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Abstract 

Teachers are charged with the task of reaching all students academically in hopes all students 

will become proficient readers by third grade. Oral reading fluency is a predictor in academic 

success since fluency reflects comprehension. Students often come to school unprepared in their 

earliest years due to a lack of opportunity and/or early literacy experiences, creating an 

achievement gap, a disparity in academic performance between groups of students. This study 

identifies the correlation between socioeconomic status, race, gender, and preschool enrollment 

and the oral reading fluency of first-grade readers as indicated by the Dynamic Indicators of 

Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 8 composite score, Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 8 Oral Reading Fluency words read correctly (ORF-WRC) and 

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) 8 Oral Reading Fluency accuracy 

(ORF-ACC) score. Key findings show that socioeconomic status, race, gender, and preschool 

enrollment are predictors of oral reading fluency.  

Keywords: oral reading fluency, DIBELS 8, socioeconomic status, race, gender, 

opportunity gap, achievement gap, preschool education  
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Chapter One: Introduction 

Reading achievement is described by the United Nations International Children’s 

Emergency Fund (2012) as a stage of development where a child is prepared mentally, 

physically, and social-emotionally for reading experience has considerable implications on the 

future success for all students. Addressing reading deficits early, inclusively, and diagnostically 

should be at the forefront of educators’ attention (Telesman et al., 2019). Reading skills have 

been associated to different aspects of students’ lives other than academic success in the 

kindergarten through twelfth grade system. These aspects include postsecondary success, the 

ability to compete in the labor market, and the health of the American democracy (American 

Diploma Project, 2004; Chudowsky et al., 2007; National Reading Panal, 2000). Several factors 

that impact reading success for all students include oral reading fluency, socioeconomic status, 

gender, race, and enrollment in preschool education (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Wanzel et al., 

2014; Wei et al., 2011; Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015; Southern Education Foundation, 2010). 

A critical element for students, as they approach large quantities of texts at challenging 

levels, is to read fluently with adequate speed, accuracy, and understanding (Grima-Farrell, 

2014). Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp, and Jenkins (2001), spotlights the importance of oral reading fluency 

and shares it is a critical component which is utilized to measure reading competence and 

reading comprehension. Oral reading fluency is made up of two components, word recognition 

accuracy and automaticity and prosodic reading (Laberge & Samuels, 1974). Incorporated in the 

definition of fluency is prosody. Prosody refers to expression, pacing, phrasing, inflection, and 

intonation (Hudson et al., 2009). Students must become automatic in their word recognition so 

they can use their cognitive resources to construct meaning and comprehend the text. The reader 

will be able to relate the comprehended text to his or her amount of previously known knowledge 
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(Laberge & Samuels, 1974). Reading comprehension has a direct parallel to the number of words 

students can read per minute (Fuchs at el., 2001). A student is reading fluently when they can 

shift from decoding words on a word-by-word basis to reading words rapidly, accurately, and 

expressively (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). Fluent readers emerge between first and third grade 

(Schwanenflugel, 2006).  

According to Wanzek, Otaiba, Petscher (2014), and Wei, Blackorby, and Schiller (2011), 

the outcome for students who come from a family who has a low socioeconomic status (lower 

educational achievement, poverty, and poor health), diverse races or ethnicities, or are disabled is 

unpromising (Wanzel et al., 2014; Wei et al., 2011). First-grade students who struggle in word 

reading as compared to their same-aged peers, rarely achieve grade level academic expectations. 

Once the achievement gap between strong and weak readers widens, it is probable the gap will be 

too difficult to close (Wanzel et al., 2014, as cited in Juel, 1988; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997; 

Fletcher & Foorman, 1994). Since there is a higher representation of students of minority and 

students who come from a lower SES having reading deficits or receiving special education 

services, those topics have become important in research and policy debates (Wei et al., 2011).  

Educational researchers have brought light to gender gaps in academic achievement since 

the early 1960s. Males have shown to have lower achievement in reading. The lower 

performance of males is a crucial issue in educational research because reading is a fundamental 

prerequisite for success in academic achievement and in society (Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015). 

Closing the gender gap in reading is a vital task because a key predictor of appropriate literacy, 

educational achievement, and socioeconomic status in adulthood is reading ability (Daly & 

Corcoran, 2019). 
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Research and data collected amongst educators and researchers showcase the greatest 

way to ensure reading readiness, achievement, and reduce student retention is investing in high-

quality preschool education prior to kindergarten (Southern Education Foundation, 2010). 

Reading readiness is described as a stage of development where a child is prepared mentally, 

physically, and social-emotionally for reading experiences (UNICEF, 2012). As illustrated in the 

literature review, Former President Barack Obama, South Carolina Superintendent, Molly 

Spearman, the National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER), and the Southern 

Regional Education Board, (SREB), have all emphasized the importance of preschool education 

and early intervention at the forefront of their education agendas (Gagne and Lord, 2018; Klein, 

2013; National Institute for Early Education Research, n.d; Samuels, 2013; The South Carolina 

State Department of Education, n.d.). NIEER is a respected institute that communicates 

knowledge that transforms policy and practice (National Institute for Early Education Research, 

n.d.). The SREB is a governing board that works with states to improve public education at every 

level, from early childhood through doctoral education (Southern Regional Education Board, 

n.d.). Parents, stakeholders, policymakers, business leaders, and the greater community are 

becoming more aware of the importance to increase school readiness, the possession of the skills 

needs to be successful, and how it impacts early literacy for the youngest learners. South 

Carolina lawmakers proposed an Education Reform Bill which included a section where 

submission of a plan to the state which increased the number of enrolled students into 

government-funded preschool programs was one of the requirements (Education Reform Bill, 

2019). NIEER’s State of Preschool Yearbook 2020, a report that annually tracks state-funded 

preschool program funding, access, and policies since the 2001-2002 school year, shares that the 

number of 4-year-olds in state funded preschools has declined for the second time since 2002. 
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Preschool progress has remained uneven among states and only five states (D.C., NJ, NC, OK, 

WV) are spending enough to pay for high-quality full day pre-K. As a nation, $12 billion dollars 

is needed to improve the quality of existing state and federally funded preschools and $30 billion 

dollars in needed for all low income 4-year-olds access to high-quality full day pre-K. An 

addition $2 billion dollars is needed for all 4-year-olds to have access to universal, high-quality 

full day pre-K (Friedman-Krauss, 2021).  

Problem Statement 

The research problem investigated in this study is to address whether factors such as 

gender, race, socioeconomic status and/or the enrollment in preschool education impact the oral 

reading fluency success of first-grade students in a school district in north eastern portion of 

South Carolina. The bulk of research conducted concerning the development in oral reading 

fluency ensues in grade three or beyond (Speech and Ritchey, 2005). Students must be able to 

decode fluently to possess better word recognition and comprehension (Chall, 1989). Beginning 

readers must first become familiar with sound-symbol correspondence. Once this skill is 

obtained, students can then gain comfort with the print, secure their automaticity in their 

decoding ability, and transition from learning to read to reading to learn (Chall et al., 1991). The 

ultimate goal of reading is to construct meaning, to comprehend. Researchers, educators and 

policymakers must consider the prerequisites to reading comprehension. Fluency is the 

component designated as the connection among word reading and comprehension (Hosp & 

Suchey, 2014). It is important to conduct research to assess the role of oral reading fluency 

(Kuhn & Stahl, 2003) There is a gap of literature pertaining to oral reading fluency of students in 

primary grades. 
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According to the SREB’s South Carolina State Progress Report, (2020), more than half of 

the SREB states were farther away from meeting the performance goals as indicated in the 

Challenge to Lead 2020 Goals for Education, goals created to help SREB state leaders connect 

measures of student achievement to essential state policies, in 2019 than in 2009 Southern 

Regional Education Board, 2016). Closing the National Assessment of Educational Progress’ 

(NAEP) achievement gaps between students of racial and ethnic groups and between students 

from low SES households and higher SES households as shown on the Nation’s Report Card was 

another goal emphasized for the early grades by the 2020 Challenge to Lead Goals for 

Education. The achievement gaps between both groups are still too wide and indicate states are 

poorly supporting students who face these barriers. In addition, high quality pre-K programs are 

not available to the children who desperately need them (Southern Regional Education Board, 

2020).   

When considering early literacy experiences, the nature of what a child learns prior to 

beginning school is vastly reliant on their participation of the sociolinguistics community and 

culture surrounding them (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003). The goal of the Challenge to Lead 2020 Goals 

for Education are to narrow the achievement gaps between racial or ethnic groups. As of 2020, in 

South Carolina, the gap has widened in reading between white students and their black and 

Hispanic peers. This outcome was based on the analysis of the percentage of students meeting 

the proficient benchmark on the Nations Report Card (Southern Regional Education Board, 

2020). The most prevalent achievement gaps which occur across the SREB states transpires 

between academic achievement related to household income. The achievement gap is presently 

immense between students from a low SES and students from families with higher incomes 

(Southern Regional Education Board, 2020). 
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High-quality early learning programs experienced by our youngest learners will foster 

greater chances for academic success of our first-grade students (Southern Regional Education 

Board, 2020). According to the SREB (2018), 52% of four-year-old children are enrolled in 

prekindergarten programs in South Carolina (Southern Region Education Board, 2018). The 

SREB (2020), showcased the percentage of four-year-old children enrolled in prekindergarten 

programs in South Carolina has increased to 53%, which is an increase of nine percentage points 

since 2008-2009 (Southern Regional Education Board, 2020).  

Even though the southern states, defined by the SREB, are leading in the nation in the 

area of preschool education, adequate progress towards the early grades goal of meeting the set 

performance targets for fourth graders in both reading and math by 2020, are not occurring 

(Southern Regional Education Board, 2018; Southern Regional Education Board, 2020). 

Emphasis was placed on teacher qualifications and continuing professional development for 

teachers of early learning programs by the 2020 Challenge to Lead Goal for Education, as 

specified by the ten NIEER standards of quality. In 2018-2019, South Carolina has complied 

with seven out of the ten standards of quality, including meeting only two out of the four teacher 

standards (Southern Regional Education Board, 2020). A knowledge gap exists in the 

understanding of why elementary students are not preforming to set standards in reading and 

math while the southern states are leading in prekindergarten implementation.  

Nature of the Study 

Research questions for causal-comparative research should attempt to determine the 

cause for existing differences in groups of individuals. Each question will include the grouping 

variable and a dependent variable, attempting to establish a cause-and-effect relationship among 

groups (Mills & Gay, 2019). 
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RQ1: How does the oral reading fluency of first grade students differ based on socioeconomic 

status? 

RQ 2: How does the oral reading fluency of first grade students differ based on gender? 

RQ3: What relationship is there between race and the oral reading fluency of first grade 

students? 

RQ4: How does preschool enrollment influence oral reading fluency of first grade students? 

RQ5: Which factors influence the oral reading fluency of first grade students? 

A quantitative, causal-comparative research study will be conducted to gather data to 

assistant in filling in the gaps of knowledge of the correlation between socioeconomic status, 

race, gender, and preschool enrollment and the oral reading fluency of first-grade students at a 

school district in north eastern portion of South Carolina. 

Theoretical Framework  

The theoretical approaches chosen for the basis of this study are the social constructivism 

theory and Chall’s Stages of Reading Development. The constructivist theory is a theory which 

involves the thinking process and how one learns (Liu & Chen, 2010). Students, educators, and 

researchers have had to encounter the longstanding question of how to begin the process of 

learning how to read. Our national survival is dependent upon the ability to read well and 

economists and legislators stand together along with students, educators, and researchers in 

recognition of this dilemma (Chall, 1989). Both Lev Vygotsky’s social constructivist theory and 

Chall’s Stages of Reading Development are intertwined within the research of this study.  

 Lev Vygotsky was the pioneer of social constructivism (Liu & Chen, 2010). The 

educational perspective of social constructivism shares that knowledge is shared and is a result of 

social interaction and language use (Lynch, 2016). Vygotsky believed psychological phenomena 
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emerge from social interaction and children learned best when they were able to construct, 

create, invent, and discover on their own (Liu & Chen, 2010). Different aspects of Vygotsky’s 

approach can pertain to high-quality preschool. According to his approach, a high-quality 

preschool amplifies the child’s learning with developmentally appropriate activities, the leading 

activity included dramatic play, promotes interaction between teacher and child, uses standards 

as guidelines, and prepares children for later grades by helping children become school ready 

(Bodrova & Leong, 2005). 

Jeanne Chall, an immigrant from Poland, prided herself on being intrinsically inspired to 

become not just a researcher, but an educational researcher. Through her own experience of 

being a second-language learner, a worry was created. The worry led to her passion of serving 

children, especially children who come from a low socioeconomic status, in learning how to 

read. Throughout her involvement in many research endeavors, her motivation and compassion 

for helping struggling students learn to read never vanished (Stahl, 2000). Grounded in her 

research of the effectiveness of phonics instruction, she concluded higher reading achievement 

could be attained by involvement in an early and systematic instruction of phonics. The findings 

of this educational research can be found in Chall’s 1967 book titled, Learning to Read: The 

Great Debate (Stahl, 2000). Chall (1996), established six stages of reading development which 

will be explored further in the literature review. These stages were partially developed to explain 

how instruction of reading should be differentiated at each stage of development (Stahl, 2000). 

Operational Definitions 

 The following terms are defined to help the reader understand the context of each term in 

this quantitative research study.  
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Oral Reading Fluency (ORF): “The speed and accuracy with which text is read orally” 

(Speece and Ritchey, 2005).  

Socioeconomic Status (SES): “Socioeconomic status is the social standing or class of an 

individual or group. It is often measured as a combination of education, income and occupation.” 

(American Psychological Association, n.d.-b). 

Low Socioeconomic Status: “Low socioeconomic status and it correlates, such as lower 

educational achievement, poverty and poor health, ultimately affect our society.” (American 

Psychological Association, n.d.-a). 

Achievement Gap: “The “achievement gap” in education refers to the disparity in 

academic performance between groups of students.” (Ansell, 2004). 

 Gender Gap: “The school-based gender gap refers to the disparity in achievement 

between genders in an educational environment. Often, this disparity is influenced by social 

factors.” (Lee, 2018) 

Reading Readiness: “A state of development, which prepares the child mentally, 

physically, and social-emotionally for reading experiences.” (UNICEF, 2012) 

School Readiness: “children possessing the skills, knowledge, and attitudes necessary for 

success in school and for later learning and life. Physical, cognitive, social, and emotional 

development are all essential ingredients of school readiness.” (Head Start Early Childhood 

Learning and Knowledge Center, n.d). 

National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER): An institute which, “improves 

the learning and development of young children by producing and communicating knowledge 

that transforms policy and practice. NIEER collaborates with a network of local, state, national, 

and international leaders to design, conduct, and disseminate rigorous research, evaluation, and 

https://www.wikigender.org/wiki/gender-gap/
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policy analysis. NIEER also helps prepare the next generation of inspirational leaders and 

researchers in early education (National Institute for Early Education Research, n.d.). 

Southern Region Education Board (SREB): “The Board includes the governor and four 

gubernatorial appointees from each member state, including at least one state legislator and one 

educator. The Southern Regional Education Board works with states to improve public education 

at every level, from early childhood through doctoral education. The SREB helps policymakers  

make informed decisions by providing independent, accurate data and recommendations. They 

help educators strengthen student learning with professional development, proven practices, and 

curricula while helping policymakers, institutions and educators share scarce resources to 

accomplish more together than they could alone” (Southern Regional Education Board, n.d.).  

State of Preschool Yearbook: “The State of Preschool Yearbook has annually tracked 

state-funded preschool program funding, access, and policies since the 2001-2002 school year. 

The Yearbook seeks to improve the public’s knowledge and understanding of state efforts to 

expand the availability of high-quality education to young children. This valuable report is 

indispensable for policymakers, advocates, and researchers to make informed decisions on early 

childhood education.” (National Institute for Early Education Research, n.d.). 

Challenge to Lead 2020 Goals for Education: “Six critical goals that were designed to 

help SREB state leaders connect measures of student achievement to essential state policies.  

Each goal includes background information, and the steps states need to take to meet each goal 

in the years ahead” (Southern Regional Education Board, 2016).  

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP): “the largest nationally 

representative, continuing evaluation of the condition of education in the United States.” 

(National Assessment Governing Board, n.d.). 
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 Social Constructivism: “Social constructivism teaches that all knowledge develops as a 

result of social interaction and language use, and is therefore a shared, rather than an individual, 

experience.” (Lynch, 2016). 

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 8th Edition (DIBELS 8): “A set of short 

(one minute) fluency measures that can be used for universal screening, benchmark assessment, 

and progress monitoring in Kindergarten to 8th grade. DIBELS 8th Edition provides educators 

with standards for gauging the progress of all students” (University of Oregon, n.d.). 

DIBELS 8 Oral Reading Fluency (ORF-WRC): “a standardized, individually 

administered measure of accuracy and fluency with connected text. ORF is administered to 

students in the beginning of first grade through the end of eighth grade.” (University of Oregon, 

2020b).  

DIBELS 8 Oral Reading Fluency Accuracy Score (ORF-ACC): “The accuracy percentage 

is calculated by dividing the sum of words read correctly by the number of total words attempted 

(including errors) and multiplying by 100.” (University of Oregon, 2020b). 

