,108 73 39
Vocabulary T 80 44 .14 49 15 48 .01 «
C 61 41 17 Sl 15 .53 .01 1,138 6.00 02
Sentence T 75 57 22 .68 23 .69 .02
comprehension C 61 .59 27 .70 23 .70 .02 L, 133 13 72
Passage T 78 .56 .19 .64 18 .64 .02 %
comprehension C 61 .56 .20 57 25 .57 .02 1,136 7.08 01
Total T 82 .57 15 .63 .16 .64 .01
C 62 .60 .16 .65 .16 .64 .01 1, 141 04 84
ANCOVA RESULTS

Listening Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Vocabulary: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school

Sentence Comprehension: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Passage Comprehension: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school

Total: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 23a: GRADE — Fifth Grade — Year 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Assessment Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared
Pretest 15 1 15 16.97** 14
Listening Comprehension | Condition .01 1 .01 75 .01
Error .92 108 .01
Pretest 1.68 1 1.68 172.04** .55
Vocabulary Condition .06 1 .06 6.00* .04
Error 1.35 138 .01
Pretest 3.13 1 3.13 107.95%* 45
Sentence comprehension | Condition .00 1 .00 13 .00
Error 3.86 133 .03
Pretest 3.16 1 3.16 139.00%** Sl
Passage comprehension Condition .16 1 16 7.08%* .05
Error 3.09 136 .02
Pretest 2.44 1 2.44 325.05%* .70
Total Condition .00 1 .00 .04 .00
Error 1.06 141 .01
*p<0.05
**p < 0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 24: UEE Comprehension Assessment — All Grades — Years 1 and 2

Pretest Posttest
Vear School n Raw proportion Raw proportion Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Year 1 T 249 .55 17 .65 19 .63 .01
C 182 48 18 .60 20 .62 .01 1,428 | .62 A3
Year 2 T 205 .52 18 .66 21 .64 01
C 209 44 22 .63 .19 .65 .01 Lall) .05 83

ANCOVA: Year 1: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Year 2: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school
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Table 24a: UEE Comprehension Assessment — All Grades — Years 1 and 2

APPENDIX B (continued)

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Year Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared

Pretest 3.17 1 3.17 102.60** .19

Year | Condition .02 1 .02 .62 .00
Error 13.24 428 .03
Pretest 2.28 1 2.28 67.41%* 14

Year 2 Condition .00 .00 .05 .00
Error 13.87 411 .03

*p<0.05

**p <0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 25: UEE Comprehension Assessment — Grades 3-5 — Years 1 and 2

Pretest Posttest
Year School n Raw proportion Raw proportion Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Year 1 T 197 .56 17 .66 18 .64 .01
C 155 49 19 .60 .20 .62 .01 1,349] 118 28
Year 2 T 145 .53 19 .62 22 .62 .02
C 144 51 19 .64 .20 .64 .02 1,286 129 26

ANCOVA: Year 1: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Year 2: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 25a: UEE Comprehension Assessment — Grades 3-5 — Years 1 and 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Year Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared

Pretest 2.31 1 2.31 76.07** 18

Year | Condition .04 1 .04 1.18 .00
Error 10.58 349 .03
Pretest 2.62 1 2.62 75.51%* 21

Year 2 Condition .05 1 .05 1.29 .00
Error 9.91 286 .04

*p<0.05

**p <0.01
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Table 26: UEE Listening Comprehension Assessment (18 items) — Second Grade — Years 1 and 2

APPENDIX B (continued)

Pretest Posttest
Vear School n Raw proportion Raw proportion Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Year 1 T 52 .50 14 .61 22 .60 .03
C 27 45 12 .58 .19 .61 .04 1,76 A3 72
Year 2 T 60 Sl 16 74 15 72 .02 "
C 65 .29 .20 .62 16 .64 .02 1,122/ 646 01

ANCOVA: Year 1: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Year 2: Scores of the treatment school were significantly above those of the comparison school
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APPENDIX B (continued)
Table 26a: UEE Listening Comprehension Assessment — Second Grade — Years 1 and 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Year Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared

Pretest 93 1 .93 28.51** 27

Year 1 Condition .00 1 .00 13 .00
Error 2.49 76 .03
Pretest 17 1 17 7.26%** .06

Year 2 Condition 15 1 15 6.46* .05
Error 2.82 122 .02

*p<0.05

**p <0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 27: UEE Reading Comprehension Assessment (20 items) — Third Grade — Years 1 and 2

Pretest Posttest
Vear School n Raw proportion Raw proportion Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Year 1 T 56 49 19 .65 18 .64 .02
C 58 44 .20 .61 20 .63 .02 L2 65
Year 2 T 46 .55 22 .66 20 .63 .03
C 49 46 .19 .60 .19 .63 .02 1,92 02 88

ANCOVA: Year 1: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Year 2: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 27a: UEE Reading Comprehension Assessment — Third Grade — Years 1 and 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Year Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared

Pretest 1.61 1 1.61 67.23** 38

Year 1 Condition .01 .01 21 .00
Error 2.65 111 .02
Pretest 1.02 1 1.02 37.93** 29

Year 2 Condition .00 1 .00 .02 .00
Error 2.48 92 .03

*p<0.05

**p <0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 28: UEE Reading Comprehension Assessment (20 items) — Fourth Grade — Years 1 and 2

Pretest Posttest
Vear School n Raw proportion Raw proportion Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Year 1 T 70 .53 17 73 15 1 .02
C 49 46 16 .66 20 .68 .02 L 116 .93 34
Year 2 T 59 Sl 19 .70 20 .70 .02
C 51 49 18 712 .19 712 .03 1,107, .61 A4