DIBELS 8 Composite Score: “The DIBELS Composite Score is a combination of 

multiple DIBELS 8 subtest scores and provides the best overall estimate of the student’s early 

literacy skills and/or reading proficiency.” (University of Oregon, 2020b). 

Unconstrained Skills: Skills which are gathered through varied experiences rather than 

direct instruction (Snow & Matthews, 2016). 

South Carolina Teaching Standards (SCTS): A set of standards “designed to assess a 

teacher’s professional practice and is comprised of four domains: Instruction, Environment, 

Planning and Professionalism – each with indicators and specific descriptors that differentiate 

levels of performance. The new evaluation model is aligned to professional growth and 
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development. It is also being implemented in a thorough and thoughtful way. It will measure 

student growth based on student learning objectives (SLOs) which are designed and assessed at 

the local level using locally determined metrics.” (South Carolina Department of Education, 

2018) 

National Reading Panel: A panel made up of 14 leading scientists in reading research, 

college representatives, teachers, educational administrators, and parents, created by Congress in 

1997. This panel was tasked with assessing effectiveness of different approaches used to teach 

children to read (Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and Human 

Development, n.d.). 

The Matthew Effects: Regarding academic achievement, the Matthew effect is described 

as the “rich get richer and the poor get poorer”. In other words, children who start well, continue 

to do well and those who do not, are unlikely to make progress (Stonovich, 1986 & Walberg & 

Tsai, 1983). 

South Carolina Career Opportunity and Access for All Act: “A wide-ranging proposal 

that includes changes to standardized testing, increasing starting salaries for teachers and 

consolidating school districts with fewer than 1,000 students.” (Huff, 2019) 

Opportunity Gap: “the fact that the arbitrary circumstances in which people are born—

such as their race, ethnicity, ZIP code, and socioeconomic status—determine their opportunities 

in life, rather than all people having the chance to achieve to the best of their potential.” (Teach 

for America, 2018). 

Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD): “The difference between what a learner can do 

without help and what he or she can achieve with guidance and encouragement from a skilled 

partner.” (McLeod, 2019). 
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Code Emphasis: systematic phonics instruction (Stahl 2000). 

Meaning Emphasis: a whole language approach to reading (Stahl 2000). 

Sublexical Skills: the process where a reader can "sound out" a written word (Pikulski & 

Chard, 2005). 

Constrained Skills: Finite skills, like the 26 letters of the alphabet and their corresponding 

sounds (Snow & Matthew, 2016). 

Universal Preschool: Preschool education available to all children four years of age 

(Finn, 2010) 

Compensatory Education Programs: programs designed to support at-risk children of 

academic failure (Kamerman, 2006).   

The War on Poverty: As a commitment to end poverty declared by former President 

Lyndon B. Johnson in 1964, legislative framework was proposed to expand economic 

opportunity through anti-poverty, health, education, and employment policies (Center for 

American Progress, 2014). 

Head Start: “Head Start is a free program for young children from low-income families. 

Children who participate take part in fun activities which help develop educational and social 

skills. Children also receive nutritious meals, health care, and play in a supervised setting. Head 

Start programs strive to deliver quality services to children and their families. Head Start 

helps all children succeed.” (South Carolina State Head Start Association, n.d.). 

Compensatory Education Programs: programs designed to support at-risk children of 

academic failure (Kamerman, 2006).   

4K: “A State-funded prekindergarten for four-year-olds that serves children in the most 

at-risk category” (South Carolina Department of Education, n.d.)  
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Child Development Education Pilot Program (CDEP): Beginning in 2006, CDEP 

provided full-day early childhood education for at-risk children who were four years old by 

September 1 (South Carolina Department of Education, n.d.) 

Medicaid: “health coverage to millions of Americans, including eligible low-income 

adults, children, pregnant women, elderly adults and people with disabilities. Medicaid is 

administered by states, according to federal requirements. The program is funded jointly by 

states and the federal government.” (Medicaid.gov, n.d.). 

Education Improvement Act Child Development Program (EIA 4K): EIA 4K is a child 

development program “that was initiated in 1984 as part of a one-cent sales tax created to 

support public education projects.” (Friedman-Krauss, 2021).  

Child Early Reading Development and Education Program (CERDEP): South Carolina’s 

“second early education initiative, was created as a pilot program in 2006 and codified alongside 

the state’s Read to Succeed legislation (Act 284) in June 2014. Previously, the program was 

called the Child Development Education Pilot Program (CDEPP).” (Friedman-Krauss, 2021). 

South Carolina First Steps to School Readiness (First Steps): The state’s school readiness 

initiative (Friedman-Krauss, 2021). 

State(s) of Head Start: “The first report to describe and analyze in detail Head Start 

enrollment, funding, quality, and duration, state-by-state.” (National Institute for Early Education 

Research, n.d.) 

Targeted Preschool: “Programs at federal and state levels has been to offset the 

disadvantages associated with poverty that contribute to poor developmental outcomes and 

subsequent school failure.” (Barnett & Fuller, 2006). 
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Read to Succeed Act: “Act 284 (Read to Succeed) requires that a student must be retained 

in the third grade if the student fails to demonstrate reading proficiency at the end of third grade 

as indicated by scoring at the lowest achievement level on the state summative reading 

assessment SC READY.” (South Carolina Department of Education, n.d). 

Curriculum- Based Measurement (CBM): “Curriculum-based measurement (CBM) is an 

approach to measuring students’ academic growth along with evaluating the effectiveness of 

instruction in the classroom.” (Vanderbilt University, n.d.). 

Beginning of the Year DIBELS Assessment Window (BOY): DIBELS assessments given 

at the beginning of a school year (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

Title I: “The purpose of Title I, Part A of Public Law 107-110 is to enable schools to 

provide opportunities for children served to acquire the knowledge and skills contained in the 

challenging state content standards and to meet the challenging state performance standards 

developed for all children.” (South Carolina State Department of Education, n.d.). 

Individualized Education Program (IEP): A plan that “lays out the special education 

instruction, supports, and services a student with disability needs to thrive in school.” (Belsky, 

n.d). 

PowerSchool: “the leading student information system software solution for K-12 

educational institutions.” (PowerSchool, n.d.). 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis: “Confirmatory Factor Analysis is used for verification as 

long as you have a specific idea about what structure your data is or how many dimensions are in 

a set of variables.” (Statistics How To, n.d.). 

mCLASS: “mCLASS® is the gold-standard K–6 assessment and intervention suite for 

early literacy that helps every child learn to read confidently.” (Amplify, n.d.) 
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Amplify: “A pioneer in K–12 education since 2000, Amplify is a company leading the 

way in next-generation curriculum and assessment. All of Amplify’s programs provide teachers 

with powerful tools that help them understand and respond to the needs of every student.” 

(Amplify, n.d.).   

Assumptions, Limitations, Scope and Delimitations  

In this study, it is assumed all government-funded prekindergarten programs were of 

high-quality and the curriculum provided was aligned to state standards. It is also assumed 

testing administers of the DIBELS 8 assessment, a universal screener for reading, including the 

DIBELS 8 Oral Reading Fluency Words Read Correctly (ORF-WRC) and DIBELS 8 Oral 

Reading Fluency Accuracy (ORF-ACC) assessment followed appropriate testing guidelines and 

procedures in order to obtain an appropriate DIBELS 8 composite score ensuring the best overall 

estimate of the student’s early literacy skills. The assumption was made that the testing 

environment was conducive to testing for all first-grade students. The assumption was also made 

that the parents of the sample of students honestly and accurately completed the early childhood, 

race, and socioeconomic status portions of student registration in PowerSchool. PowerSchool is a 

student information system software used by the participating school district. The data pertaining 

to these categories were extracted from PowerSchool.  

 This quantitative study did not provide information about each prior teacher and their 

level of education. It did not determine all students who had preschool experiences were taught 

by a highly qualified educator. This study did not provide the level of literacy intervention 

provided to students in their current grade level or prior grade level. Another limitation for this 

quantitative study is the study did not take into consideration the classroom teacher’s evaluation 

status as designated by the South Carolina Teaching Standards (SCTS).  
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Significance of Study 

Since 2002, the SREB has initiated Challenge to Lead Goals and South Carolina did not 

meet the requirements intended for the early grades goal. The early grades goal requests for 90% 

of fourth graders to score at or above the basic level in reading and math on the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress, (NAEP), the nation’s report card, by 2020. This goal also 

called for the percentage of fourth graders who are at the proficient level to continue to make 

growth considering the proficient level is closely linked with college and career reediness 

(Southern Regional Education Board, 2018). According to Chall (1991), the fourth-grade slump 

is caused by the complexity of reading material. Fourth-grade readers must decipher the intense 

language and cognition demands and tougher reading skills (Chall 1991). Unconstrained skills 

are skills which are gathered through varied experiences rather than direct instruction. 

Vocabulary and background knowledge are examples of unconstrained skills. These skills are 

crucial for students in advanced elementary grades who encounter materials of wide ranges of 

topics and complexity (Snow & Matthews, 2016). 

 It is essential for children to read proficiently by the end of third grade (Southern 

Regional Education Board, 2018). Having the appropriate rate of oral reading fluency is an 

important step in achieving reading proficiency. When students learn to make reading imitate 

language by applying the appropriate expression, accuracy, and the appropriate rate, they can 

process written text fluently (Stahl & Kuhn, 2002). The National Reading Panel Report (2000) 

brought insight that fluency was the neglected aspect of reading. The report showcased the direct 

correlation between fluency and reading comprehension making researchers and practitioners 

emphasize the importance of developing oral reading fluency skills (National Institute of Child 

Health and Human Development, 2000; Hasbrouck & Tindal, 2006). Through this national 
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report, five critical components of reading were identified, with fluency being one of them 

(Pikulski & Chard, 2005). 

According to Stanovich (1986) and Walberg and Tsai (1983), the Matthew effects in 

academic achievement is described as the “rich get richer and the poor get poorer”. These 

mechanisms are implanted in the social and cognitive contexts of education.  In other words, 

children who start well, continue to do well and those who do not, are unlikely to make progress 

(Stonovich, 1986 & Walberg & Tsai, 1983). Stanovich (1986) focuses attention to the gap that is 

created between slow starters and fast starters, students who are exposed to text versus students 

who are exposed to far less text as their same-aged peers (Stonovich, 1986). Students from a 

lower socioeconomic status have lower exposure to print-rich environments and literacy 

experiences (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003). Struggling reader’s lack of exposure and practice delays the 

development of word recognition and automaticity, which leads to dysfluent readers where 

meaning is hindered (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997).   

Gender disparities are universal and are of severe magnitude. Females outperform males 

on assessments and show faster growth in reading achievement. Gender gaps in reading persist 

through elementary school and into the college years making research conducted on gender gaps 

significant (Daly & Corcoran, 2019). Standardized reading assessments have been composed of 

multiple choice and constructed-response items. These assessment items require more developed 

skills in understanding and interpreting texts of high text complexities (Marks, 2008). With 

recent progression towards an increased composition of constructed response items, and knowing 

that males, regardless of age, income, race or ethnicity, perform weaker in this area due to lack 

of productive language skills, the cause of and cure for gender gaps in academic achievement is 

an educational problem worth investigating (Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015; Nichols-Besel et al., 
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2018). The lack of motivation to read and lower academic achievement in reading is an 

enormous concern for policymakers and practitioners (Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015). 

Legislators in South Carolina proposed an Education Reform Bill. This bill, the South 

Carolina Career Opportunity and Access for All Act, a wide-ranging educational proposal, 

included a section that requested school districts to submit a plan on how the district will 

increase the number of government-funded 4K programs (South Carolina Career Opportunity 

and Access for All Act, 2019). The southern states, defined by the SREB, are leading the nation 

in prekindergarten enrollment and research has shown children who attend a highly qualified 

prekindergarten program benefit greatly (Southern Regional Education Board, 2020). 

Examining the different types of government-funded prekindergarten programs and the 

impacts they have on reading readiness could potentially support the need for the increase of 

highly qualified prekindergarten programs in elementary schools in South Carolina. The research 

conducted in the study will add to the gap of knowledge as to why South Carolina students are 

enrolling in prekindergarten programs but are not preforming well on NAEP’ assessments in the 

early grades. Also, with a gap of research conducted on oral reading fluency in the primary 

grades (Speech and Ritchey, 2005), the findings from this study will aid in filling in the gap of 

literature concerning oral reading fluency and how it impacts first-grade student’s reading 

success. 

Conclusion  

This intent of this study is to understand the correlation between socioeconomic status, 

race, and preschool experience and the oral reading fluency of first-grade students in a school 

district in northeastern portion of South Carolina. Oral reading fluency has not historically 

received as much attention as reading comprehension. Research and theory suggest expert 
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instruction and teacher guidance is essential to some students in assistance to progressing 

through the stages of reading development, to become a fluent reader (Pikulski & Chard, 2005). 

There is a gap in research fostering the transition between decoding and fluency (Stahl & Kuhn, 

2002). 

Achievement, opportunity, and gender gaps exist in the educational world. Closing the 

achievement and opportunity gap, (arbitrary circumstances which determine opportunities) 

between students of racial and ethnic groups and student from low SES households will be at the 

forefront of educators and policymaker’s agendas due to the emphasis lead by the 2020 

Challenge to Lead Goals for Education (Southern Regional Education Board, 2020). Regardless 

of socioeconomic status, race or ethnicity, gender gaps exist in reading (Nichols-Besel et al., 

2018). Closing the gender gap in reading is an enormous concern for policymakers and 

practitioners (Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015). 

As the southern states, defined by the SREB, are leading the nation regarding 

government-funded preschool education, our state assessment scores, are not up to standards 

(Southern Regional Education Board, 2020). Education reform has become a priority of many 

policy and policy maker’s agendas in the recent years, including the announcement of the South 

Carolina Career Opportunity and Access for All Act in 2019 (South Carolina Career Opportunity 

and Access for All Act, 2019). Research shows children who attend preschool have a lessened 

chance of receiving special education services and retention while having a greater chance of 

graduating high school and attending a four-year college program (Southern Education 

Foundation, 2010). Preschool education has been a topic of discussion in order to meet goal 

number one of the SREB’s Challenge to Lead 2020 Goals, which all children entering school 
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will exhibit the knowledge and the social and developmental skills needed for success in first 

grade (Southern Regional Education Board, 2016; Southern Regional Education Board, 2020).  

 In chapter two, a literature review was conducted to understand the theoretical framework 

which supports this research. During chapter two, the history of early child education and 

reading was examined. Chapter two contains an analysis of literature concerning the topics such 

as impacting education such as environmental factors, preschool education, and current federal 

and state legislation while spotlighting the importance of oral reading fluency and access to 

government-funded preschool programs in South Carolina. Chapter three will discuss the 

research design, assessment instruments and methodology chosen for this quantitative, causal-

comparative research study and showcases the correlation between socioeconomic status, race, 

gender, and preschool enrollment and the oral reading fluency of the first-grade students. Lastly, 

chapter three will cover the data collection and data analysis plan conducted for this causal-

comparative research study. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

There is a substantial amount of research which outlines educational topics such as 

socioeconomic status, the achievement and opportunity gap, gender in reading, and the effect of 

preschool education. There is also research spotlighting the importance of oral reading fluency 

and how it impacts reading comprehension in the later stages of reading development (Fuchs at 

el 2001). While previous studies offer valuable insight, there are still gaps in literature providing 

the correlation between race, socioeconomic status, and preschool enrollment, and the oral 

reading fluency of students in the primary grades.   

Chapter two provides information found in the literature regarding the theoretical 

frameworks supporting the stages of learning how to read, importance of oral reading fluency, 

and how children learn best through Vygotsky’s theory of social constructivism. This chapter 

examines the history of early childhood education, while analyzing current federal and state 

legislation. Also included in this literature review is an analysis of research conducted on the 

topics such as the history of reading instruction and early childhood education, impacts of oral 

reading fluency and preschool education, environmental factors impacting education, and an 

investigation of the current state of government funded preschool programs in South Carolina. 

The search strategy for this study included the organization of literature using a literature 

matrix. The literature matrix helped organize the source, relevancy, and methodology which in 

turn, led to the guidance of the used key words searched in databases. Keywords used, but not 

limited to were: oral reading fluency, preschool education, preschool legislation, elementary 

school, the achievement gap, the opportunity gap, and DIBELS 8. These key terms were 

searched on databases such as ProQuest, ERIC, Education Week, and PsycINFO. Peer-reviewed 

journal articles, state and federal legislations, and NIEER and SREB annual reports were sources 
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of information included. Relevant sources were identified dating from 1970’s to the present. 

Most sources were published within the last 10 years. Relevant, older sources were included to 

provide prospective of the history and theory of early childhood education. 

Theoretical Framework 

Vygotsky’s Social Constructivism 

 Lev Vygotsky was a social scientist and practitioner who through educational research in 

the classroom setting, devised the social constructivist theory. This theory shaped the 

development of the constructivist movement (Jaramillo, 1996). Vygotsky’s (1930s) social 

constructivist theory showcases how social experiences shape thinking and interpretation of the 

world, and how cognition occurs in social settings. (Jaramillo, 1996). His theory spotlights the 

revolution of socially collective experiences into internalized processes (John-Steiner & Mahn, 

1996).  Based on Vygotsky’s theory, psychological phenomena develop from social interaction 

and is established by social relationships and artifacts (Liu & Chen, 2010).  

Children enter school systems at diverse places socially, behaviorally, and academically. 