ANCOVA: Year 1: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Year 2: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 28a: UEE Reading Comprehension Assessment — Fourth Grade — Years 1 and 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Year Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared

Pretest 1.00 1 1.00 46.40** 29

Year | Condition .02 .02 93 .01
Error 2.50 116 .02
Pretest 81 1 81 25.40** .19

Year 2 Condition .02 1 .02 .61 .01
Error 3.40 107 .03

*p<0.05

**p <0.01
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 29: UEE Reading Comprehension Assessment (20 items) — Fifth Grade — Years 1 and 2

Pretest Posttest
Vear School n Raw proportion Raw proportion Adjusted proportion ANCOVA
correct correct correct
M SD M SD M SE df F p
Year 1 T 71 .65 A2 .60 18 .57 .02
C 48 .58 17 .54 20 .57 .02 111601 D4
Year 2 T 40 A48 19 A48 19 49 .02 "
C 44 .58 .20 .58 20 .57 .02 1,8l | 4.90 03

ANCOVA: Year 1: No difference between the treatment and comparison schools

Year 2: Scores of the comparison school were significantly above those of the treatment school
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APPENDIX B (continued)

Table 29a: UEE Reading Comprehension Assessment — Fifth Grade — Years 1 and 2

Analysis of Covariance Summary

Year Source Type III Sum of df Mean Square F Partial Eta
Squares Squared

Pretest 1.17 1 1.17 45.43%* 28

Year | Condition .00 .00 .01 .00
Error 2.99 116 .03
Pretest 1.18 1 1.18 51.14** .39

Year 2 Condition A1 1 A1 4.90%* .06
Error 1.87 81 .02

*p<0.05

**p <0.01
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APPENDIX C

Table 30: Number of instances of explicit instruction observed per lesson — Years 1 and 2

All grades
Year Grade School # of _ ‘ Numbgr of instances of gxphmt instruction
observations |  Introduction Reading Practice Feedback Total
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

1 All grades T 20 5.25 2.79 [10.25*| 4.51 | 9.60* | 6.38 |3.85*| 3.88 | 28.95* | 10.90

1 All grades C 22 5.86 4.65 | 6.41* | 487 | 3.55* | 3.05 (141*| 234 |17.23*| 5.25

2 All grades T 20 5.20 491 7.60 | 4.71 |12.70* | 8.17 | 475" | 4.99 |30.25* | 11.67

2 All grades C 13 5.31 3.75 6.38 | 2.90 | 3.85* | 3.39 | 1.77"| 2.59 [17.31*| 6.36
Both | All grades T 40 5.23 394 | 893* | 474 [11.15*| 7.40 | 4.30* | 4.44 | 29.60* | 11.17
Both | All grades C 35 5.66 4.29 | 6.40* | 420 | 3.66* | 3.13 | 1.54*| 2.41 |17.26*| 5.60

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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Table 31: Number of instances of explicit instruction observed per lesson — Years 1 and 2

APPENDIX C (continued)

Grades K-2
Year Grade School # of _ . Numbe'r of instances of gxpllcn instruction
observations |  Introduction Reading Practice Feedback Total

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
1 K T 4 3.75 2.50 |[11.75* | 3.86 |11.75*| 7.27 |4.50* | 2.38 | 31.75* | 13.94
1 K C 6 7.50 476 | 5.33* | 3.44 | 3.33* [ 2.94 | 0.50* | 1.22 | 16.67* | 6.22
2 K T 3 5.33 6.81 400 | 5.29 | 12.00 | 17.32] 0.33 | 0.58 [ 21.67 | 10.69
2 K C 4 6.50 5.26 4.00 | 3.37 1.75 1.50 | 1.00 | 2.00 | 13.25 | 6.34
1 1 T 4 6.25 2.22 9.00 [ 4.32 |1450*| 4.20 [6.50* [ 1.73 | 36.25* | 5.44
1 1 C 8 7.00 5.40 8.25 5.68 | 3.38* [ 3.29 [1.25*| 2.43 |19.88* | 4.61
2 1 T 4 8.25 8.18 8.75 | 4.43 7.75 737 | 450 | 7.14 | 29.25 | 16.32
2 1 C 2 2.50 0.71 9.00 1.41 350 | 495 | 0.00 [ 0.00 [ 15.00 [ 2.83
1 2 T 5 3.80 2.05 | 13.40 | 4.56 |11.20*| 3.56 | 5.20 | 5.54 | 33.60* [ 9.37
1 2 C 3 2.67 3.79 8.67 7.23 | 2.00* [ 1.73 [ 0.00 | 0.00 |13.33*| 4.51
2 2 T 3 4.00 346 | 11.00 | 6.24 |[20.67*| 1.53 |7.33*| 1.53 [43.00*| 5.20
2 2 C 2 7.00 4.24 6.50 [ 0.71 | 450* | 2.12 [1.50* [ 2.12 | 19.50* | 9.19

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX C (continued)

Table 32: Number of instances of explicit instruction observed per lesson — Years 1 and 2

Grades 3-5

# of Number of instances of explicit instruction
Year Grade School ; ; ;
lessons Introduction Reading Practice Feedback Total

M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
1 3 T 3 9.00f 3.60 [ 533 | 3.06 | 267 | 4.62 |0.00*| 0.00 | 17.00 | 4.36
1 3 C 2 2.00 0.00 | 350 | 0.71 | 7.00 | 4.24 |5.00*| 2.83 | 17.50 [ 0.71
2 3 T 2 8.00 5.66 | 11.00 | 4.24 |13.00| 2.83 750 | 10.61 | 39.50* [ 2.12
2 3 C 2 6.00 283 | 9.00 | 0.00 | 6.00 | 2.83 | 2.00 | 2.83 |[23.00%| 2.83
1 4 T 2 4.00 1.41 | 700 | 1.41 [ 650 | 9.19 | 350 [ 4.95 | 21.00 | 14.14
1 4 C 2 6.00 4.24 3.50 3.54 | 5.50 0.71 3.50 3.54 | 1850 | 2.12
2 4 T 5 3.60 1.14 | 860" | 1.67 |13.00| 6.67 | 520 | 4.09 | 30.40 | 9.34
2 4 C 1 1.00 4.00° 4.00 4.00 13.00
1 5 T 2 5.50 0.71 1250 | 3.54 | 5.00 7.07 0.00 | 0.00 | 23.00 | 4.24
1 5 C 1 4.00 3.00 0.00 1.00 8.00
2 5 T 3 3.00 3.00 233 | 2.08 [11.33| 3.06 | 433 | 4.51 21.00 | 2.65
2 5 C 2 5.50 3.54 7.00 | 2.83 5.50 7.78 4.00 5.66 | 22.00 | 7.07

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX D

Table 33: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 1: All Cases (N=27 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading / Comp Comp
Vocabulary
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 36
observations | Reading '
Student ¥
Practice - 15 37
Feedback -31 .19 .64%*
Total -.02 .64%* .89%* .64%*
Adjusted | Listening |, 07 40 2 | a4
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading / -.04 17 22 24 .26 AT*
score Vocabulary
Sentence | 1, -17 -.02 03 -.14 29 29
Comp
Passage |~ jsx 16 18 -.06 00 29 32 33
Comp
Total -.07 .04 17 14 13 67* .80* 76%* .60*

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 34: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 2: All Cases (N=22 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading / Comp Comp
Vocabulary
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 15
observations | Reading '
Student
Practice ~10 24
Feedback | -.14 01 407
Total 27 S55% 81* S58%*
Adusted | Listening | 40|03 | o3 | 23 | -04
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading / 28 .19 .07 -.17 14 67*
score Vocabulary
Sentence | 5 39 -10 09 | .15 06 09
Comp
Passage 20 -.05 34 47t 431 16 .04 19
Comp
Total 23 .01 -.01 -.24 -.02 J15% .85% 421 26

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 35: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 1: Treatment School (N=14 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading / Comp Comp
Vocabulary
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 34
observations | Reading '
Stdent |5y | sqx
Practice
Feedback -.38 41 J13%
Total -.18 J13%* 93%* ik
Adjusted | Listening | 54 | gt | o | 5iF | g7
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading/ | -.28 25 521 78% 55% 74%
score Vocabulary
Semtence |y | 29 | 23 | -04 | -24 | 31 571
Comp
Passage | 5 | g7% 36 15 39 | 7 38 21
Comp
Total -28 25 35 52° 38 T7* 87* 87* 597

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 36: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 2: Treatment School (N=13 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading / Comp Comp
Vocabulary
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 2
observations | Reading '
Student
Practice ~12 17
Feedback -.10 -.01 A5
Total 35 61% 68% 48"
Adusted | Listening | 5| g | _j6 | .48 | -18
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading / .36 32 27 -.06 40 J78%
score Vocabulary
Sentence | ggx | 55t 06 01 46 | -1 -10
Comp
Passage | g5t 12 -.06 19 34 04 13 31
Comp
Total 34 18 .16 -27 18 .86%* .84%* 22 25

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 37: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 1: Comparison School (N=13 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading / Comp Comp
Vocabulary
Explicitness Intro
during Direct _ 48
observations | Reading '
Student
Practice ~05 -32
Feedback -.30 -.20 44
Total 15 35 497 35
Adjusted Listening 33 96 06 _ 08 01
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading / 20 32 22 -.547 .09 18
score Vocabulary
Sentence | 39 |25 | 13 14 | a1 | a5 27
Comp
Passage | 40 | 12 03 28 | -65¢ | -08 26 551
Comp
Total A2 -.06 -.05 -.35 -.18 .60* 2% 87* 631

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)

vol




APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 38: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 2: Comparison School (N=9 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading / Comp Comp
Vocabulary
Explicitness Intro
during Direct _03
observations | Reading '
Student
Practice ~18 -02
Feedback | -.32 -40 641
Total 33 22 79* 49
Adusted | Listening |55 | o3 | 13 | 20 | -11
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading / 14 -.13 -.27 -.44 -.35 52
score Vocabulary
Sentence | _ 3 24 25 03 28 40 43
Comp
Passage | _og | 70 44 7% |30 25 00 25
Comp
Total 06 -36 -.26 -.20 -38 647 88* 731 33

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 39: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 1: Grades K-2 (N=15 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading Comp Comp
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 60*
observations | Reading |
Swdent | 6| 441
Practice
Feedback -.11 32 .80*
Total -.03 S59%* 95% 82%*
Adjusted Listening 50 93 51 07 16
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading -.12 -.26 -.35 -.08 -37 .06
score Semtence | 15 | _ 17 41 23 20 25 2%
Comp
Passage | 45 -.10 01 17| -27 | -2s 77 65"
Comp
Total 06 -29 -.05 -15 -18 447 471 90* T7*

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 40: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 2: Grades K-2 (N=10 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening Word Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Reading Comp Comp
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 20
observations | Reading B
Student
Practice -09 23
Feedback | .44 36 617
Total 32 .53 81* .89%*
Adjusted | Listening | o6 | 53 | 3 18| .04
mean Comp
GRADE Word
posttest Reading 14 -.03 54 42 46 -.17
Seore Sentence | ¢ 43 - 49 49 | -as | -36 -.04
Comp
Passage 77 15 37 79 68 -.49 04 52
Comp
Total 14 -.52 .07 -.37 -.19 23 20 807 38