According to Vygotsky (2020), three basic factors create these discrepancies. The factors 

combined establish the child’s real age. The three basic factors are heredity, environment, and 

chronological age. Vygotsky outlines that a child’s environment influences development. The 

environment can delay or accelerate discrepancies between children’s real age and chronological 

age (Vygotskiĭ, 2020). The development of the child has been determined by factors that are 

heterogeneous and combined into two groups, biological and social factors. Although both 

factors are intertwined, the social environment impacts the process of child development and 

plays an enormous role of the child’s physical development (Vygotskiĭ, 2020). The dependance 

of caregivers transmitting experiences is where human development is initiated as prior 
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knowledge activates the construction of knowledge (John-Steiner & Mahn, 1996 & Liu & Chen, 

2010).  

Vygotsky was an advocate for early experiences in a classroom setting. Through learning 

experiences and interactions with hands-on manipulatives, peers, and educators, he sought to 

determine how students used social experiences to make sense of themselves and their world 

(Jaramillo, 1996). Vygotsky believed the increase in human cognition was directly associated to 

social interaction (Nardo, 2021). The learner must interpret their social experiences through 

active and interesting hands-on activities which are at a level just above their current level of 

competence, with scaffolds provided by the teacher or peer (Jaramillo, 1996). Classroom 

collaboration exhibits knowledge transformation (John-Steiner & Mahn, 1996). This is termed 

the Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) (Jaramillo, 1996). The ZPD facilitates continued 

learning and motivation among students and is one of the most well-known educational concepts 

of Vygotsky (Nardo, 2021). 

Literacy acquisition became an essential concern for Vygotsky’s theory. He analyzed the 

relation between literacy and cognitive development and observed the role literacy played in the 

transformation of school-aged children’s learning. He believed teaching of literacy should have a 

natural progression and should be developed collaboratively in a community of learners, not 

independently. (John-Steiner & Mahn, 1996). Vygotsky had the perspective that learners 

construct meaning from creating, inventing, interpreting, analyzing, and developing one’s own 

meaning and knowledge to discover their own learning (Liu & Chen, 2010).  

 The Vygotsky approach to high-quality preschool programs would include three 

constructs: Cultural Historical Theory of Development, play, and the concept of amplification. 

Cultural historical theory includes the history of human development, the complexity between 
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natural development that is determined biologically and cultural development. Cultural 

development is sustained by the interaction with other people. Vygotsky considered interaction 

between children and their social environment the basic source of development. Scaffolding 

would be established to provide support needed for children to rise to the challenge of new social 

situations. Although children must adjust to the new social situations in the moment, attending 

preschool would allow for a smoother transition by developing underlying competencies or 

developments and providing foundations for future competencies. (Bodrova & Leong, 2005). 

 The main point Vygotsky was communicating was high-quality preschool programs 

promote development rather than learning (Bodrova & Leong, 2005; Nardo, 2021). The 

promotion of development transpires by amplifying learning through age-appropriate activities 

including play as the leading activity, promotes teacher and student interactions scaffolding 

development, implements standards and guidelines, and emphasizes underlying competencies to 

help children in the later grades (Bodrova & Leong, 2005). A key component to Vygotsky’s 

educational implications remained that educational practices should aim to facilitate historical 

experiences and collaborative activities (Nardo, 2021).  

Chall’s Stages of Reading 

 Upon completion of Jeanne Chall’s 1983 book, Learning to Read: The Great Debate, and 

many years of clinical work with children failing to learn to read, Jeanne Chall initiated an 

interest in reading development. After intensive reading of developmental theories, Chall 

outlined and proposed six stages of reading development. The six stages begin with stage zero, 

the pre-reading stage, occurring from six months old through six years old through stage 5, the 

construction and reconstruction stage, which begins at age eighteen years of age and beyond 

(Chall, 1996). To view a summary of each stage, please refer to Figure 1. Chall (1996) developed 
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ten hypotheses used for developing the scheme. She showcases how the stages of reading 

development resembles Piaget’s stages of cognition and language development, how reading is a 

form of problem solving, how the progression of stages depended on interactions with the 

environment, and how reaching proposed reading stages would add dimension to standardized 

and norm-references testing. Chall (1996) also advocated for basic measures of reading 

efficiency as eye movements, eye-voice span, and rate. She characterized growth by successfully 

reading more complex texts and the more inferential, critical, response of the reader. To master a 

stage of reading development the reader must demonstrate the techniques and habits and exhibit 

the extent of prior knowledge needed to understand the material as characterized by each stage. 

Lastly, Chall hypothesized the attitude of the reader has a direct connection to the attitude of the 

reader’s family, culture, and school (Chall, 1996).  

 



27 

 Figure 1 

Chall’s Stages of Reading Development 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: Adapted from Jeanne S. Chall, Stages of Reading Development. N.Y.: McGraw-Hill Book Company. 198
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The two stages of reading development pertaining to this study are stage one, the initial 

reading or decoding stage, and stage two, the confirmation and fluency stage. During stage zero, 

the initial reading and decoding stage, readers learn the set of letters and associating them with 

their corresponding sounds and uses. The change than occurs during stage zero is the insight 

gained about print, and the system of spelling and alphabetic language. This stage emerges 

between the ages of six and seven. (Chall, 1996). 

Stage two, the confirmation and fluency stage, occurs at age seven and eight. This stage 

consolidates the learning that takes place in stage one. During stage two, not a considerable 

amount of new information is gained, the reader confirms what they already know by showing 

concentration on the printed words. The new information gained pertains to advances phonetic 

patters and generalizations. Throughout this stage, readers gain confidence and become 

courageous in using the skills they have acquired to gain speed and fluency (Chall, 1996).  

Chall (1996) shared students who falter at this stage typically continue to experience 

failure throughout their school career. Success in this stage requires opportunity and exposure to 

many familiar books. A greater amount of practice and immersion leads to a better development 

of fluency. Children of a low socioeconomic status suffer at this stage due to the lack of ability 

of the parent to financially provide these experiences and materials. The loss of emotionally 

confirming responses that reading and literature matters is something lost (Chall, 1996).   

History of Reading Instruction 

 The educational pendulum concerning reading instruction has swung back and forth for 

decades. Reading instruction has swung between code emphasis (systematic phonics instruction), 

known to Chall as the rational view, and meaning emphasis (whole language), recognized by 

Chall as the romantic view. The rational view reflects an increase in academic achievement to be 
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the purpose of teaching and embraces mastery learning, direct and effective instruction. The 

romantic view echoes the self-actualizing of the child as the purpose of teaching and is infused 

with love and hope (Stahl 2000).  

  Reading instruction based on code emphasis can be dated as far back as the colonial 

period to the early 1900’s. It was not until traditional educational practices were questioned in 

the 1920’s, when progressive education begun, and meaning emphasis reading instruction 

emerged (Chall, 1997). The pendulum swung back to code emphasis for reading instruction after 

the publication of the first edition of Chall’s (1967) book, Learning to Read: The Great Debate. 

This book included a collection of culminating research from 1900-1960 from laboratories, 

classrooms, and clinics. It stated reading instruction based on code-emphasis yielded better 

results than meaning-emphasis, especially for at-risk children (Chall, 1997). The publication of 

the second edition of Chall’s (1983) book, Learning to Read: The Great Debate compiled 

educational research from 1967-1983 and concluded research supporting code emphases was 

even stronger. Despite the results of Chall’s (1983) research and the NAEP findings of fourth 

grade reading improvement, reading instruction swayed back towards meaning-emphasis in 

1980’s through the middle of the 1990’s through the method of whole language. Whole language 

is tied to the romantic view of educating. The interconnecting of child development and the love 

of children and reading is merged with problem solving and creativity. The state of California 

was one of the first followers of the whole language movement. It was not until California’s 

fourth graders fell to nearly the bottom of the ranking in the United States on the NAEP that 

there was a return to explicit teaching of phonics, while including aspects of whole language 

(Chall, 1997). 
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Reading is the first importance of education (Chall, 1997). Subsequently, it attracts 

diverse viewpoints and individuals desire their viewpoints to be heard. Thus, every ten to fifteen 

years, the focus of reading instruction can be expected to shift between code emphasis and 

meaning emphasis. Chall (1997) spotlights code emphasis and meaning emphasis can be tied to 

liberal and conservative politics. The liberal position tends to side with meaning emphasis while 

the conservative position sides with code emphasis. Therefore, one can assume with any shift of 

political power, the educational pendulum will shift as well. Educators must learn the history of 

reading instruction to avoid repeating previous errors (Chall, 1997). 

Oral Reading Fluency 

According to the National Reading Panel (2000), a panel made up of 14 leading scientists 

in reading research, the theory of learning how to read is composed of a five-factor model 

including phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (National 

Reading Panel, 2000). Figure 2 explains each of the five pillars of early literacy. Oral reading 

fluency is defined as the speed and accuracy of a text read out-loud, as well as the reciprocal 

nature of the relation between word reading and comprehension (Speece & Ritchey, 2005; Kuhn 

et al., 2010). There are three components to oral reading fluency. Speed, the rate in which one 

reads, accuracy, and expression (Piloneita, 2012). Figure 3 describes the three components of 

oral reading fluency.  
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Figure 1 

Five Pillars of Early Literacy Poster 

 

Note: Adapted from National Reading Panel’s Teaching children to read: An evidence 

based assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications for reading 

instruction: Reports of the subgroups, 2000.  From 

https://www.nichd.nih.gov/sites/default/files/publications/pubs/nrp/Documents/report.pdf 

https://www.nichd.nih.gov/sites/default/files/publications/pubs/nrp/Documents/report.pdf
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Figure 2 

What is Fluency? 

 

Note: from National Center on Improving Literacy. (n.d.). Fluency with Text. Retrieved 

November 20, 2021, from https://improvingliteracy.org/brief/fluency-text  

 

https://improvingliteracy.org/brief/fluency-text
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The complex process of orally reading includes both linguistic and cognitive challenges. 

In order to become a competent reader, one must read text effortlessly, with expression and the 

appropriate rate. Oral reading fluency is a critical skill required to produce proficient and motivated 

readers (Hadbrouck & Tindal, 2006). According to Pikulski and Chard (2005), the complex 

interaction of language, sensory perception, memory, and motivation are descriptors for successful 

reading. Fluent readers must identify words or decode while simultaneously construct meaning of 

a text. Failure to transition to a fluent reader will result in difficulties in constructing meaning from 

text (Stahl & Kuhn, 2002).  

Children who are considered school age, arrive with a varied understanding of language 

and early literacy exposure. The wide range of initial reading skills make growth rate in critical 

reading skills, such as oral reading fluency, an early predictor of reading success in the future 

grades (Kim et al., 2010). It has been reported that some of the best predictors of oral reading 

fluency in first grade were phonological awareness and letter-sound fluency (Speece & Ritchey, 

2005). Knowledge of sublexical skills (sounding out), letter naming, letter-sound fluency, occurs 

during early childhood or pre-kindergarten programs. The inclusion of the child’s earliest 

experiences with concepts of print and phonology becomes necessary in the deep view of 

fluency. Language skills, phonemic awareness, identifying letter forms, and effective decoding 

skills, are the foundation of oral reading fluency (Pikulski & Chard, 2005). Readers move from 

the emergent stage where they depend on memory and the context, to slowly decoding 

accurately, to constructing text to sound like speech (Stahl & Kuhn, 2002). The deep construct of 

oral reading fluency views fluency as a reciprocal, developmental process which bridges 

decoding skills and comprehension (Pikulski & Chard, 2005; Klauda & Guthrie, 2008). As word 
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recognition becomes automatic, the rate of reading orally increases, which fosters reading 

comprehension (Rasinski, 2017).  

The goal of learning how to read is being able to read to learn, to comprehend. A number 

of theories define comprehension as understanding and making inferences from the text while 

interpreting vocabulary (Hosp & Suchey, 2014). Comprehension occurs when a reader can 

decode words automatically and then able to process meaning (Shinn & Good, 1992). A large-

scale data analysis was conducted by the National Assessment of Educational Progress in 

Reading. The result of the data analysis showed a strong correlation between fluency and 

comprehension (Pinnell, G. S.,1995). Fluency and comprehension foster one another in a 

reciprocal relationship (Pikulski & Chard, 2005). Comprehension of the text will be impaired for 

dysfluent students. Dysfluent readers read excessively slow and laborious (Schwanenflugel, 

2006). 

On the contrary, according to Hadbrouck & Tindal (2006), oral reading should not be the 

main goal of reading instruction. Although fluency scores can be valuable in making 

instructional decisions, fluency is only one of the essential skills needs to become a competent 

reader. Practitioners must see fluency as a deep construct. A surface view of oral reading fluency 

can lead to inappropriate practices such as urging students to read faster (Pikulski & Chard, 

2005). The renewed attention to oral reading fluency suggests an overemphasis on fluency 

instruction. This results in the focus of speed reading rather than comprehension (Piloneta, 

2012). Oral passage reading is one instructional strategy used to measure the oral reading fluency 

rate of students. While oral reading fluency rate has a direct correlation to comprehension, 

educators must be careful when using passages as the only measure of the ability to comprehend. 

Paris et al. (2005) questioned the use of oral passage reading. Oral passage reading can impact 
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reading deficits other than lack of comprehension and can influence inadequate prior knowledge, 

poor vocabulary, and motivational issues which all affect a reader’s ability to comprehend 

(Spurious and Genuine Correlates of Children’s Reading Comprehension, 2005). 

Environmental Factors 

Reading in the early grades consists of learning constrained skills and unconstrained 

skills. Constrained skills are finite, like the 26 letters of the alphabet and their corresponding 

sounds. Unconstrained skills are skills which gradually are acquired through experiences such as 

vocabulary and background knowledge. Unconstrained skills are more difficult to teach inside 

the classroom and are strongly predicted by socioeconomic status, or the children’s parents’ level 

of education. Both constrained and unconstrained skills are weaker in children of a low 

socioeconomic status, with unconstrained skills showing a greater and more persistent deficit 

(Snow & Matthews, 2016). Figure 4 showcases the constrained and unconstrained early literacy 

skills.  
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Figure 3 

Constrained and Unconstrained Early Literacy Skills 

 

Note: Reprinted from “Reading and Language in the Early Grades,” by C. E. Snow & T. J. 

Matthews, 2016, The Future of Children. Copyright 2016 by The Future of Children, a 

collaboration of the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton 

University and the Brookings Institution. 

 

 

 

According to many studies, different groups of preschoolers benefit from early child 

education differently than others. The achievement gap between children of poverty and middle-

income children is substantial (Welsh, 2010). Children who come from homes lacking in literacy 

activities which ground the student in reading success can be significantly helped by 

participating in a school environment where such experiences are found (Snow & Matthews, 

2016). The preschool years are a critical period of the development of processes and children of 
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low-income families who attend prekindergarten could lessen school readiness disparities 

(Welsh, 2010). Morgan (2019) shared it would be harder and costlier to close the achievement 

gap between low and middle-income children after the preschool years and without a universal 

prekindergarten program, (eligibility for all children), the larger academic achievement gap will 

occur. Reardon and Portilla (2017) examined gaps by income and found the gaps measured by 

cognitive skills was very large between low-income, family income at the 10th percentile of the 

income distribution, and high-income, family income at the 90th percentile, students (Duke 

University, 2017). Welsh (2010) argues manipulation of phonemes, letter recognition, and 

knowing letter sounds later predicts reading achievement (Welsh, 2010). Snow and Matthews 

(2016) spotlight the differences in language and literacy development within socioeconomically 

diverse early childhood classrooms. Substantial social class differences in literacy-related skill 

are visible before most children enter the preschool setting (Snow & Matthews, 2016).  

Gender and Reading 

Gender consists of social and cultural aspects (Nichols-Besel at el., 2018). When 

researching gender gaps, researchers can take a biological perspective or a sociopsychological 

perspective. Some attributes revolving around the biological perspective include gender 

differences to the role of the X chromosome, brain differences in lateralization, and metabolic 

and hormonal differences. Attributes encompassing the sociopsychological perspective, the 

perspective taken by educational researchers, include gender differences that pertain to the 

context of home, school, and within the community (Ma, 2008). 

Throughout Unites States history, gender gaps are noticeable in academic achievement. 

Gender stereotypes, the role of the parent and their beliefs and practices, and the role of the 

teacher are explained as the contributors to gender gaps in academic achievement (Ma, 2008; 
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Robinson & Lubienski, 2011). Gender gaps, specifically in reading, have increased over time 

(Marks, 2008). Other contributors to gender gaps in reading are intrinsic motivation, students’ 

attitudes, self-confidence, and changes in testing material (Marks, 2008; Robinson & Lubienski, 

2011; Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015). 

 School context and school climate are two variables that are classified as factors that 

contribute to gender gaps. The nature of the relationships between the student and teacher and 

resources available describes the school context. The school climate pertains to the organization 

of instruction, academic expectations held by principal and teachers, leadership style of the 

principal, typical classroom practices, and the decision-making process of the school (Ma, 2008).  