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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Table 41: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

APPENDIX D (continued)

Year 1: Grades 3-5 (N=12 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro

Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening | Vocabulary | Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Comp Comp
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 0
observations | Reading B
Student
Practice -33 -12
Feedback -.59% -.26 26
Total 05 521 64* 14
Adjusted |- Listening | _ , 10 44 25 30
mean Comp
GRADE Vocabulary .05 -41 .04 .20 -.15 A7
posttest
Seore Semtence | 14 | _og -21 03 | -33 44 76
Comp
Passage | 43 35 35 -.02 27 73% 18 19
Comp
Total -.18 -22 -.07 .16 -.26 JT* 90* 90* 49

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 42: Correlations between teachers’ explicitness scores and the adjusted posttest GRADE scores of their students

Year 2: Grades 3-5 (N=12 teachers)

Explicitness during observations

Adjusted mean GRADE posttest score

Intro Direct | Student | Feedback | Total | Listening | Vocabulary | Sentence | Passage | Total
Reading | Practice Comp Comp Comp
Explicitness Intro
during Direct 71
observations | Reading '
Student
Practice -09 23
Feedback -.54 -.24 27
Total 24 .60* 82% 40
Adjusted Listening 18 31 12 _06 05
mean Comp
GRADE Vocabulary 49 .66%* .05 .00 41 .50
posttest
seore Sentence | 3 55 18 02| 40 48 85+
Comp
Passage | 49 -27 35 44 22 30 -.16 09
Comp
Total 23 491 11 13 38 .65% .86%* 93%* 28

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)
" Correlation is significant at the 0.10 level (2-tailed)
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 43: Comparison of High-Explicit vs. Low-Explicit Teachers (split at the median score*)

Year 1

Assessment Explicitness I\?;T})gr :f Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension Low 14 .80 10

High 12 .83 .05 1,24 .33 26
Word Reading / Low 14 71 16
Vocabulary High 13 73 20 1,25 09 77
Sentence comprehension Low 12 75 13

High 8 .68 13 1,18 1.37 26
Passage comprehension Low 12 .55 .10

High 8 .56 .07 1,18 08 79
Total Low 14 72 .10

High 13 72 A3 1,25 00 99

+ High-explicit teachers averaged more than 19 instances of explicit instruction per lesson. Low-explicit teachers averaged 19 or
fewer instances of explicit instruction per lesson.

00¢




APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 44: Comparison of High-Explicit vs. Low-Explicit Teachers (split at the median score*)

Year 2

Assessment Explicitness I\?;T})gr :f Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension Low 10 .85 .06

High 11 .84 .06 L1® 24 63
Word Reading / Low 11 .70 18
Vocabulary High 11 72 17 1,20 06 80
Sentence comprehension Low 8 73 .09

High 9 75 10 LIS 12 74
Passage comprehension Low 8 .56 .09

High 9 .60 .08 115 1.05 32
Total Low 11 74 .10

High 11 73 .09 ,20 03 88

+ High-explicit teachers averaged more than 25 instances of explicit instruction per lesson. Low-explicit teachers averaged fewer
than 25 instances of explicit instruction per lesson.
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Number of teachers

APPENDIX D (continued)

Figure 2: Frequencies of Mean Instances of Explicit Instruction (All teachers)
Year 2
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Mean instances of explicit instruction
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 45: Comparison of teachers that averaged more than 35 instances of explicit instruction vs.
teachers that averaged fewer than 35 instances of explicit instruction (Split at empirical gap in scores*)

Year 2
Assessment Explicitness n Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension Fewer than 35 15 .84 .06 119 01 08

More than 35 6 .85 .05 ’ : :
Word Reading / Fewer than 35 16 .68 17
Vocabulary More than 35 6 79 16 1,20 1.62 22
Sentence comprehension Fewer than 35 12 73 .08 115 7 61

More than 35 5 .76 13 ’ : :
Passage comprehension Fewer than 35 12 .56 .09 115 187 19

More than 35 5 .62 .06
Total Fewer than 35 16 73 .10

More than 35 6 75 .06 1,20 15 71

+ High-explicit teachers averaged more than 35 instances of explicit instruction per lesson. Average-explicit teachers averaged fewer
than 35 instances of explicit instruction per lesson.
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Number of teachers

APPENDIX D (continued)

Figure 3: Frequencies of Mean Instances of Explicit Instruction (All teachers)
Year 1
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Mean instances of explicit instruction
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 46: Comparison of teachers that averaged more than 25 instances of explicit instruction vs.
teachers that averaged fewer than 25 instances of explicit instruction (Split at empirical gap in scores*)

Year 1
Assessment Explicitness n Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension Fewer than 25 19 .80 .09

More than 25 7 .85 .05 1,24 2.36 14
Word Reading / Fewer than 25 19 .70 .16 195 77 39
Vocabulary More than 25 8 .76 .20 ’ ' '
Sentence comprehension Fewer than 25 16 73 13

More than 25 4 .69 15 1,18 26 62
Passage comprehension Fewer than 25 16 .55 .10 118 1 75

More than 25 4 .57 .06 ’ ' '
Total Fewer than 25 19 71 .10

More than 25 8 73 14 1,25 14 71

* High-explicit teachers averaged more than 25 instances of explicit instruction per lesson. Average-explicit teachers averaged fewer
than 25 instances of explicit instruction per lesson.
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APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 47: Comparison of High-Explicit vs. Low-Explicit Teachers in the Treatment School (Year 1)*

Assessment Explicitness I\?;T})gr :f Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension Low 7 a7 .08 «

High 6 26 05 1,11 5.13 .05
Word Reading / Low 7 .63 16
Vocabulary High 7 74 21 L12 1.37 27
Sentence comprehension Low 7 .80 .06

High 7 .69 15 1,8 3:20 A
Passage comprehension Low 7 .53 .10

High 7 57 .06 L8 3 49
Total Low 7 .70 .10

High 7 71 13 L12 01 o4

+ High-explicit teachers averaged more than 25.75 instances of explicit instruction per lesson. Low-explicit teachers averaged fewer
than 25.75 instances of explicit instruction per lesson.

90¢




APPENDIX D (continued)

Table 48: Comparison of High-Explicit vs. Low-Explicit Teachers in the Treatment School (Year 2)*

Assessment Explicitness I\?;T})gr :f Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension Low 6 .86 .08

High 6 .85 .05 1,10 10 76
Word Reading / Low 7 .63 17
Vocabulary High 6 .79 16 L1 2.62 13
Sentence comprehension Low 5 .68 .03

High 5 .76 13 1,8 1.67 23
Passage comprehension Low 5 .59 .06

High 5 .62 .06 L8 73 Al
Total Low 7 72 A1

High 6 75 .06 LI A0 4

+ High-explicit teachers averaged more than 28 instances of explicit instruction per lesson. Low-explicit teachers averaged 28 or
fewer instances of explicit instruction per lesson.
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APPENDIX E

Observations (Treatment School)

Table 49: Comparison of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

First or Second | Number of Instances of Exp licit ANOVA
Assessment Instruction
Year Teachers
M SD df F D

Introduction First 7 5.33 3.14

Second 7 5.79 4.36 L, 12 03 83
Direct Reading First 7 9.10 3.10

Second 7 8.64 5.01 L, 12 04 84
Student Practice First 7 6.79 6.78 *

Second 7 15.36 6.74 L, 12 363 04
Feedback First 7 3.14 3.06 "

Second 7 7.64 4.28 L, 12 312 04
Total First 7 24.36 10.64 "

Second 7 37.43 8.58 L, 12 6.40 03

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX E (continued)

Table 50: Comparison of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Observations (Treatment School, Grades K-2)

First or Second | Number of Instances of Exp licit ANOVA
Assessment Instruction
Year Teachers
M SD df F p

Introduction First 4 3.83 1.35

Second 4 7.63 5.15 1.6 2.03 21
Direct Reading First 4 10.92 2.83

Second 4 8.63 7.02 1.6 37 7
Student Practice First 4 11.88 3.35

Second 4 16.00 6.60 1.6 1.24 31
Feedback First 4 5.50 1.22

Second 4 5.50 3.44 1.6 00 1.00
Total First 4 32.13 4.53

Second 4 37.75 991 1.6 1.07 34

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX E (continued)
Table 51: Comparison of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Observations (Treatment School, Grades 3-5)

First or Second | Number of Instances of Exp licit ANOVA
Assessment Instruction
Year Teachers
M SD df F D

Introduction First 3 7.33 4.04

Second 3 3.33 1.15 L4 2.72 18
Direct Reading First 3 6.67 1.15

Second 3 8.67 1.15 L4 4.50 10
Student Practice First 3 .00 .00 *

Second 3 14.50 8.32 L4 o.11 04
Feedback First 3 .00 .00 "

Second 3 10.50 3.97 L4 21.00 01
Total First 3 14.00 5.20 "

Second 3 37.00 8.54 L4 15.87 02

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX E (continued)

Observations (Comparison School)

Table 52: Comparison of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Instances of Explicit

First or Second | Number of . ANOVA
Assessment Instruction
Year Teachers
M SD df F D
Introduction First 6 4.39 2.83
.14 72
Second 6 5.08 3.61 1,10 /
Direct Reading First 6 4.94 3.92
1,1 . 4
Second 6 6.67 2.75 10 78 0
Student Practice First 6 3.58 3.44
. 51
Second 6 5.00 3.73 1,10 47 >
Feedback First 6 1.83 2.79
Second 6 2.33 3.20 1,10 08 78
Total First 6 14.75 3.92
Second 6 19.08 6.67 1,10 1.89 20

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX E (continued)
Table 53: Comparison of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Observations (Comparison School, Grades K-2)

First or Second | Number of Instances of Exp licit ANOVA
Assessment Instruction
Year Teachers
M SD df F D

Introduction First 3 6.11 3.13

Second 3 5.17 5.06 L4 08 80
Direct Reading First 3 6.56 5.50

Second 3 5.67 3.25 L4 06 82
Student Practice First 3 2.50 .87

Second 3 2.33 1.04 L4 03 84
Feedback First 3 .00 .00

Second 3 .67 1.15 L4 1.00 37
Total First 3 15.17 2.75

Second 3 13.83 437 L4 20 68

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX E (continued)
Table 54: Comparison of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Observations (Comparison School, Grades 3-5)

First or Second | Number of Instances of Exp licit ANOVA
Assessment Instruction
Year Teachers
M SD df F D
Introduction First 3 2.67 1.15
1. 2
Second 3 5.00 2.65 L4 06 3
Direct Reading First 3 3.33 .58
.94 .03*
Second 3 7.67 2.31 L4 99 03
Student Practice First 3 4.67 5.03
72 4
Second 3 7.67 3.51 L4 7 >
Feedback First 3 3.67 3.06
4 .01 91
Second 3 4.00 4.00 L 0 ?
Total First 3 14.33 5.51
1,4 ) .05%*
Second 3 24.33 3.06 ’ 7.6 05