 Crucial to facilitating teaching and learning is the ability to self-regulate attention and 

emotion, possessing self- control (Blair & Raver, 2015). A student demonstrating self-control 

will voluntarily regulate their impulses to accomplish a task or goal. Vital to school readiness, 

students must be able to accomplish tasks such as sitting still, paying attention, take turns, follow 

simple directions, and not be disruptive to others (Daly & Corcoran, 2019). Mastery of self-

control may foster reading achievement by inhibiting disruptive behavior which will maintain 

positive student-teacher relations and enabling students to focus on the vocabulary, language 

instruction, and staying on task (Daly & Corcoran, 2019; Duckworth et al., 2019) Gender 

differences regarding self-control favor females and may be an answer to the gender gap in 

reading achievement (Else-Quest et al., 2006).  

 Research showcases males have fewer positive attitudes towards reading, have poorer 

intrinsic motivation to read, and place less value on reading (Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015; 

Hochweber & Vieluf, 2018). Students who are low achievers have a higher dependence on 

learning within the classroom due to the lack of support and reading stimulation received at 
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home. Educational processes including the learning that takes place within the classroom serves 

as a vital role in children’s learning to read (Hochweber & Vieluf, 2018).  

Three dimensions of teacher quality have been examined which shape gender differences 

in reading: classroom structure, cognitive activation, and teacher support. Classroom structure is 

defined as the clarity and pace of a lesson. Low reading achievers benefit from high clarity and 

adequate pacing. Since an increased number of males fall in the low achieving category in 

reading, effective classroom structure may help reduce the gender gap in reading. Cognitive 

activation occurs when hand-on, inquiry-based instructional strategies are incorporated in 

learning. Although this has not been associated with reading, it has proven to be beneficial for 

males in other areas of academics and can be related to learning gains in multiple domains 

(Hochweber & Vieluf, 2018). Teacher support is defined as the establishment of a positive 

teacher-student relationship. According to Hamre and Pianta (2001), males benefited more in 

academic outcomes and disciplinary infractions when a positive teacher-student relationship was 

made as early as kindergarten.  

History of Early Childhood Education 

 In the United States, childcare centers and nursery schools were established in the 1830s. 

Due to the national interest in early childhood development, a significant expansion of both 

childcare centers and nursery schools occurred in the mid-1960s through the early 1970s. 

Compensatory education programs which were developed for at-risk children, were a focus 

because attention was focused on disadvantaged children during what was called The War on 

Poverty (Kamerman, 2006). The War on Poverty was a commitment to end poverty given by 

former President Lyndon B. Johnson in 1964. A proposal of a legislative framework was 
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specified to expand economic opportunity through anti-poverty, health, education, and 

employment policies (Center for American Progress, 2014).  

The Head Start program was formed in 1965 with a goal to break the failure cycle low-

income families faced. Head Start gave disadvantaged children, health care, social services, a 

place to learn, and it provided entry into school on an equal academic level as their same-aged 

peers who were considered more affluent. The Head Start program continues to grow through the 

1980s and 1990s. The focus then transitioned from social competence to quality and school 

readiness. During this time, performance standards were developed, and teacher qualifications 

were raised. Most recently, research showed how quality and duration of services made a 

difference in 2016 (Barnett & Friedman-Krauss, 2016). 

In 1984, Half-Day Child Development Program called 4K, was initiated in South 

Carolina. This was an educational program offered to high-risk 4-year-olds who met a specific 

criterion from a list of risk factors determined by the state. Some of these risk factors were 

history of foster care, homelessness, and low-income. In 2006, The Child Development 

Education Pilot Program was established. The eligibility for this program which was designed 

for at-risk four-year-old children consisted of receiving free and reduced lunch, recipient of 

Medicaid, (Government assisted health coverage), or having a documented developmental delay 

(National Institute for Early Childhood Research, n.d.). 

Current State of State and Federal Funded Preschool Education in South Carolina 

In order to qualify as a state preschool program, program funding must be controlled and 

directed by the state. The program must serve children of preschool age and must reach at least 

1% of the state’s 4-year-old population. The primary focus of a state funded preschool must be 

early childhood education and must be offered to children for a minimum of two days per week. 
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Although state-funded preschools may offer services to students with special needs, the 

programs are not primarily designed for this purpose (Friedman-Krauss, 2021). 

The state of South Carolina has two state-funded preschool programs, the Education 

Improvement Act Child Development Program (EIA 4K), and the public/private Child Early 

Reading Development and Education Program (CERDEP). CERDEP is co-administered in 

private and public settings by South Carolina’s state school readiness initiative, South Carolina 

First Steps to School Readiness (Friedman-Krauss, 2021). South Carolina honors one federally 

funded preschool program, Head Start. (National Institute for Early Education Research, n.d.). 

Age and income are two qualifying factors for eligibility in participating in a state or federally 

funded pre-K. In South Carolina, other eligibility policies include: 

 Child with a disability or developmental delay 

 Low parent education 

 History of abuse, neglect, or family violence 

 Homelessness or unstable housing 

 Home language other than English 

 Parental substance abuse 

 Risk that child will not be ready for kindergarten 

 Teen parent 

 Low birth weight or other child health risk 

 Child history of foster care 

 Parent on active military duty (Friedman-Krauss, 2021). 

Due to access to state-funded preschool programs, resources, and quality, disparities in 

access to high-quality state-funded preschool has grown. As compared from 2002 to 2017, 
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NIEER’s State Preschool Yearbook, (2017), highlights access and resources have improved, 

while quality has declined. In 2016-17, and noted in Figure 5, the percentage of four-year-old 

children enrolled in a state-funded preschool was 40.6%. South Carolina had met six out of the 

ten current quality standards and seven out of ten new quality standards (Bennett & Friedman-

Krauss, 2017).  

 

Figure 4 

Enrollment in Publicly Funded Pre-K Programs 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: From the National Institute for Early Education Research’s “The State of Preschool 

Yearbook 2017,” by W. S. Barnett & A. H. Friedman-Krauss, 2017.  

  

 



43 

 NIEER later released their most recent comprehensive report, The State of 

Preschool 2020. On a national level, NIEER presented five facts about preschool. The five facts 

showcased in their report were: 

1. Growth in state-funded preschool had slowed, even before the pandemic.  

2. The pandemic imposed huge setbacks on pre-K, reversing recent progress. 

3. Progress among states has been uneven. Some states have moved forward, some have 

stagnated, and some have declined in access, standards, and funding.  

4. Most states spend too little per child to support high-quality, full day pre-K. Few 

states are reaching all their children 

5. Now is the time for a renewed commitment to high-quality pre-K for all beginning 

with those in the lowest income families (Friedman-Krauss, 2021) 

According to NIEER’s preschool yearbook (2020), South Carolina has a pre-K 

enrollment of 29,007 students with 100% of school districts offering state funded per-K 

programs. The percent of South Carolina’s 4-year-old population enrolled in pre-K is 47% and 

6% of the state’s 4-year-old population is enrolled in Head Start, South Carolina’s federally 

funded pre-K. South Carolina met seven out of the 10 quality standard benchmarks. The three 

standards that are not yet met are teacher degree, assistant teacher degree, and screening and 

referral. In order to meet the quality standards benchmark for the three areas that South Carolina 

is lacking, classroom teachers must hold a bachelor’s degree, assistant teachers must hold a CDA 

or an equivalency, and vision, hearing, health screenings and a referral are needed for each 

student (Friedman-Krauss, 2021). To view the 2020 preschool profile for South Carolina, please 

refer to Figure 6.   
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Figure 5 

Preschool Profile of the State of South Carolina 

 

 



45 

 

Note: From the National Institute for Early Education Research’s “The State of Preschool 

Yearbook 2017,” by W. S. Barnett & A. H. Friedman-Krauss, 2017.  
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Head Start is a federally funded, national preschool education program which began 

serving low-income children and families in 1964. Even though this is a national program, due to 

access, funding per child, teacher education, quality, and duration, there is a varied number of 

services offered. Nationally, services offered by Head Start varies by state and adequate funding 

allocated by Congress is needed to ensure increased enrollment, high-quality programs, and the 

employment of high-quality teachers who are paid appropriately. According to NIEER’s State(s) 

of Head Start Report, a report detailing a state-by state description of Head Start enrollment, 

funding, quality, and duration, enrollment in Head Start programs decreased between 2007 and 

2015. The percentage of students in poverty that are serves by Head Start is less than 40%. The 

enrollment of children of poverty varies from state to state from 7% to 100% (Barnett & 

Friedman-Krauss, 2016).   

South Carolina Head Start scored above the benchmark quality score for providing proper 

emotional support but scored lower in the areas of instructional support and classroom 

organization. The percentage of teachers who hold a bachelor’s degree of higher in South 

Carolina is 67% (Barnett & Friedman-Krauss, 2016). To view an overview of Head Start for the 

state of South Carolina, please refer to Figures 7 and 8.   
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Figure 6 

Head Start Overview for the State of South Carolina 

 

Note: From the National Institute for Early Education Research’s “The State(s) of Head Start,” 

by W. S. Barnett & A. H. Friedman-Krauss, 2016.  
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Figure 7 

Head Start Staff Information 

 

Note: From the National Institute for Early Education Research’s “The State of Preschool 

Yearbook 2017,” by W. S. Barnett & A. H. Friedman-Krauss, 2016.  
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Universal Preschool versus Targeted Preschool 

Researchers argue whether preschool education should be universal, available to all, or 

targeted, where enrollment is based on a specific criterion and is more individualized based on 

student needs. There are points to support each stance. Finn (2010) outlines preschool education 

should be targeted because there are a variety of forms of preschool available to children, only 

students with the greatest need should be targeted, academic standards are not clearly defined 

and results-based assessment and its alignment to curricula is queasy (Finn, 2010). Targeted 

preschool can close the academic achievement gap between low-income and middle-income 

students, while making it easier for low-income parents to become employed (Finn, 2010).   

The counterpart to this argument spotlights everyone benefits from universal preschool, 

including middle-class because of the affordability of private preschool. Also, low-income 

students can benefit from interactions with middle-class students (Duke University, 2017). If 

every child can benefit from universal preschool, should it become a constitutional right? A 

report prepared by Rebell and Wolff (2017) of the Center for Educational Equity explain their 

reasoning behind their belief that universal preschool should be a constitutional right. Rebell and 

Wolff (2017) showcases a strong research base which proves all children can benefit and be 

successful from universal preschool. Targeted children obtain improved access and academic 

benefits from learning from and gaining support from peers. They argue universal programs gain 

more political and public support while the economic returns are significant. Children who have 

access to universal preschool are less likely to need remedial or special education services, have 

a lesser chance of retention which results in savings to the public-school system (Rebell et al., 

2017).  
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Federal and State Legislation 

 Early childhood education has been an ever-changing government interest since 1964, 

with the initiation of the Head Start Program. Former President Barack Obama prioritized 

preschool education in 2013 during his State of the Union Address. At the top of Mr. Obama’s 

education agenda lived early childhood learning (Samuels, 2013). Obama planned to build a 

federal-state partnership which enticed states to participate, which would expand access to 

preschool education for low-income and middle-income students. Although offering incentives 

to motivate states to offer universal pre-kindergarten was part of this initiative, quality preschool 

education was the focal point (Klein, 2013). State legislators would welcome the federal funds if 

each state would be able to keep autonomy since most states already have a plan in place which 

addresses the need for additional support in early childhood education (Samuels, 2013). Former 

South Carolina Governor, Nikki Haley, signed a bill into action, Read to Succeed Act, which had 

a long-term goal of improving student’s reading levels in hopes of all students becoming 

proficient readers by the end of third grade in South Carolina (The South Carolina State 

Department of Education, n.d.). In Haley’s attempts to obtain this goal, Haley planned to 

eventually expand full-day kindergarten and prekindergarten for at-risk 4-year-olds and 

implement early intervention programs for struggling readers (Smith, 2014).  

 The SREB’s Challenge to Lead 2020 Goals for Education lends itself to a perfect 

connection to The Obama Administration’s education agenda, South Carolina’s Read to Succeed 

Act, and the research conducted in this action research study. The first Challenge to Lead 2020 

Goal encompasses all children entering school will exhibit knowledge and the social and 

developmental skills needed for success in first grade (Lord, 2016). In 2018, the SREB released a 

“Looking Closer” report which gave a detailed description of South Carolina’s progression 
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towards the Challenge to Lead 2020 Goals. South Carolina continues to need improvement in 

fourth grade reading and math achievement and closing the achievement gap in academic 

outcomes related to household income (Gagne and Lord, 2018). The most recent bill, the 

Education Reform Bill, brought forth by South Carolina lawmakers, included a section regarding 

submitting a plan to increase the number of enrolled students into government-funded 4K 

programs (Education Reform Bill, 2019). Preschool education is currently still at the forefront of 

state and federal legislation which supports the research conducted in this research (Gagne and 

Lord, 2018; Klein, 2013; National Institute for Early Education Research, n.d.; Samuels, 2013; 

The South Carolina State Department of Education, n.d.). 

Impacts of Preschool Education 

 Over the years, research has shown there are many positive and some negative impacts of 

preschool education. According to the SREB, there is an abundance of data which supports early 

childhood education ensures readiness, reduces retention, and promotes achievement. The SREB 

states lead the nation regarding quality, public pre-kindergarten and for this reason, positive 

effects of high-quality preschool are indisputable (Southern Education Foundation, 2010). On the 

contrary, Armor outlines gains initially made during the pre-kindergarten years fade when the 

child enters elementary school and policymakers should seek more research studies before 

making preschool education universal (Armor & Cato Institute, 2014).  

 One of the ways to measure impacts of preschool programs is to assess the effectiveness 

of the early childhood program. Marnie S. Shaul (2000), associate director of Education, 

Workforce, and Income Security Issues in the Heath, Education and Human Service Division, 

provided a testimony before the U.S. Senate defining the challenges in being able to do so. Shaul 

(2000) indicated traditional paper and pencil assessments are inadequate, since young children 
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develop quickly, assessments given at one point may not accurately provide a complete picture 

of student learning, and children’s language proficiency before entering the early childhood 

program can skew the validity of assessment results. Finding a large quantity of highly qualified 

teachers is challenging (Morgan, 2019). Early childhood programs unable to be determined of 

high-quality without highly qualified teachers to deliver the curriculum. If teachers are not highly 

qualified, is effectiveness of the program truly measured? Lastly, standards, guidelines, and 

regulations created by policymakers are one way to aim to improve effectiveness in 

prekindergarten programs (Duke University, 2017). 

 Research demonstrates high-quality early childhood education can be beneficial. 

According to Morgan (2019), some beneficial characteristics of early childhood education were 

brain development, enhanced high-school rate, and positive outcomes in employment, crime, and 

health. Children who attend pre-kindergarten programs arrive to kindergarten more prepared 

since the year before kindergarten is a vital period in development. Daily interactions between 

teachers and students extended learning and supported peer cooperation and support. Engaging, 

effective curricula provide an essential foundation needed for students to succeed in language, 

literacy, and math (Duke University, 2017). Morgan (2019) showcases how universal 

prekindergarten benefits children from all socioeconomic background and will allow the United 

States to offer an educational system similar to other exceptional early educational systems in 

other countries.    

Assessment Instruments  

DIBELS 8 

 The Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) are a series of 

assessment tools measuring and assessing reading skills in grades kindergarten through eighth 
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grade. Dr. Ruth Kaminski’s doctoral theses and the assistance of a federal grant developed the 

first DIBELS measures that were intended for kindergarten and first grade in 1992 at the 

University of Oregon. In the years following, the DIBELS measures and the interpretation of 

them has evolved to include the research and expertise of many University of Oregon faculty 

members and graduate students. There have been several updated editions including the DIBELS 

6th Edition in 2002, DIBELS Next in 2010, and currently DIBELS 8th Edition. Throughout the 

transitions of editions, measures have been excluded (e.g., Picture Naming Fluency, Initial 

Sound Fluency) and some have been included (e.g., Nonsense Word Reading Fluency, Oral 

Reading Fluency) (Biancarosa et al., 2020).  

 Six subtests that are aligned to four out of the five “Big Ideas” indicated by the National 

Reading Panel’s 2020 report are included in the DIBELS 8th Edition (Biancarosa et al., 2020; 

National Reading Panel, 2020). Other considerations for the development of these six subtests 

include the developmental continuum of reading expressed by the National Reading Panel. 

Therefore, as the student’s development and instructional foci changes across grade levels, the 

subtests also adapt. Subskills of reading associated with risk for reading disabilities such as 

dyslexia are also aligned to the subtests included in the DIBELS 8th Edition making Nonsense 

Word Fluency, Word Reading Fluency, and Oral Reading Fluency measures a screening measure 

for such reading disabilities (Biancarosa et al., 2020). 

 Curriculum-based measurement (CBM) is the approach taken for the DIBELS 8 subtests. 

CBMs evaluates the effectiveness of classroom instruction while measuring students’ academic 

growth (Vanderbilt University, n.d.). The subtests are designed to be quick, one-minute 

assessments and are easy to administer to students in kindergarten through eighth grade. Most 

measures are administered individually and are timed. Timed subtests measure reading efficiency 



54 

and accuracy (Biancarosa et al., 2020). The measures analyzed for this study are the DIBELS 8 

composite score, DIBELS 8 ORF-WRC and the DIBELS 8 ORF-ACC scores. All three 

measures will be described in detail in chapter three.  

Conclusion 

 This quantitative research study was conducted to identify the impact that factors such as 

socioeconomic status, race, gender, and preschool enrollment has on the oral reading fluency of 

first-grade students in a school district in north eastern portion of South Carolina. Data will be 

collected utilizing the following instruments: DIBELS 8 composite score, DIBELS 8 ORF-WRC 

and the DIBELS 8 ORF-ACC assessments. Data was analyzed by the intensive and strategic 

categories as indicated by the DIBELS 8 composite score and disaggregated by socioeconomic 

status, race, gender, and prior preschool enrollment to determine if a correlation exits. 

Understanding the use and need for each component ensures the skill of oral reading develops 

appropriately. In chapter three, the methodology used to examine the data is discussed. The 

targeted population and sample proposed for the study will be presented. A discussion of the 

proposed methods will help with understanding the focus of the proposed research. Chapter four 

will provide a result of the data analyses. Chapter five will summarize the study and provide 

areas for future consideration. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

Student achievement in reading has substantial effects on the future academic success for 

all students (Telesman et al., 2019). Oral reading fluency is a critical component of reading. It is 

utilized to measure reading competence and is the bridge between decoding and reading 

comprehension (Fuchs at el., 2001). Oral reading fluency is achieved when a student can read 

with adequate speed, accuracy, and understanding (Grima-Farrell, 2014). When a student can 

shift from decoding words on a word-by-word basis to reading words rapidly, accurately, and 

expressively, they are reading fluently (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). 

Teachers are charged with the task of reaching all students academically in hopes all 

students will become proficient readers by third grade. For students who are of a low 

socioeconomic status, diverse races or ethnicities, or have a disability, the outcome is 

unpromising (Wanzel et al., 2014; Wei et al., 2011). The greatest way to ensure reading 

readiness, promote achievement, and reduce student retention is investing in high-quality 

preschool education prior to kindergarten (Southern Education Foundation, 2010). School 

readiness impacts early literacy for young learners, policymakers, business leaders, parents, and 

the general public are becoming more aware (Education Reform Bill, 2019). 

In this chapter, the research design and approach to this quantitative, causal-comparative 

study will be explained. The sample and setting will be defined and described. This chapter will 

provide an explanation of the instruments used for data collection. Chapter three will also 

describe the descriptive and inferential analyses developed in this research study.  

Research Design   

The purpose of this study is to determine the factors, socioeconomic status, race, gender, 

and/or preschool enrollment, that impact oral reading fluency of first grade students. The 
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instruments used to collect data were DIBELS 8 composite score, DIBELS 8 ORF-WRC and the 

DIBELS 8 ORF-ACC assessments. Data from all participating first grade students was collected 

at the Beginning of the Year (BOY) DIBELS 8 benchmark window which took place in 

August/September of the 2021-2022 school year. Data was analyzed by the intensive and 

strategic categories as indicated by the DIBELS 8 composite Score and disaggregated by 

socioeconomic status, race, gender, and prior preschool enrollment. The data collected from the 

DIBELS 8 assessments, student demographics, and preschool enrollment was the required data 

needed to compute the statistical analysis and answer the research questions to determine if 

factors impact the oral reading fluency of first grade students.  

Setting and Sample                                                                                                                            

For this study, first grade students were the population of interest. First grade students 

from a “county-wide school system, serving communities with more than 350,000 residents 

along the Atlantic Coastline of southeastern South Carolina” were included as the sample to 

participate in this study. The school district is one of the largest districts in the state of South 

Carolina. Within this school district, there are 27 elementary schools, and nine attendance zones, 

with a total elementary enrollment of 19,709 students. There are 10 elementary schools which 

are Title I, receiving financial assistance provided to schools who have high percentages of 

children from low-income families, as indicated by the school’s percent of poverty index. There 

are 17 elementary schools do not meet the criteria to be eligible for Title I financial assistance. 

The breakdown of student demographics within the school district consists of 62% 

White/Caucasian, 19% African American, 11% Hispanic, and 8% other. 

First-grade students in the general education setting who were assessed in the BOY 

DIBELS 8 assessment window in August/September of the 2021-2022 school year, that had a 
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DIBELS 8 composite score in the intensive or strategic range, were chosen to be included in this 

study. The intensive and strategic ranges are specified by the DIBELS 8th Edition Benchmark 

Goals. To view a copy of the DIBELS 8th Edition’s Benchmark Goals, please refer to Appendix 

A.   

Special education students who hold a current Individualized Education Program (IEP) 

with Language Arts services and multilingual learners who receive services with a multilingual 

teacher were excluded from this study. These students were excluded because their specified, 

required educational services are offered during the same time the general education students 

receive their small group reading instruction. Most instruction given to increase oral reading 

fluency occurs during the time allotted for small group reading instruction within the school 

district. The researcher’s decision to exclude these students from the sample selected for this 

study was supported because the special education and multilingual students do not receive small 

group instruction.  

The total amount of the first-grade sample consists of 732 intensive students and 498 

strategic students. The breakdown of student demographics of the participating intensive first 

grade students consists of 47% White/Caucasian, 53% students of color. The breakdown of 

student demographics of the participating strategic first grade students consist of 51% 

White/Caucasian, 49% students of color. The intensive sample consists of 52% males and 48% 

females. The strategic sample consists of 44% male and 56% female. Both of the intensive and 

strategic sample has 72% of students that fell into the low socioeconomic status category as 

indicated by the school’s percent of poverty index. The data used to classify a school as Title I 

fluctuates based on allocation of students enrolled at the individual school each year.  Both of the 

intensive and strategic sample had 28% of students that do not meet the criteria indicating low 
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socioeconomic status. The intensive sample has 35% of participating first grade students and the 

strategic sample has 42% of the participating first grade students enrolled in a preschool in an 

educational setting consisting of Head Start, or a public location as indicated in PowerSchool by 

the student’s parent.   

Instrumentation 

DIBELS 8 Composite Score  

 The DIBELS 8 composite score provides an interpretation of student performance across 

all subtests. A type of statistical analysis called a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), was used 

to determine raw score weighting of all six DIBELS 8 subtests. Concurrently, the CFA also 

accounted for relations among the subtests. The covariance between Nonsense Word Fluency 

scores and all available subtests were accounted for in the final CFA (University of Oregon, 

2018-2020). The computation of the DIBELS 8 composite score was created from the data of 

thousands of real students (University of Oregon, 2020). 

 The strongest predictor of risk that DIBELS has ever offered is the DIBELS 8 composite 

score. The accuracy and reliability of the DIBELS 8 composite score is superior to the raw score 

of an individual subtest because of the accuracy of its predictors. Each student is provided an 

overall risk status based on the computation of the DIBELS 8 composite score. This risk status is 

also a predictor of end-of-year performance. Importantly, the risk status determines 

individualized instruction needed and aids in placement of students for differentiated small group 

reading instruction (University of Oregon, 2020). 

 The DIBELS 8 composite score will be accessed after students complete all subtests 

required during the BOY DIBELS 8 assessment window. To eliminate using raw data from an 

individual subtest, three types of cut-scores have been created. The cut-scores classify students 
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by risk status. The first type of cut-score is the at-risk cut-score. The at-risk cut score identifies 

80% of student performing below the 20th percentile on an external outcome measure of reading 

ability and is designated by the color red in DIBELS 8 documentation. These students are 

performing well below benchmark and are considered to need intensive support (University of 

Oregon, 2020b). 

The second cut-score is called the benchmark goal. The risk status for this cut-score is 

minimal risk. This cut-score identifies 80% or more of students performing below the 40th 

percentile on an external measure of reading ability. These students are performing at a 

benchmark level and the general curriculum serves students who fall under this risk status well. 

These students are designated green in DIBLES 8 documentation (University of Oregon, 2020b). 

Students who fall between the minimal risk and at risk cut-score are identified as needing 

strategic support. The risk status for this cut-score is some risk. These students are identified as 

having some risk for not meeting proficiency goals by the end of the school year. Students at this 

risk status are designated by the color yellow in DIBELS 8 documentation (University of 

Oregon, 2020b). 

The third cut-score identifies students performing well above benchmark. The risk status 

for this cut score is negligible risk. These students are identified as truly negligible of scoring 

below the 40th percentile on a criterion reading ability measure. Students that fall under this risk 

status category are designated by the color blue in DIBELS 8 documentation (University of 

Oregon, 2020b). To view a copy of the DIBELS 8th Edition’s Benchmark Goals, please refer to 

Appendix A.  

In calculating DIBELS 8 composite score, there are special rules to follow, when a 

discontinue or gating rule has been applied. Regarding this study, during the BOY DIBELS 8 
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assessment window, if the Word Reading Fluency (WRF) subtest is discontinued, the Oral 

Reading Fluency (ORF) subtest is not administered (University of Oregon, 2020a). The 

discontinue rule for WRF states that if a student does not get any words correct in the first line of 

the assessment, discontinue assessing the WRF subtest (University of Oregon, 2020b).To obtain 

a DIBELS 8 composite score, a score of zero is entered for Word Reading Fluency and no other 

score is entered for the remaining subtest. This is substantial knowledge for this study to help the 

reader understand why a portion of the sample will not have a DIBELS 8 ORF-WRC and ORF-

ACC score for the BOY DIBELS 8 assessment window.  
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Table 1 

Composite Score Constants for the Discontinuation or Gating of Benchmarking 

Notes: From University of Oregon’s “Composite Score Calculation Guide Supplement,” by Gina 

Bancarosa et al., 2020a  

 

There are six steps when calculating a DIBELS 8 composite score. The steps consist of the 

following: 

1. Multiply each subtest raw score by the weight listed 

2. Sum the weighted scores from Step 1. 

3. Subtract the mean of the weighted score from the sum of the weighted scores. 

4. Divide the value from Step 3 by standard deviation. 
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5. Multiply value from Step 4 by 40 and round to the ones place. 

6. Add the scaling constant for the season in which the student was tested to obtain the final 

composite score. Constants: Fall/Beginning = 360, Winter/Middle = 400, Spring/End = 

440 (University of Oregon, 2020a). 

To view a copy of the DIBELS 8th Edition Composite Score Calculation Worksheet for first 

grade students, please refer to Appendix B. 

DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 

The DIBELS 8 Oral Reading Fluency assessment measures fluency (ORF-WRC) and 

accuracy (ORF-ACC) through the timed reading of connected texts. The measure is administered 

individually by a trained educator within the classroom. Each measure has a time limit of one 

minute. The DIBELS ORF subtest assesses the ability to read words in a fluency passage form 

(University of Oregon, 2020b). 

The DIBELS 8 ORF passages were written by aspiring short story authors who came 

from diverse socioeconomic and cultural backgrounds. The authors were given specific criteria 

including: 

 The creation of narrative and information texts with appropriate grade-level 

vocabulary 

 Syntax 

 Sentence length and overall content 

 Overall passage length 

 Representation in terms of culture, geography, and locale 

 The avoidance of culturally sensitive topics 
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 Generating a title that did not give away the ending (University of Oregon, 

2020b). 

The authors were tasked with writing narrative passages that had a clear beginning, 

middle, and end with multiple events occurring in the middle. A clear introduction, paragraphs 

offering supporting details, a conclusion, and the use of text features when appropriate were 

criteria given to the authors when writing informational passages. Passages created were to avoid 

slang, bold words, dialogue, and content that could be considered religious. Passages were to 

also avoid being too funny or emotional to ensure zero interference with the reading rate of the 

reader (University of Oregon, 2020b). 

Passages were submitted for review by the DIBELS 8th Edition development team. 

Passages that remained after the first review were then reviewed by an external team of 

reviewers. The external review team looked for grade-level appropriateness of the passage 

vocabulary, syntax, sentence length, content, and the amount of background knowledge needed 

to comprehend the passage. Once passages had been reviewed by two or more panel members, 

the DIBELS 8th Edition development team revisited the areas where other reviewers noted 

problems. Finally, student performance on the passages was the deciding factor on grade-level 

passage assignment. In grades one through five, 60% of the passages required were narrative and 

40% of the passages required were informational (University of Oregon, 2020b). 

When scoring the DIBELS ORF assessment, ORF provides two scores. First, it provides 

the sum of the words read correctly, ORF-WRC. Insertions and repetitions of words are not 

counted as errors. Secondly, it provides an accuracy percentage, ORF-ACC. The accuracy 

percentage is calculated by dividing the words read correctly by the total words read x 100 

(University of Oregon, 2020b). Figure 8 displays a picture of the ORF-ACC formula.  
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Figure 8 

ORF-ACC Formula 

 

Notes: From University of Oregon’s “Administration and Scoring Guide,” by Gina Bancarosa et 

al., 2020b.  

Reliability of DIBELS 8 

 For the DIBELS 8th Edition, five forms of test reliability were investigated. The five 

forms examined were concurrent alternate form reliability, delayed alternate form reliability, 

test-retest reliability, intercept and slope reliability for progress monitoring, and standard error of 

measurement. For the purpose of this study, we will focus on the four forms that are emphasized 

for benchmark assessments and will exclude discussing the intercept and slope reliability for 

progress monitoring form. Estimates of score stability can be thought of through the five forms 

listed above (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

Alternate Form Reliability 

 The relationship between scores produced with different versions of an assessment can be 

described using alternate form reliability. DIBELS 8th Edition examines both concurrent 

alternate form reliability and delayed alternate form reliability. Concurrent alternate form 

reliability is extremely strong for ORF. In all grades, the median reliability for ORF-WRC was 

.92 or higher. The strongest ORF-WRC median reliability was seen in first grade with a median 

of .96. The median reliability of ORF-ACC was strong but not as strong as ORF. The median 
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reliability of ORF-ACC ranged from .75 to .89. The overall ORF-ACC median reliability was 

.83 (University of Oregon, 2018-2020).  To view concurrent alternate form reliability for 

DIBELS 8th Edition ORF-WRC and ORF-ACC, please refer to Tables 2 and 3 
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Table 2 

Concurrent Alternate Form Reliability for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency 
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Notes: Form numbers without a prefix correspond to benchmark periods, while prefixed numbers 

refer to progress monitoring passage numbers. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming study. B = 2018-

2019 CTL norming study. From University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa 

et al., 2018-2020. 

 

Table 3 

Concurrent Alternate Form Reliability for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Accuracy 
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Notes: Form numbers without a prefix correspond to benchmark periods, while prefixed numbers 

refer to progress monitoring passage numbers. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming study. B = 2018-

2019 CTL norming study. From University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa 

et al., 2018-2020. 
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Delayed alternate form reliability was established by the correlation of DIBELS 8 

Benchmark forms. The delay between testing administrations was roughly three months. Thus, 

the expected results of delayed alternate form reliability were to be weaker than the results of 

concurrent alternate form reliability. The ORF-WRC overall median reliability of .88 

demonstrated a strong delayed alternate form reliability. In all grades, the median reliability for 

ORF-WRC ranged from .82 to .90. The strongest ORF-WRC median reliability was seen in first 

grade with a median of .88. Slightly weaker median reliability was seen with ORF-ACC. The 

median reliability in all grades ranged from .66 to .87. The overall median reliability for ORF-

ACC was .73. The delayed alternate form reliability was stronger for DIBELS 8 composite score 

than any other subtest. The overall mean reliability of DIBELS 8 composite score was .89. In all 

grades, the median reliability for composite score ranged from .80 to .94 (University of Oregon, 

2018-2020). To view delayed alternate form reliability for DIBELS 8th Edition please refer to 

Tables 4, 5, and 6.  
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Table 4 

Delayed Alternate Form Reliability for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Words Read 

Correctly 
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Notes: Form numbers correspond to benchmark periods, and data was gathered in the periods 

indicated. A = 2017- 2018 CTL norming study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. From 

University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Table 5 

Delayed Alternate Form Reliability for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Accuracy 
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Notes: Form numbers correspond to benchmark periods, and data was gathered in the periods 

indicated. A = 2017- 2018 CTL norming study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. From 

University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 

 

Table 6 

Delayed Alternate Form Reliability for DIBELS 8th Edition Composite Score 
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Notes: Form numbers correspond to benchmark periods, and data was gathered in the periods 

indicated. A = 2017- 2018 CTL norming study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. From 

University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Test-Retest Reliability  

Test-Retest Reliability describes the correlation between scores for the same student, 

same assessment, administered during two different benchmark periods. In similarity to delayed 

alternate form reliability, the amount of time between the test and retest was roughly three 

months. The results from test-retest reliability were expected to be similar to delayed alternate 

form reliability due to the amount of time given between assessment periods. During the three-

month period between the test and retest, three months of classroom instruction interceded. Test-

retest reliability was strong for ORF-WRC with an overall mean reliability of .91. In all grades, 

the median reliability for ORF-WRC ranged from .86 to .94. Test-retest reliability was adequate 

for ORF-ACC with an overall median reliability of .75. In all grades, the median reliability for 

ORF-ACC ranged from .74 to .90 (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). To view test-retest 

reliability for DIBELS 8th Edition please refer to Tables 7 and 8. 
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Table 7 

Test-Retest Reliability Coefficients for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Words Read 

Correctly 

 

Notes: The same form was administered in the benchmark periods indicated. All coefficients 

come from Sample A (i.e., 2017-2018 CTL norming study). From University of Oregon’s 

“Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Table 8 

Test-Retest Reliability Coefficients for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Accuracy 

 

Notes: The same form was administered in the benchmark periods indicated. All coefficients 

come from Sample A (i.e., 2017-2018 CTL norming study). From University of Oregon’s 

“Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Standard Error of Measurement 

Standard error of measurement (SEM) uses a classical test theory approach. To obtain the 

SEM score the standard deviation for each measure is multiplied by the square root of one minus 

the reliability for each measure. For ORF-WRC and ORF-ACC, the median concurrent alternate 

form reliability for each grade level was used. For DIBELS 8 composite score, the median 

delayed alternate form reliability was used. For this reliability form, the best reliability will have 

the smallest SEM score. For the purposes of this study, we will look at the reliability of the 

SEMs in first grade. For ORF-WRC, the SEM scores are 9-11. For ORF-ACC, the SEM scores 

are 5-10. For DIBELS 8 composite score, the SEM scores are 9-14 (University of Oregon, 2018-

2020). To view standard error of measurement for DIBELS 8th Edition please refer to Table 9.  
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Table 9 

Standard Errors of Measurement for DIBELS 8th Edition by Grade, Subtest, and Time of Year 
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Notes: SEMs were calculated using median concurrent alternate form reliability for a grade and 

the standard deviation (SD) for each benchmark period. Medians and SDs were drawn from 

Samples A and B. From University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 

2018-2020. 