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX F

Table 55: Comparison of Students’ Achievement of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Assessments (Treatment School)

First or Second | Number of | Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
Assessment
Year Teachers
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension First 7 .80 .10

Second 7 .85 .07 1,12 i 36
Word Reading / First 7 74 21
Vocabulary Second 7 73 13 1,12 13 73
Sentence comprehension First 5 78 .02

Second 5 .73 11 1,8 112 32
Passage comprehension First 6 .53 .08 "

Second 5 .63 .06 1,9 556 04
Total First 7 72 .10

Second 7 .76 .09 1,12 8 46

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX F (continued)

Table 56: Comparison of Students’ Achievement of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Assessments (Treatment School, Grades K-2)

First or Second | Number of | Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
Assessment
Year Teachers
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension First 4 .88 .03

Second 4 .90 .04 1,6 7 A3
Word Reading First 4 .90 .05

Second 4 91 .04 1,6 19 08
Sentence comprehension First 2 78 .01

Second 2 .67 .19 1,2 08 >0
Passage comprehension First 3 .60 .01 "

Second 2 .68 .03 1,3 26.80 01
Total First 4 .79 .07

Second 4 .82 .08 1,6 Sl 60

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX F (continued)

Table 57: Comparison of Students’ Achievement of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Assessments (Treatment School, Grades 3-5)

First or Second | Number of | Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
Assessment
Year Teachers
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension First 3 .70 .07

Second 3 .78 .02 1,4 337 14
Vocabulary First 3 52 A1

Second 3 .59 10 1,4 05 A7
Sentence comprehension First 3 78 .03

Second 3 .76 .04 1,4 26 64
Passage comprehension First 3 47 .04 "

Second 3 .60 .06 1,4 11.09 03
Total First 3 .63 .06

Second 3 .68 .03 1,4 225 21

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX F (continued)

Table 58: Comparison of Students’ Achievement of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Assessments (Comparison School)

First or Second | Number of | Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
Assessment
Year Teachers
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension First 6 .87 .06

Second 6 .85 .06 L, 10 10 76
Word Reading / First 6 74 12
Vocabulary Second 6 75 15 1,10 .03 87
Sentence comprehension First 4 .79 .10

Second 4 .80 .08 1,6 01 92
Passage comprehension First 4 57 .08

Second 4 .53 11 1,6 25 63
Total First 6 7 .08

Second 6 77 .09 L, 10 00 7

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX F (continued)

Table 59: Comparison of Students’ Achievement of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Assessments (Comparison School, Grades K-2)

First or Second | Number of | Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
Assessment
Year Teachers
M SD df F p

Listening comprehension First 3 .88 .05

Second 3 .87 .02 1,4 04 85
Word Reading First 3 .84 .01

Second 3 .88 .03 1,4 448 10
Sentence comprehension First 1 .69 -- 10 _ _

Second 1 75 -- ’
Passage comprehension First 1 .50 -- 10 _ _

Second 1 42 -- ’
Total First 3 81 .08

Second 3 .84 .05 1,4 27 03

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level

81¢



APPENDIX F (continued)

Table 60: Comparison of Students’ Achievement of Teachers using the Curriculum for their First Year vs. Their Second Year

Assessments (Comparison School, Grades 3-5)

First or Second | Number of | Adjusted proportion correct ANOVA
Assessment
Year Teachers
M SD df F p
Listening comprehension First 3 .85 .07
. .84
Second 3 .84 .08 1,4 05 8
Vocabulary First 3 .64 .08
. .82
Second 3 .63 .08 1,4 06 8
Sentence comprehension First 3 .83 .09
.02 .
Second 3 .82 10 1,4 0 89
Passage comprehension First 3 .59 .09
1,4 . .82
Second 3 .57 10 ’ 06 8
Total First 3 .73 .06
1,4 24 .
Second 3 71 .07 ’ 63

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX G
Table 61: Comparison of Treatment Students with Experienced Teachers vs. Comparison Students with Experienced Teachers

All grades (Using the Year 2 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School N;[?;:;t:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 263 .85 .01

Comparison 225 .86 .01 L, 485 46 50
Word Reading / Treatment 260 .73 .01
Vocabulary Comparison 222 .73 .01 1,479 .03 87
Sentence comprehension Treatment 215 74 .01 «

Comparison 181 79 01 1,393 7.04 .01
Passage comprehension Treatment 203 .62 .01 «

Comparison 191 57 .01 L, 391 7.10 01
Total Treatment 274 75 .01

Comparison 241 75 .01 1,512 16 69

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX G (continued)
Table 62: Comparison of Treatment Students with Experienced Teachers vs. Comparison Students with Experienced Teachers

Students in Grades K - 2 in Year 2 (Using the Year 2 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School N;[?;:;t:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 133 .89 .01

Comparison 104 .89 01 1,234 24 62
Word Reading Treatment 132 .90 .01

Comparison 98 .90 01 1,227 .00 95
Sentence comprehension Treatment 86 71 .03

Comparison 60 77 .03 1, 143 233 13
Passage comprehension Treatment 77 .62 .02 «

Comparison 65 54 .02 1,139 5.36 .02
Total Treatment 140 81 .01

Comparison 109 81 .01 1,246 18 67

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX G (continued)
Table 63: Comparison of Treatment Students with Experienced Teachers vs. Comparison Students with Experienced Teachers

Students in Grades 3 - 5 in Year 2 (Using the Year 2 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School N;[?;:;t:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 130 81 .01 «

Comparison 121 .84 .01 L, 248 4.31 04
Vocabulary Treatment 128 .58 .01

Comparison 124 58 .01 1,249 .00 97
Sentence comprehension Treatment 129 .76 .01 «