Validity of DIBELS 8 

 To ensure validity the intended construct of DIBELS 8th Edition has been captured, 

concurrent and predictive validity evidence was produced. Within concurrent validity, a 

correlation between subtests from DIBELS 8th Edition and the corresponding subtest from 

previous versions (DIBELS Next) was evaluated. The subtests were evaluated with external 

criterion measures and the other DIBELS 8 subtests. To validate the use of a measure for 

predicting performance and later period, predictive validation was used. An evaluation of 

screening accuracy is provided to ensure each measure is operating as proposed (University of 

Oregon, 2018-2020). 

Correlations with DIBELS Next 

 Concurrent validity suggests that there is an equivalence between DIBELS Next and 

DIBELS 8th Editions. When two like constructs are measured, the correlation between the two is 
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expected to be high. There is a strong correlation with ORF-WRC and ORF- ACC scores 

between DIBELS Next and DIBELS 8th Edition. In all grades, the concurrent validity 

coefficients for ORF-WRC were .90 and above. In all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients 

for ORF-ACC ranged between .76 and .99 (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). To view the 

correlation between the DIBELS 8th Edition and DIBELS Next please refer to Tables 10 and 11.  
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Table 10 

Concurrent Validity Coefficients for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Words Read 

Correctly 

 

Notes: Period 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. All coefficients come 

from Sample A (i.e., 2017-2018 CTL norming study). From University of Oregon’s “Technical 

Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Table 11 

Concurrent Validity Coefficients for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Accuracy 

 

Notes: Period 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. All coefficients come 

from Sample A (i.e., 2017-2018 CTL norming study). From University of Oregon’s “Technical 

Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 

 

 

Correlations with External Criterion Measures 

 Four criterion measures were used to prove validity of the DIBELS 8th Edition. The four 

evaluated criterion measures given in the same benchmark period to ensure validity were 

DIBELS Next Composite score, the Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing-2nd Edition 

(CTOPP-2) composite scores, Iowa Assessment Total Reading, and Iowa Assessment Word 

Analysis raw scores. For the purposes of this study, we will exclude discussing the 

Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing-2nd Edition (CTOPP-2) composite scores. This 
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criterion measure is excluded because this specific measure is used to demonstrate correlations 

with DIBELS 8 subtests that are not utilized in this study (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

Strong correlations occurred between DIBELS 8 subtests and DIBELS Next composite 

scores. This suggests that the measurements in both editions are highly similar. A strong 

correlation occurred between ORF-WRC and ORF- ACC scores and DIBELS Next composite 

scores. In all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for ORF-WRC .74 or above. In all 

grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for ORF-ACC ranged between .63 and .68. In all 

grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for DIBELS 8 composite score ranged between .78 

and .87 (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

Relationships between DIBELS 8 subtests and Iowa Total Reading Assessment and the 

Iowa Word Analysis vary in correlation showing a stronger correlation with the Iowa Total 

Reading Assessment. Regarding correlations between DIBELS 8 subtest and the Iowa Total 

Reading Assessment, in all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for ORF-WRC ranged 

between .41 and .82. In all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for ORF-ACC ranged 

between .22 and .76. In all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for DIBELS 8 composite 

score ranged between .42 and .79. Regarding correlations between DIBELS 8 subtest and the 

Iowa Word Analysis Assessment, in all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for ORF-

WRC ranged between .24 and .78. In all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for ORF-

ACC ranged between .14 and .63. In all grades, the concurrent validity coefficients for DIBELS 

8 composite score ranged between .32 and .78 (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). To view 

correlations between ORF-WRC, ORF- ACC, and DIBELS 8 Composite Score and the selected 

external criterion measures, please refer to Tables 12, 13, and 14.  
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Table 12 

Concurrent Criterion Validity Coefficients for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Words 

Read Correctly   
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Notes: 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming 

study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. D = 2018-2019 Amplify study. From University of 

Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 

 

Table 13 

Concurrent Criterion Validity Coefficients for DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-

Accuracy 
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Notes: 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming 

study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. D = 2018-2019 Amplify study. From University of 

Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 

 

Table 14 

Concurrent Criterion Validity Coefficients for DIBELS 8th Edition Composite 
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Notes: 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming 

study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. D = 2018-2019 Amplify study. From University of 

Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 

 

Correlations Among DIBELS 8 Subtests 

 An additional way DIBELS 8th Edition ensures validity is to guarantee the correlation 

between the DIBELS 8th Edition subtests. All DIBELS 8th Edition subtests should measure the 

underlying construct of reading. For the purposes of this study, the researcher will only discuss 

correlations among DIBELS 8th Edition subtests at the beginning and end of first grade. 

Correlations between all subtests are positive, between .53 and .91, with exception of correlation 

to Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF), .09 and .33. The strongest relationships occur between 

subtests which assess similar constructs. This will explain why a subtest that segments phonemes 

in words would not correlate with subtests expecting fluency (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

To view the correlation between the DIBELS 8 subtests at the beginning and end of first grade, 

please refer to Table 15.  
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Table 15 

Correlations among DIBELS 8th Edition Subtests at the Beginning and End of First Grade 

 

Notes: Correlations above the diagonal are for beginning-of-year benchmark forms, and those 

below the diagonal are for end-of-year benchmark forms. Data is drawn from Sample B (i.e., the 

2018-2019 CTL norming study). From University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina 

Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Predictive Validity 

 When an instrument can predict scores on assessments observed at a later time, validity is 

established. This type of validity evidence is extremely important to the DIBELS 8th Edition 

because the measures are used as a screening and risk prevention tool. DIBELS 8 was evaluated 

for validity using the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve analyses and slopes for 

progress monitoring. For the purpose of this study, the researcher will be discussing validity 

through the use of receiver operating characteristic curve analyses because progress monitoring 

is not included in this study (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

Predictive Correlations 

 DIBELS 8 subtests used in this study were correlated with DIBELS Next composite, 

Iowa Total Reading Assessment and the Iowa Word Analysis Assessment to establish validity. 

Predictive validity with DIBELS Next was strong while predictive validity with both Iowa 

assessments varied in strength. The stronger correlation occurs between measures where similar 

skills were assessed. Since first grade students are the population of interest for this study, the 

research will only include the correlations between DIBELS 8th Edition and DIBELS Next 

composite, Iowa Total Reading Assessment and the Iowa Word Analysis Assessment (University 

of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

The correlation between ORF-WRC and DIBELS Next composite score ranged from .75 

to .88. The correlation between ORF-WRC and Iowa Total Reading Assessment ranged from .62 

to .79. The correlation between ORF-WRC and Iowa Word Analysis Assessment ranged from 

.37 to .69. The results of these correlations spotlight the strongest correlations with DIBELS 8th 

Edition ORF- WRC subtest to be DIBELS Next composite score (University of Oregon, 2018-

2020). 
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The correlation between ORF-ACC and DIBELS Next composite score ranged from .77 

to .87. The correlation between ORF-ACC and Iowa Total Reading Assessment ranged from .62 

to .78. The correlation between ORF-ACC and Iowa Word Analysis Assessment ranged from .42 

to .72. The results of these correlations showcase the strongest correlations with DIBELS 8th 

Edition ORF-ACC subtest to be DIBELS Next composite score (University of Oregon, 2018-

2020). 

The correlation between DIBELS 8 composite score and DIBELS Next composite score 

was .77. The correlation between DIBELS 8 composite score and Iowa Total Reading 

Assessment ranged from .63 to .68. The correlation between DIBELS 8 composite score and 

Iowa Word Analysis Assessment ranged from .39 to .42. The results of these correlations 

spotlight the strongest correlations with DIBELS 8th Edition composite score to be DIBELS Next 

composite score (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). To view predictive correlations between 

ORF-WRC, ORF- ACC, and DIBELS 8 Composite Score and the selected external criterion 

measures, please refer to Tables 16, 17, and 18. 
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Table 16 

Predictive Validity Coefficients of DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Words Read 

Correctly 
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Notes: 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming 

study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. C = 2018-2019 CTL dyslexia subsample. D = 2018-

2019 Amplify study. CTOPP-2 composites are derived from measures of rapid naming of colors 

and objects (non-symbolic) and digits and letters (symbolic). From University of Oregon’s 

“Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Table 17 

Predictive Validity Coefficients of DIBELS 8th Edition Oral Reading Fluency-Accuracy 
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Notes: 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming 

study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. C = 2018-2019 CTL dyslexia subsample. D = 2018-

2019 Amplify study. CTOPP-2 composites are derived from measures of rapid naming of colors 

and objects (non-symbolic) and digits and letters (symbolic). From University of Oregon’s 

“Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Table 18 

Predictive Validity Coefficients of DIBELS 8th Edition Composite 

 

Notes: 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = Middle of year. 3 = End of year. A = 2017-2018 CTL norming 

study. B = 2018-2019 CTL norming study. C = 2018-2019 CTL dyslexia subsample. D = 2018-

2019 Amplify study. CTOPP-2 composites are derived from measures of rapid naming of colors 

and objects (non-symbolic) and digits and letters (symbolic). From University of Oregon’s 

“Technical Manual,” by Gina Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 
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Screen Accuracy 

 ROC curve analyses were utilized to test the validity of test classification accuracy. 

Students are placed in specific risk statuses based on cut-scores for each individual DIBELS 8 

subtests. Screening accuracy is used to describe the relation between true positive and false 

positive rates. Screening accuracy ensures that students who are not on track are correctly 

identified, and students indicated as not being on track when they really are on track to meeting 

end of year proficiency goals are recognized. The researcher will include the area under the 

curve (AUC) estimate for ORF-WRC, ORF-ACC, and DIBELS 8 composite score as a predictor 

of performance on the Iowa Total Reading Assessment percentile ranks. An AUC score of 1.0 

indicates that the test is a perfect predictor in classifying students into the at-risk or some risk 

category and the prediction of student placement in other criterion measures of reading will be 

high (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). 

 The ROC curve results show for ORF-WRC an AUC range between .80 to .81 for 

students classified in the at-risk category and a range between .78 and .81 for students classified 

in the some risk category. The ROC curve results show for ORF-ACC an AUC range between 

.85 to .87 for students classified in the at-risk category and a range between .76 and .81 for 

students classified in the some risk category. The ROC curve results show for DIBELS 8 

composite score an AUC range between .79 to .81 for students classified in the some risk 

category. The at-risk category coincides with the 20th percentile and the some risk category 

coincides with the 40th percentile in regard to the percentile ranks of the criterion based measure, 

the Iowa Total Reading Assessment. These results showcase that the validity of risk status 

classification is high in all three assessment measures (University of Oregon, 2018-2020). To 
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view the ROC curve results between DIBELS 8 first grade subtests predicting Iowa Total 

Reading, please refer to Table 19.  

 

Table 19 

ROC Curve Results for DIBELS 8 First Grade Subtests Predicting Iowa Total Reading 
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Notes: Criteria were percentile ranks on end-of-year administration of criterion measure. Data is 

drawn from Sample B (i.e., the 2018-2019 CTL norming study). 1 = Beginning of year. 2 = 

Middle of year. 3 = End of year. From University of Oregon’s “Technical Manual,” by Gina 

Bancarosa et al., 2018-2020. 

 

Variables 

 The dependent variables examined in this study are the DIBELS 8 composite score, and 

the DIBELS 8 ORF-WRC and ORF-ACC score of the participating first grade students. The 

independent variables observed in this study consist of socioeconomic status, race, gender, and 

prior preschool enrollment. Socioeconomic status is divided into two categories, low SES and 

students who do not fall into the low SES category as indicated by the school’s poverty index. 

Race is divided into two categories for this study, white/Caucasian and students of color. Gender 

will be described as either male or female. Preschool enrollment will be defined as attending 

public preschool or Head Start. Data collected for dependent variables will come from a reading 

database called mCLASS by Amplify, a company leading the way in next-generation curriculum 

and assessment. Data collected for independent variables will come from PowerSchool.  
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Data Collection and Analysis 

Data Collection Procedures 

During the DIBELS 8 BOY testing window, (August/September of 2021), ___ first grade 

students were assessed using all six DIBELS 8 BOY Benchmark subtests to obtain a composite 

score. Five out of the six subtests are used to calculate the DIBELS composite score. One of the 

six DIBELS 8 subtests included in the BOY assessment is the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency 

(ORF) assessment. An ORF-WRC score and an ORF-ACC score are obtained from the DIBELS 

Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) assessment. Each subtest in one minute of length and all students 

are tested in an individual setting by a trained classroom teacher. To view the BOY DIBELS 

Oral Reading Fluency benchmark assessment, please refer to Appendix C. To view the BOY 

DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency scoring sheet, please refer to Appendix D.  

In this study, measures for ethical protection of participants were followed before any 

data retrieval began. The Director of Program Evaluation and Assessment for the participating 

school district aided in the data collection process. The director gave the researcher a data source 

in the form of an excel workbook file. The file contained data for all first-grade students in the 

participating county. The data collected in the file consisted of student ID number, DIBELS 8 

composite, ORF-WRC, and ORF- ACC scores. They also contained the following student 

demographic data: gender, race, and SES status. Lastly, if the child attended preschool, the type 

of preschool was included in the data file (Head Start or public).  

The data collected for this study is non-identifiable student data to protect the rights and 

confidentiality of the participating student sample. The school district has chosen not to make the 

findings public. The data was archival in nature and did not present any physical or 

psychological risks to the participants. Once approval by the school district and Coastal 
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Carolina’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) was obtained, permission was granted to collect 

data requested by the researcher from the school district’s Director of Program Evaluation and 

Assessment. The data use agreement was received and is included in the appendix.  

Data Analysis 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

 This quantitative causal-comparative study examines four research questions. Each 

question has a null hypothesis and a hypothesis created by the researcher. Figure 10 showcases 

the research questions and hypotheses.  
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Table 20 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question Null Hypothesis Hypothesis 

RQ1: How does the oral reading fluency 

of first grade students differ based on 

socioeconomic status? 

HP0: There is no statistical significance 

between socioeconomic status and the 

oral reading fluency of first grade 

students. 

 

HP1: There is a statistical significance 

between socioeconomic status and the 

oral reading fluency of first grade 

students. 

 

RQ 2: How does the oral reading fluency 

of first grade students differ based on 

gender? 

 

HP0: There is no statistical correlation 

between gender and the oral reading 

fluency of first grade students. 

 

HP2: There is a statistical correlation 

between gender and the oral reading 

fluency of first grade students. 

 

RQ3: What relationship is there between 

race and the oral reading fluency of first 

grade students? 

HP0: There is no statistical correlation 

between race and the oral reading 

fluency of first grade students. 

 

HP3: There is a statistical correlation 

between race and the oral reading 

fluency of first grade students. 

 

 

RQ4: How does preschool enrollment 

influence oral reading fluency of first 

grade students? 

 

HP0: There is no statistical influence 

between preschool enrollment and the 

oral reading fluency of first grade 

students. 

HP4: There is a statistical influence 

between preschool enrollment and the 

oral reading fluency of first grade 

students. 

RQ5: Which factors influence the oral 

reading fluency of first grade students? 

HP0: There are no statistical 

significance between factors such as 

socioeconomic status, race, gender, and 

preschool enrollment and oral reading 

fluency of first grade students.  

HP5: There is a statistical significance 

between factors such as socioeconomic 

status, race, gender, and preschool 

enrollment and oral reading fluency of 

first grade students. 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 The sample chosen for this study consists of first grade students who were assessed in the 

BOY DIBELS 8 assessment window in August/September of the 2021-2022 school year who are 

classified in the intensive or strategic category as indicated by the DIBELS 8th Edition cut scores. 
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The Standard deviation and mean will be computed for each of the following: DIBELS 8 

composite score, ORF-WRC, and ORF-ACC for the intensive and then again for the strategic 

students. The standards deviation and mean will also be disaggregated into the following 

categories: White/Caucasian students, African American students, Other students, female, male, 

low SES, SES, students who attended Head Start, students who attended Child Development, 

and students who attended a public preschool program. The table consisting of all standard 

deviation and mean data will be included in chapter four.  

Inferential Statistics 

 Microsoft Excel was used to compute the statistical analysis of each research question. A 

stepwise regression model was conducted for each outcome (DIBELS 8 composite score, ORF-

WRC, and ORF-ACC) for each group of students, intensive and strategic. First, a correlation was 

run for each group of students (Intensive and strategic) for each outcome (DIBELS 8 composite 

score, ORF-WRC, and ORF-ACC) including all independent variables to explore which 

variables yielded the strongest correlation to the outcome.  

Next, to gain information about variability, three stepwise regression models were 

conducted for each group of students. The first model was run with DIBELS composite score as 

the outcome. The second model was run with ORF-WRC as the outcome. Lastly, the third model 

was run with ORF-ACC as the outcome.  

Step one of the first regression model, which was ran with DIBELS composite score as 

the outcome, included all the independent variables that are considered demographics: gender, 

race, and SES. Step two included the demographic and preschool variables. Step three included 

the demographic, preschool variables, and ORF-ACC data. Step four included the demographic, 

preschool variables, and ORF-WRC data. Step five included the demographic, preschool 
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variables, ORF-WRC data and ORF-ACC data. This stepwise regression model was conducted 

for both the intensive and strategic students.  

The second stepwise regression model included a three-step process. Step one of the 

second regression model, which was ran with ORF-WRC as the outcome, included all the 

independent variables that are considered demographics: gender, race, and SES. Step two 

included the demographic and preschool variables. Step three included the demographic, 

preschool variables, and ORF-ACC data. This stepwise regression model was conducted for both 

the intensive and strategic students. 

This third stepwise regression model also included a three-step process. Step one of the 

second regression model, which was ran with ORF-ACC as the outcome, included all the 

independent variables that are considered demographics: gender, race, and SES. Step two 

included the demographic and preschool variables. Step three included the demographic, 

preschool variables, and ORF-WRC data. This stepwise regression model was conducted for 

both the intensive and strategic students. 

Throughout each step of the stepwise regression models, the significant f and p-value was 

examined for a value of less than 0.05. A significant f of less than 0.05 tell the researcher that the 

regression ran is a respectable model. A p-value of 0.05 demonstrations the significance or effect 

the variable has on the outcome. The R-Square was investigated to determine how much change 

was driven by the independent variables. Tables including the information regarding the stepwise 

regression models will be included in chapter four.  

Conclusion 

 This chapter highlighted the research design while examining the setting and sample 

chosen for this study. Chapter three explained the instrumentation used, DIBELS 8 composite, 
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ORF-WRC, and ORF-ACC scores, and the reliability and validity of the instruments. The data 

collection process and statistical analysis for this study was explained. The data collected and 

descriptive and inferential statistical analyses performed allowed the research questions to be 

answered. Chapter four will provide an overview of the findings of the analyses.  
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Chapter 4: Findings 

 The statistical results of this study are shown descriptively and inferentially for both the 

intensive student sample and the strategic student sample. The total sample size for this study 

consists of 1230 first grade students. After reporting the descriptive statistics, this chapter 

analyzed the inferential statics. The researcher analyzed the correlations and used a bootstrap 

analysis and stepwise regression model to examine the variables that had the most statistically 

significant impact on the outcome.  

Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 

 The statistical software package used by the researcher to analyze the descriptive 

statistics of the intensive and strategic sample was IBM Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences, (SPSS). For each variable included in this study, the mean and standard deviation were 

calculated. The percentage was also calculated for all demographic variables and preschool 

enrollment status.  All calculated information in regard to student outcomes are presented in 

Tables 20, 21, and 22. 
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Table 21 

Descriptive Statistics for Intensive and Strategic Students:Composite Score 

 

    Intensive   Strategic 

  N n M SD N n M SD 

 Pupils in Poverty 732  311.93 6.46 498  324.73 2.55 

   In Poverty  525 311.91 6.26  357 324.65 2.54 

   Not in Poverty  207 311.97 6.95  141 324.95 2.56 

Gender 732  311.93 6.46 498  324.73 2.55 

   Male  381 311.69 6.50  218 324.67 2.49 

   Female  351 312.20 6.40  280 324.78 2.60 

Race 732  311.93 6.46 498  324.73 2.55 

   White  342 313.20 5.92  256 324.87 2.59 

   Student of Color  390 310.81 6.70  242 324.59 2.50 

Preschool Enrollment 732  311.93 6.46 498  324.73 2.55 

   Preschool  257 313.19 5.14  209 324.72 2.52 

   No Preschool   475 311.25 6.98   289 324.74 2.57 
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Table 22 

Descriptive Statistics for Intensive and Strategic Students: ORF-WRC 

 

    Intensive   Strategic 

  N n M SD N n M SD 

 All 732  6.71 4.91 498  9.3 2.95 

 Pupils in Poverty         

   In Poverty  525 6.78 4.82  357 9.39 3.01 

   Not in Poverty  207 6.51 5.16  141 9.06 3.79 

Gender 732  6.71 4.91 498  9.3 2.95 

   Male  381 6.66 4.95  218 9.22 3.02 

   Female  351 6.67 5.16  280 9.35 2.89 

Race 732  6.71 4.91 498  9.3 2.95 

   White  342 7.52 4.82  256 9.26 3.04 

   Student of Color  390 6 4.89  242 9.33 2.85 

Preschool Enrollment 732  6.71 4.91 498  9.3 2.95 

   Preschool  257 7.27 4.48  209 9.31 2.69 

   No Preschool   475 6.4 5.115   289 9.29 3.13 
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Table 23 

Descriptive Statistics for Intensive and Strategic Students: ORF-ACC 

 

    Intensive   Strategic 

  N n M SD N n M SD 

 Pupils in Poverty 732  6.80 12.65 498  28.09 19.22 

   In Poverty  525 6.61 12.86  357 26.24 19.43 

   Not in Poverty  207 7.26 12.10  141 32.77 17.87 

Gender 732  6.80 12.65 498  28.09 19.22 

   Male  381 5.72 11.11  218 29.5 18.97 

   Female  351 7.96 14.05  280 26.99 19.37 

Race 732  6.80 12.65 498  28.09 19.22 

   White  342 8.67 13.16  256 29.9 18.06 

   Student of Color  390 5.15 11.95  242 26.17 20.23 

Preschool Enrollment 732  6.80 12.65 498  28.09 19.22 

   Preschool  257 6.61 13.71  209 27.69 19.05 

   No Preschool   475 6.9 12.04   289 28.38 19.37 
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Descriptive Statistics for Intensive Students 

 The intensive sample consist of 52% (n = 381) male and 48% (n = 351) female students. 

Out of the 732 intensive students, 72% (n =525) are living in poverty and 28% (n = 207) are not. 

The percentage of intensive students who are white is 47% (n = 342) and 53% (n = 390) are 

students of color. Lastly, 35% (n = 257) of the intensive students were enrolled in a preschool 

program and 65% (n = 475) were not. The average DIBELS 8 Composite Score of the intensive 

sample is 312, the average ORF-WRC score is 6.7, and the average ORF-ACC score is 6.8.     

Descriptive Statistics for Strategic Students 

The strategic sample consists of 44% (n = 381) male and 56% (n = 351) female students. 

Out of the 498 intensive students, 72% (n =525) are living in poverty and 28% (n = 207) are not. 

The percentage of intensive students who are white is 51% (n = 342) and 49% (n = 390) are 

students of color. Lastly, 42% (n = 257) of the intensive students were enrolled in a preschool 

program and 58% (n = 475) were not. The average DIBELS 8 Composite Score of the intensive 

sample is 325, the average ORF-WRC score is 9.3, and the average ORF-ACC score is 28.09.     

Assumption Checking 

 A box-whisker diagram was used to check the normality of the data. The box-whisker 

diagrams showed the researcher outliers within the data sets. The researcher removed the outliers 

with extreme values to ensure that the data would not be skewed. After the researcher, eliminated 

the outliers, a histogram was conducted. The histograms showed that the data was not equally 

distributed. To ensure that there would not be any significant effects on conclusions that could be 

gathered from the data, the researchers addressed the issue of having unequally distributed data 

by conducting a bootstrap analysis along with the stepwise regression analysis.  
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Correlation of Variables for Intensive Students  

To check for multicollinearity, a bivariate Person’s r correlation was conducted to 

analyze the relationships between the variables within this study and the outcomes of the 

intensive students. The analysis examined the relationship between DIBELS 8 composite score 

(M = 312, SD = 6.46) and ORF-WRC (M = 6.71, SD = 4.92), the relationship between DIBELS 8 

composite score (M = 312, SD = 6.46) and ORF-ACC (M = 6.80, SD = 12.65), and the 

relationship between the ORF-WRC (M = 6.71, SD = 4.92) and ORF- ACC.  

 The results of the bivariate correlation indicated there was a statistically significant 

positive relationship between the DIBELS 8 composite scores and the ORF-WRC scores, r(730) 

= .53, p <.001. This indicated that the DIBELS 8 composite score increased as the ORF-WRC 

score increased. The effect size is large, accounting for 29% of the variance. The bivariate 

correlation results also indicated that there was a statistically significant positive relationship 

between DIBELS 8 composite scores and the ORF-ACC scores, r(730) = .34, p <.001. This 

indicated that the DIBELS 8 composite score increased as the ORF-ACC score increased. The 

two variables were strongly correlated with a medium effect size which accounted for 12% of the 

variance. A statistically significant positive relationship was also indicated by the bivariate 

correlation between the ORF-WRC scores and the ORF-ACC scores r(730) = .26, p <.001. This 

was an indication that the ORF-WRC score increased as the ORF-WRC score increased. The 

effect size is small, accounting for 7% of the variance. This analysis proves that multicollinearity 

does not exist within this study.  

Correlation of Variables for Strategic Students 

To check for multicollinearity, a bivariate Person’s r correlation was conducted to 

analyze the relationships between the variables within this study and the outcomes of the 
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strategic students. The analysis examined the relationship between DIBELS 8 composite score 

(M = 325, SD = 2.55) and ORF-WRC (M = 9.30, SD = 2.95), the relationship between DIBELS 8 

composite score (M = 325, SD = 2.55) and ORF-ACC (M = 28.09, SD = 19.21), and the 

relationship between the ORF-WRC (M = 9.30, SD = 2.95) and ORF- ACC (M = 28.09, SD = 

19.21).   

The results of the bivariate correlation indicated there was a no statistically significant 

relationship between the DIBELS 8 composite scores and the ORF-WRC scores, r(496) = -.05, p 

= .241. The bivariate correlation results indicated that there was a statistically significant positive 

relationship between DIBELS 8 composite scores and the ORF-ACC scores, r(496) = .40, p 

<.001. This indicated that the DIBELS 8 composite score increased as the ORF-ACC score 

increased. The two variables were strongly correlated with a medium effect size which accounted 

for 16% of the variance. A statistically significant negative relationship was indicated by the 

bivariate correlation between the ORF-WRC scores and the ORF-ACC scores r(496) = -.30, p 

<.001. This was an indication that the ORF-WRC score increased as the ORF-ACC score 

decreased. The effect size is small, accounting for 9% of the variance. This analysis proves that 

multicollinearity does not exist within this study. 

Regression Results for Intensive Students 

A bootstrap analysis, along with a stepwise multiple regression was conducted to 

examine which variables were meaningful predictors to the indented outcomes. First, the 

researcher analyzed the outcome of the DIBELS 8 composite score. The results of the stepwise 

multiple regression indicated that model 1 was statistically significant, F(3, 728) = 9.08, p < 

.001, with an adjusted R² of .03. Within the model, student race was a statistically significant 

predictor of the DIBELS 8 composite score, t(728) = -5.10, p < .001. The results of the stepwise 
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multiple regression also indicated model 2 as being statistically significant, F(4,727) = 12.75, p < 

.001, with an adjusted R² of.06. Within model 2, student race, t(727) = .552, p< .001, and 

preschool enrollment, t(727) = -4.79, p < .001, were predictors of the DIBELS 8 composite 

score. Model 3 of the stepwise multiple regression indicated as being statistically significant, 

F(5,726) = 65.51, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .31. Within the model, student race, t(726) = -

3.78, p < .001, preschool enrollment, t(726) = -3.92, p < .001, and ORF-WRC, t(726) = 16.08, p 

< .001 were predictors of the DIBELS 8 composite score. Model 4 of the stepwise multiple 

regression indicated as being statistically significant, F(5,726) = 28.74, p < .001, with an 

adjusted R² of .16. Within the model, student race, t(726) = -4.70, p < .001, preschool 

enrollment, t(726) = -4.97, p < .001, and ORF-ACC, t(726) = 9.31, p < .001 were predictors of 

the DIBELS 8 composite score. The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicated model 5 

as being statistically significant F(6,725) = 65.18, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .35. Within 

model 5, student race, t(725) = -3.24, p = .002, preschool enrollment, t(725) = -4.14, p < .001, 

ORF-WRC, t(725) = 14.38, p < .001, and ORF-ACC, t(725) =6.64, p < .001, were predictors of 

the DIBELS 8 composite score. 

 Next, the researcher used a bootstrap analysis, along with a stepwise multiple regression 

to analyze the outcome of ORF-WRC. The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicated 

that model 1 was statistically significant, F(3, 728) = 6.55, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .02. 

Within the model, student race was a statistically significant predictor of ORF-WRC, t(728) = -

4.38, p < .001. The results of the stepwise multiple regression also indicated model 2 as being 

statistically significant, F(4,727) = 6.28, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .03. Within model 2, 

student race, t(727) = -4.68, p< .001, and preschool enrollment, t(728) = -2.73, p = .005, were 

predictors of ORF-WRC. Model 3 of the stepwise multiple regression indicated as being 
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statistically significant, F(5,726) = 15.39, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .90. Within the model, 

student race, t(726) = -3.84, p < .001, preschool enrollment, t(726) = -2.75, p = .003, and ORF-

ACC, t(726) = 6.92, p < .001 were predictors of ORF-WRC.  

 Last, the researcher used a bootstrap analysis, along with a stepwise multiple regression 

to analyze the outcome of ORF-ACC. The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicated 

that model 1 was statistically significant, F(3, 728) = 6.73, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .02. 

Within the model, student gender, t(728) = 2.40, p = .019, and student race t(728) = -3.69, p < 

.001,were statistically significant predictors of ORF-ACC. The results of the stepwise multiple 

regression also indicated model 2 as being statistically significant F(4,727) = 5.06, p < .001, with 

an adjusted R² of .02. Within model 2, student gender, t(727) = 2.40, p = .019, and student race 

t(727) = -3.70, p < .001, were statistically significant predictors of ORF-ACC. Model 3 of the 

stepwise multiple regression indicated as being statistically significant, F(5,726) = 13.89, p < 

.001, with an adjusted R² of .08. Within the model, student gender, t(726) =2.44, p = .020, 

student race, t(726) = -2.57, p = .009, and ORF-WRC, t(726) = 6.92, p < .001 were predictors of 

ORF-ACC. 

Regression Results for Strategic Students 

A bootstrap analysis, along with a stepwise multiple regression was conducted to 

examine which variables were meaningful predictors to the indented outcomes. First, the 

researcher analyzed the outcome of the DIBELS 8 composite score. The results of the stepwise 

multiple regression indicated that model 1 was not statistically significant, F(3, 494) = .89, p = 

.446. The results of the stepwise multiple regression also indicated model 2 not statistically 

significant, F(4,493) = .71, p = .598. Model 3 of the stepwise multiple regression was also 

indicated as not being statistically significant, F(5,492) = .82, p = .538. Model 4 of the stepwise 
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multiple regression indicated as being statistically significant, F(5,492) = 16.65, p < .001, with 

an adjusted R² of .16. Within the model, ORF-ACC, t(492) = 9.74, p < .001 was a predictor of 

the DIBELS 8 composite score. The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicated model 5 

as being statistically significant F(6, 491) = 16.95, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .16. Within 

model 5, ORF-ACC, t(491) =9.84, p < .001, was a predictor of the DIBELS 8 composite score. 

 Next, the researcher used a bootstrap analysis, along with a stepwise multiple regression 

to analyze the outcome of ORF-WRC. The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicated 

that model 1 was not statistically significant, F(3, 494) = .47, p = .704. The results of the 

stepwise multiple regression also indicated model 2 as not being statistically significant, F(4, 

493) = .37, p = .833. Model 3 of the stepwise multiple regression indicated as being statistically 

significant, F(5, 492) = 9.78, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .08. Within the model, ORF-ACC, 

t(492) = 6.88, p < .001 was a predictor of ORF-WRC.  

 Last, the researcher used a bootstrap analysis, along with a stepwise multiple regression 

to analyze the outcome of ORF-ACC. The results of the stepwise multiple regression indicated 

that model 1 was statistically significant, F(3, 494) = 5.14, p = .002, with an adjusted R² of .02. 

Within the model, students of poverty, t(494) = 2.97, p = .006, were a statistically significant 

predictor of ORF-ACC. The results of the stepwise multiple regression also indicated model 2 as 

being statistically significant F(4,493) = 4.00, p = .003, with an adjusted R² of .02. Within the 

model, students of poverty, t(493) = .14, p = .004, were a statistically significant predictor of 

ORF-ACC. Model 3 of the stepwise multiple regression indicated as being statistically 

significant, F(5,492) = 12.96, p < .001, with an adjusted R² of .11. Within the model, students of 

poverty, t(492) =.13, p = .008, and ORF-WRC, t(492) = .29, p < .001 were predictors of ORF-

ACC. 
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Conclusion 

 The results of this study indicate which factors have a statistically significant impact on 

the desired student outcomes of DIBELS composite score, ORF-WRC, and ORF-ACC.  For the 

intensive sample, the factors that were predictors of the DIBELS composite score were race, 

preschool enrollment, ORF-WRC scores, and ORF-ACC scores. Race, preschool enrollment, and 

ORF-ACC scores were also predictors of ORF-WRC for the intensive sample. Lastly, for the 

intensive sample, student gender, race, and ORF-WRC scores were predictors of ORF-ACC 

scores.  