Comparison 121 .80 .01 1,247 5.29 02
Passage comprehension Treatment 126 .62 .01

Comparison 126 .59 .01 L, 249 1.47 23
Total Treatment 134 .69 .01

Comparison 132 .70 01 1,263 1.41 24

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX H

Table 64: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students

All grades (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School N;[?;:;t:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 174 .84 .01

Comparison 156 .85 .01 L, 327 60 44
Word Reading / Treatment 198 .68 .01
Vocabulary Comparison 146 .67 02 1,341 .02 .89
Sentence comprehension Treatment 167 74 .02

Comparison 122 75 .02 1,286 25 .62
Passage comprehension Treatment 163 .60 .01

Comparison 127 .60 .02 L, 287 23 .63
Total Treatment 213 71 .01

Comparison 175 12 .01 1,385 88 35

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX H (continued)

Table 65: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students (K-2):

Students in Grades 1 and 2 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest

Assessment School N;[?;:;t:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 57 .87 .01

Comparison 55 .86 01 1,109 138 68
Word Reading Treatment 57 .93 .02 "

Comparison 47 .88 02 1,101 5.22 02
Sentence comprehension Treatment 39 72 .04

Comparison 27 67 .05 1,63 87 36
Passage comprehension Treatment 27 .62 .03 ¥

Comparison 27 54 .03 1,51 3.42 07
Total Treatment 62 81 .02

Comparison 61 78 .02 1,121 1.40 24

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level

144




APPENDIX H (continued)

Table 66: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students (3-5):

Students in Grades 4 and 5 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest

Assessment School NSutrl?(llg:rftsf Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p
Listening comprehension Treatment 78 .80 .01
Comparison 75 .83 01 1,151 2.22 14
Vocabulary Treatment 104 .57 .02
Comparison 72 .56 .02 L, 174 16 .69
Sentence comprehension Treatment 101 74 .02
Comparison 69 75 .02 1,168 01 A1
Passage comprehension Treatment 99 .66 .02
Comparison 74 62 03 1, 171 1.37 24
Total Treatment 111 .67 .01
Comparison 31 63 02 1, 190 17 68

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX H (continued)
Table 67: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students in Each Grade

(Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Total GRADE score School Nsl{[?;;:l;gf Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Students in Grade 1 in Treatment 20 .79 .03
Year 2 Comparison 31 .82 .03 1,49 Al 52
Students in Grade 2 in Treatment 42 .82 .02 "
Year 2 Comparison 30 72 .02 1,70 931 00
Students in Grade 3 in Treatment 40 .79 .02 171 69 41
Year 2 Comparison 33 77 .02 ’ ] '
Students in Grade 4 in Treatment 52 .68 .02 187 1 65
Year 2 Comparison 37 .67 .03 ’ ] '
Students in Grade 5 in Treatment 59 .66 02
Year 2 Comparison 44 .69 .02 1,101 1.09 30
All Students Treatment 213 71 .01

Comparison 175 72 .01 1,385 88 33

* Difference is significant at the 0.01 level
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APPENDIX H (continued)

Table 68: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students

Students in Grade 2 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest

Assessment School N;[?;:;t:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 38 .87 .01 «

Comparison 26 .82 .02 1,62 4.90 .03
Word Reading Treatment 39 96 .02 "

Comparison 27 .87 02 1,64 10.59 .00
Sentence comprehension Treatment 39 .79 .04

Comparison 27 76 .05 1, 64 34 56
Passage comprehension Treatment 27 .67 .03 ¥

Comparison 26 57 .04 1,51 3.73 .06
Total Treatment 42 .82 .02 *

Comparison 30 72 .02 1,70 9.51 .00

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX I

The first analyses included students that were in kindergarten in Year One (and,
therefore, in first grade in Year Two). There were a total of 20 K-1 students in the treatment
school and 31 K-1 students in the comparison school who completed the assessments in both
Year | and Year 2 of the study. The overall results of the ANCOVAs can be found in Table 51.
There were no significant differences between the adjusted posttest scores of the two-year K-1
treatment students and the two-year K-1 comparison students on any of the GRADE subtests or
on the total GRADE score.

The next analyses included students that were in second grade in Year One (and,
therefore, in third grade in Year Two). There were a total of forty 2-3 students in the treatment
school and thirty-three 2-3 students in the comparison school. The overall results of the
ANCOVAs can be found in Table 53. There were no significant differences between the
adjusted posttest scores of the two-year 2-3 treatment students and the two-year 2-3 comparison
students on any of the GRADE subtests or on the total GRADE score.

Then, analyses were conducted that included students that were in third grade in Year
One (and, therefore, in fourth grade in Year Two). There were a total of fifty-two 3-4 students in
the treatment school and thirty-seven 3-4 students in the comparison school. The overall results
of the ANCOVAs can be found in Table 54. There were no significant differences between the
adjusted posttest scores of the two-year 3-4 treatment students and the two-year 3-4 comparison
students on any of the GRADE subtests or on the total GRADE score.

The final analyses included students that were in fourth grade in Year One (and,
therefore, in fifth grade in Year Two). There were a total of fifty-nine 4-5 students in the

treatment school and forty-four 4-5 students in the comparison school. The overall results of the
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ANCOVAs can be found in Table 55. There were no significant differences between the
adjusted posttest scores of the two-year 4-5 treatment students and the two-year 4-5 comparison

students on any of the GRADE subtests or on the total GRADE score.



APPENDIX I (continued)
Table 69: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students (Single Grade):

Students in Grade 1 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School Nsl{[?;;:gt:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F
Listening comprehension Treatment 18 .90 .02 1. 45 03
Comparison 29 .90 .01 ’ '
Word Reading Treatment 18 91 .03 1.36 101
Comparison 20 .94 .02 ’ '
Total Treatment 20 .79 .03
Comparison 31 .82 .03 1,49 Al

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX I (continued)
Table 70: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students (Single Grade):

Students in Grade 3 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School NSutrl?(IID:rftsf Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 39 .87 .01

Comparison 26 .85 02 1,63 32 A7
Vocabulary Treatment 37 74 .02

Comparison 27 1 .03 1,62 34 .36
Sentence comprehension Treatm'ent 27 93 .02 1,51 37 55

Comparison 26 91 .02
Passage comprehension Treatment 37 .64 .03

Comparison 26 .65 04 1,6l 04 .84
Total Treatment 40 .79 .02

Comparison 33 77 .02 L7 -69 41

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX I (continued)
Table 71: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students (Single Grade):

Students in Grade 4 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School NSutrl?(IID:rftsf Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatm§nt 49 .80 .02 181 99 3

Comparison 34 .82 .02
Vocabulary Treatment 48 .61 .03

Comparison 30 55 .03 1,76 1.80 18
Sentence comprehension Treatment 51 75 .03

Comparison 31 74 .03 1,80 03 -86
Passage comprehension Treatment 48 .64 .03

Comparison 34 63 04 1,80 .05 82
Total Treatment 52 .68 .02

Comparison 37 67 .03 1,87 21 65

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level

(454



APPENDIX I (continued)
Table 72: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students vs. Two-Year Comparison Students (Single Grade):

Students in Grade 5 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School N;[?;:;t:f Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 29 .82 .02

Comparison 41 .83 .02 1,68 3 46
Vocabulary Treatment 56 .52 .02

Comparison 42 56 02 1,96 1.28 26
Sentence comprehension Treatment 50 74 .03

Comparison 38 .76 .03 1,86 A2 74
Passage comprehension Treatment 51 .68 .03

Comparison 40 61 .03 1,89 1.97 16
Total Treatment 59 .66 02

Comparison 44 .69 .02 1, 101 1.09 30

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX J

Table 73: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students with Experienced Teachers vs. Two-Year Comparison Students with
Experienced Teachers

All grades (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School NSutrl?(llg:rftsf Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 146 .84 .01

Comparison 107 .86 01 1,250 1.93 17
Word Reading / Treatment 144 73 .01 *
Vocabulary Comparison 98 .68 02 1,239 4.98 .03
Sentence comprehension Treatment 121 .76 .02

Comparison 78 79 02 1, 196 1.14 29
Passage comprehension Treatment 113 .63 .02

Comparison 84 62 02 1,194 .06 80
Total Treatment 159 .73 .01

Comparison 121 .73 .01 1,277 .00 99

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX J (continued)

Table 74: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students with Experienced Teachers vs. Two-Year Comparison Students with
Experienced Teachers

Students in Grades 1 and 2 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School NSutrl?(llg:rftsf Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 57 .87 .01

Comparison 33 .89 02 1,87 .61 44
Word Reading Treatment 57 .93 .01

Comparison 28 .90 .02 1,82 1.43 24
Sentence comprehension Treatment 39 72 .04

Comparison 8 .70 .09 1,44 .06 81
Passage comprehension Treatment 27 .63 .03

Comparison 10 52 06 1,34 233 14
Total Treatment 62 .79 .02

Comparison 37 .76 02 1,96 1.07 30

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX J (continued)

Table 75: Comparison of Two-Year Treatment Students with Experienced Teachers vs. Two-Year Comparison Students with
Experienced Teachers

Students in Grades 4 and 5 in Year 2 (Using the Year 1 pretests as a covariate)

Year 2 posttest
Assessment School NSutrl?(llg:rftsf Adjusted proportion correct ANCOVA
M SE df F p

Listening comprehension Treatment 62 .79 .01 "

Comparison 48 83 02 1,107 5.77 .02
Vocabulary Treatment 63 .54 .02

Comparison 43 52 02 1,103 58 45
Sentence comprehension Treatment 63 73 .02

Comparison 44 75 03 1,104 55 46
Passage comprehension Treatment 61 .62 .02

Comparison 48 .65 .02 1,106 .68 41
Total Treatment 69 .66 .01

Comparison 51 .68 02 1,117 .33 35

* Difference is significant at the 0.05 level
" Difference is significant at the 0.10 level
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APPENDIX K

Issues with informed consent procedures.

Before beginning the study in Year 1, we received approval from an independent IRB for
our research plan. We asked for approval to administer the standardized and researcher-
developed pre and posttests, to observe the reading comprehension lessons of teachers who
provided consent, and to administer a reading motivation questionnaire. It was our
understanding that all students would complete the assessments, as these assessments were part
of the curriculum in the treatment school. We would then score the tests of the students who had
parental/guardian consent and destroy the assessments completed by students who did not have
consent.

After administering the researcher-developed tests in Year One, a teacher at the treatment
school contacted the IRB to notify them that she was uncomfortable administering the test to
students who had not provided consent. This particular teacher had been opposed to the research
project from the beginning of the school year, and did not want her students to be tested. We
were contacted by the IRB and discussed our options for continuing the study in a manner that
would protect the participants while not compromising the research design.

We applied for, and were granted, a waiver of consent. In this waiver, we explained that
assessment is part of the treatment school curriculum, therefore, students do not need to receive
consent to be tested. In order to avoid issues with differential consent between the treatment and
control groups, informed consent was also waived for the comparison school. We updated our
confidentiality plan to ensure that the identities of both the teachers and the students participating
in the study would not be revealed. The teachers who had agreed to allow us to observe their

lessons provided written consent.