Results differ for the strategic sample of students. Less factors made a statistically 

significant impact on the intended outcomes of DIBELS composite score, ORF-WRC, and ORF-

ACC. For the strategic sample, the only factor indicated in this study that was a predictor of the 

DIBELS composite score and the ORF-WRC score was ORF-ACC scores. Students in poverty 

and ORF-WRC scores of the strategic sample were predictors of the ORF-ACC scores.  

 Chapter five will provide a summary and interpretation of the findings addressed in this 

chapter as they pertain to the research questions of the study.  Implications of the study will be 

addressed. Chapter five will also present recommendations for actions for educational leaders. 

Lastly, it will include recommendations for further research.  
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Chapter Five: Discussion 

This study addressed the impact that specific factors had on oral reading fluency of 

struggling first-grade students. Known factors that impact reading success for all students 

include oral reading fluency rate, socioeconomic status, gender, race, and enrollment in 

preschool education (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Wanzel et al., 2014; Wei et al., 2011; Schwabe 

& Trendtel, 2015; Southern Education Foundation, 2010). Addressing reading deficits early, 

inclusively, and diagnostically should be at the forefront of educators’ attention (Telesman et al., 

2019). Acquiring successful reading skills impacts the future of all students within different 

aspects of students’ lives including academic success, postsecondary success, the ability to 

compete in the labor market, and the health of the American democracy (American Diploma 

Project, 2004; Chudowsky et al., 2007; National Reading Panal, 2000). 

Oral reading fluency and it’s two components, word recognition accuracy and 

automaticity and prosodic reading, are a critical component utilized in measuring reading 

competency and reading comprehension (Fuchs et al., 2001; Laberge & Samuels, 1974). When 

the shift from decoding words on a word-by-word basis to reading words rapidly, accurately, and 

with expression takes place, students become fluent readers (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). 

Fluency typically takes place between first and third grade (Schwanenflugel, 2006). Educational 

research collected showcases that the investment in high-quality preschool education prior to 

kindergarten is the greatest way to ensure reading readiness, achievement, and reduce student 

retention (Southern Education Foundation, 2010). 

Since the academic outcomes of students who come from a family who has a low 

socioeconomic status (lower educational achievement, poverty, and poor health), diverse races or 

ethnicities, or are disabled is unpromising and first-grade students who struggle in word reading 
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as compared to their same-aged peers, rarely achieve grade level academic expectations, the 

achievement gap between strong and weak readers widens (Wei et al., 2011; Wanzel et al., 2014, 

as cited in Juel, 1988; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997; Fletcher & Foorman, 1994). Along with 

the achievement gap, educators have also been fighting the gender gap in education since the 

1960s (Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015). The lower performance achieved by males and the higher 

representation of students of minority and students who come from a lower SES having reading 

deficits have become crucial issues in educational research and policy debates (Wei et al., 2011; 

Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015).  

Research Questions 

The research questions embedded in this study are: 

RQ1: How does the oral reading fluency of first grade students differ based on socioeconomic 

status? 

RQ 2: How does the oral reading fluency of first grade students differ based on gender? 

RQ3: What is the relationship between race and the oral reading fluency of first grade students? 

RQ4: How does preschool enrollment influence oral reading fluency of first grade students? 

RQ5: Which factors influence the oral reading fluency of first grade students? 

Theory Revisited 

The theoretical frameworks chosen for this study created a foundation and connected 

theory and practice. Both Lev Vygotsky’s Social Constructivism theory (Bodrova & Leong, 

2005; Lynch, 2016) and Chall’s Stages of Reading (Chall, 1996) framed the research of this 

study. When taking the educational perspective of Social Constructivism, knowledge is shared 

and obtained as a result of social interaction and language use (Lynch, 2016). Different aspects 

of Vygotsky’s approach pertain to high-quality preschool. According to his approach, a high-
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quality preschool amplifies the child’s learning with developmentally appropriate activities and 

prepares children for later grades by helping children become school ready (Bodrova & Leong, 

2005). Grounded in research of effective, systematic phonics instruction, Chall’s six stages of 

reading evolved from her findings. The stages of reading development pertaining to this study 

are stage one, the initial reading or decoding stage, and stage two, the confirmation and fluency 

stage. These stages occur during the age of the first-grade sample examined in this study. 

Readers are learning the set of letters and associating them with their corresponding sounds and 

uses and then readers gain confidence and become courageous in using the skills they have 

acquired to gain speed and fluency (Chall, 1996).  

Methodology Revisited 

The purpose of this study was to determine the factors, socioeconomic status, race, 

gender, and/or preschool enrollment, that impact oral reading fluency of first grade students. A 

quantitative, causal comparative study was conducted using the DIBELS 8 composite score, 

DIBELS 8 ORF-WRC and the DIBELS 8 ORF-ACC assessments. Data was collected from all 

participating first grade students who were assessed at the Beginning of the Year (BOY) 

DIBELS 8 benchmark window. Data was analyzed by the intensive and strategic categories as 

indicated by the DIBELS 8 composite score and disaggregated by socioeconomic status, race, 

gender, and prior preschool enrollment. The data collected from the DIBELS 8 assessments, 

student demographics, and preschool enrollment was the required data needed to compute the 

statistical analysis and answer the research questions to determine if factors impact the oral 

reading fluency of first grade students.  

 The student outcomes analyzed for this study were the DIBELS composite scores, 

DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency Words Read Correctly scores (ORF-WRC), and DIBELS Oral 
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Reading Fluency Accuracy scores of first grade students scoring in the intensive and strategic 

categories as indicated by the DIBELS Benchmark Goals (See Appendix A). While all factors, 

socioeconomic status, gender, race, and preschool enrollment were predictors in these outcomes, 

they were not predictors in all outcomes for both the intensive sample and strategic sample. This 

chapter will outline conclusions gained by the researcher’s findings, the implications of the 

study, present recommendations for actions for educational leaders and recommendations for 

further research.    

Interpretation of Findings 

Socioeconomic Status and Oral Reading Fluency 

The first research question aimed to determine the influence socioeconomic status had on 

oral reading fluency. Based on the step-wise multiple regression model, there was no statistical 

significance between socioeconomic status and the outcomes of the intensive student sample. 

Socioeconomic status was not a predictor of the DIBELS composite scores, DIBELS ORF-WRC 

scores, or DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the intensive student samples for this study. It was also 

found that there was no statistical significance between socioeconomic status and the outcomes 

of DIBELS composite score and the DIBELS ORF-WRC scores of the strategic student sample. 

Socioeconomic status was found to be a predictor of the outcome of DIBELS ORF-ACC scores 

of the strategic sample examined for this study.  

Implications  

 These results build upon existing evidence for the need for research and policy debates on 

the topic of students of poverty. This is due to the over representation of students from a lower 

socioeconomic status having deficits in reading (Wei et all, 2011). These findings also align with 

the published research indicating that the nature of what a child learns prior to entering school is 
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vastly reliant on the community and culture that surrounds them (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003). 

Policymakers must realize to improve the education of students of poverty, school improvement 

must be combined with social and economic reforms such as higher minimum wage and universal 

prekindergarten programs. 

Gender and Oral Reading Fluency 

The second research question aimed to determine the influence gender plays in oral 

reading fluency. Based on the step-wise multiple regression model, there was no statistical 

significance between gender and outcomes of DIBELS composite score and DIBELS ORF-WRC 

of the intensive sample examined in this study. Gender was also not a statistically significant 

predictor in the outcomes of DIBELS composite scores, DIBELS ORF-WRC scores, or the 

DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the strategic sample observed in this study. Gender was a 

statistically significant predictor in the outcome of DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the intensive 

sample.  

Implications 

 This research illuminates how gender gaps in school systems still exist today. Reading is 

a fundamental prerequisite for success in both academic achievement and society (Schwabe & 

Trendtel, 2015). These findings also align with the published research that showcases that 

regardless of age, income, race or ethnicity, gender gaps are an educational problem worth 

investigating (Schwabe & Trendtel, 2015; Nichols-Besel et al., 2018). Policymakers and 

educators must fully understand the needs for males and females to be treated equitably by 

allowing access to each gender’s receptive needs. They must examine the biases in policies and 

instructional structures that are currently in place.  
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Race and Oral Reading Fluency 

The third research question aimed to determine the influence race had on oral reading 

fluency. Based on the step-wise multiple regression model, there was no statistical significance 

between race and the outcomes of the strategic student sample. Race was not a predictor of the 

DIBELS composite scores, DIBELS ORF-WRC scores, or DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the 

strategic student samples for this study. Race had a statistical significance on the student 

outcomes for the intensive sample. Race was found to be a predictor of the outcome of DIBELS 

composite scores, DIBELS ORF-WRC scores, DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the intensive 

sample examined for this study.  

Implications 

 The data contributes a clearer understanding of the need to investigate racial achievement 

gaps in the educational system. Minority students are also over represented as having reading 

deficits. (Wei et al., 2011). The Challenge to Lead 2020 goal was to narrow the achievement 

gaps between racial or ethnic groups but as of 2020, in South Carolina, the gap has widened in 

reading between white students and students of color (Southern Regional Education Board, 

2020). Policymakers and educators must fully understand the equity problem that exists in their 

education, teacher preparation, and possibly their own experiences. Racial inequities affect 

multiple aspects of education including student achievement, curriculum, and teacher 

performance. To enact change, research must shift to include qualitative studies that include 

studying teacher’s beliefs and instructional practices, to allow for an improved understanding of 

racial inequities in education.  
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Preschool Enrollment and Oral Reading Fluency 

The fourth research question aimed to determine the influence preschool enrollment 

impacts oral reading fluency. Based on the step-wise multiple regression model, there was no 

statistical significance between preschool enrollment and the outcomes of the strategic student 

sample. Preschool enrollment was not a predictor of the DIBELS composite scores, DIBELS 

ORF-WRC scores, or DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the strategic student samples for this study. 

It was also found that there was no statistical significance between preschool enrollment and the 

outcomes of the DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the intensive student sample. Preschool 

enrollment had a statistical significance and was a predictor of the student outcomes of DIBELS 

composite score and DIBELS ORF-WRC for the intensive sample examined for this study. 

Implications 

This research illuminates the high need for universal, high-quality preschool programs. 

These results build on existing evidence proving the way to ensure reading readiness and student 

achievement is investing in high-quality preschool education prior to kindergarten (Southern 

Education Foundation, 2010). As parents, educators, policymakers, and the greater community 

are becoming more aware of the importance to increase school readiness and how school 

readiness impacts our youngest learners (Education Reform Bill, 2019). The goal is to create 

academically successful students and South Carolina is lacking in meeting quality standards and 

teacher standards. Universal prekindergarten education should be put on the forefront of 

educators and policymaker’s agendas in hopes to enact change and to prepare our students for 

success.  



128 

Additional and Overarching Findings 

The fifth research question aimed to determine that factors with the highest impact on 

oral reading fluency. While all factors, (socioeconomic status, gender, race, and preschool 

enrollment), analyzed in this study showed to be statistically significant as being indicated as a 

predictor for the student outcomes examined in this study, (DIBELS composite score, DIBELS 

ORF-WRC score, and DIBELS ORF-ACC score), the results of this study showcased that some 

factors were indicated to be a predictor of more than one student outcome. The factors that 

support more than one student outcome are race and preschool enrollment. These two factors 

alone were indicated by the step-wise multiple regression model to be predictors for five student 

outcomes. Gender and socioeconomic status were factors that each supported one student 

outcome as being a statistically significant predictor. For the intensive sample, race was the only 

factor that was a predictor of all the student outcomes, DIBELS composite score, DIBELS ORF-

WRC score, and DIBELS ORF-ACC score. Preschool enrollment was a predictor of two of the 

three student outcomes for the intensive sample, DIBELS composite score and DIBELS ORF- 

WRC score. Gender and socioeconomic status were only predictors in one student outcome 

within this study. Gender was a predictor of DIBELS ORF-ACC scores for the intensive sample 

and socioeconomic status was a predictor of DIBELS ORF-ACC for the strategic sample 

examined in this study. 

DIBELS Sub Tests and Oral Reading Fluency 

 While analyzing the demographic factors listed above, the other student outcomes were 

also analyzed for statistical significance within the step-wise multiple regression model. DIBELS 

ORF-WRC scores showed a statistical significance to the student outcomes of DIBELS 

composite score and DIBELS ORF-ACC score of the intensive sample. DIBELS ORF-WRC 
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also showed a statistical significance to the student outcomes as being a predictor of DIBELS 

ORF-ACC scores of the strategic sample. DIBELS ORF-ACC showed a statistical significance 

to the student outcomes as being predictors of DIBELS composite scores and DIBELS ORF-

WRC scores for the intensive and strategic sample analyzed in this study.  

Implications 

These results build on existing evidence spotlighting the need for research to be conducted 

on oral reading fluency of students in primary grades. The connectedness of a systematic phonics 

continuum that leads to fluency, accuracy and in the future, comprehension is unmistakable. 

Addressing reading deficits early, inclusively, and diagnostically should be at the forefront of 

educator’s attention (Telesman et al., 2019). Oral reading fluency is the bridge and a critical 

component to achieving the main reading goal, to comprehend (Fuchs et al, 2001). Educators, 

especially in the primary grades, must be adequately trained and prepared to teach reading. They 

must know how to assess the reading ability of their students and create differentiated and 

individualized instruction based on student needs. 

Recommendations for Action 

 Although reforms should occur in both our government, the community, and within our 

education system, educators are not powerless. The results of this study challenges educators, 

district officials, and policymakers to act on the following recommendations. These 

recommendations for action will assist educational leaders with ensuring an equitable education 

for all learners regardless of the factors which according to the results of this study, impede their 

early literacy learning.  

 Socioeconomic status was found to be a predictor of the outcome of DIBELS ORF-ACC 

scores of the strategic sample examined for this study. Students who come from a lower 
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socioeconomic background may not have the literacy experiences or support at home to 

successfully tackle the vocabulary of more complex texts, making accuracy an issue. To support 

students in this area, educational leaders can provide in-school time for students to complete 

work when work requires costly materials or technology and invite students to attend after school 

tutoring, or summer learning camps to obtain further direct instruction with a teacher. Allowing 

student of poverty access to the same curricular opportunities as their same-aged peers of a 

higher socioeconomic status including inclusion in gifted and talented programs is another 

recommendation of action. Lastly, I challenge educators to continue to reach out to parents who 

seem unresponsive, challenge colleagues who stigmatize parents and students who live in 

poverty, and educate yourself on our bias, prejudices, and the cycle of poverty in schools and in 

our communities.  

 Gender was a statistically significant predictor in the outcome of DIBELS ORF-ACC 

scores of the intensive sample. Based on the findings of this study, some recommendations for 

actions for educational leaders consists of incorporate a variance of teaching styles into 

instructional practices, discourage female and male stereotypes and traditional gender roles, and 

encourage gender equity of student voice, choice, and classroom participation. One way to 

ensure gender equity in participation would be to create a calling system that allows the educator 

to be mindful of appropriate wait or think time and ensure that students of all regardless of 

gender are included in classroom discussions. Equal participation allows all genders the same 

opportunities, which will strengthen instruction in all academic areas. Finally, I challenge 

educators to continue to monitor for gender bias to minimize its impact on opportunities, 

learning, and student achievement. The essential need to become more aware of gender-biased 

tendencies and strategies to alter biased practices is evident.  
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 Race was found to be a predictor of the outcome of DIBELS composite scores, DIBELS 

ORF-WRC scores, DIBELS ORF-ACC scores of the intensive sample examined during his 

study. The findings of this study showcases that educational leaders are tasked and encouraged to 

seek change by support the following recommendations. Educators can build stronger readers by 

including an equitable racial representation in classroom texts. Everyone deserves to see 

themselves represented in what they read. Seeing yourself represented in texts is motivational to 

students. Educational leaders should also take ownership of learning about racial inequities. To 

enact the changes needed in our nation and within education, have the hard conversations about 

racism within our school systems.  

 Preschool enrollment had a statistical significance and was a predictor of the student 

outcomes of DIBELS composite score and DIBELS ORF-WRC for the intensive sample 

examined for this study. Educators value early learning experiences. The need for educational 

reform to include universal prekindergarten is evident. The results of this study should be taken 

into account when considering the following recommendation. I challenge educational leaders to 

use your voice to fight for universal prekindergarten. Universal prekindergarten will allow our 

youngest learners to be exposed to language and literacy, foster thinking skills and assist in the 

learning of social skills, self-control, and having self-confidence. Universal prekindergarten will 

enhance language and motor skill development and reduce the need for future public spending on 

areas such as remedial education, criminal justice, and social support programs.  

 Although all factors, (socioeconomic status, gender, race, and preschool enrollment), 

analyzed in this study showed to be statistically significant as being indicated as a predictor for 

the student outcomes examined in this study, the additional student outcomes themselves were 

predictors as well. Since the results of this study show a correlation between student outcomes, 
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the following recommendations for action are encouraged. The results of this study demonstrate 

that oral reading fluency must become a focus for the primary grades. Educational leaders should 

use a universal screener such as DIBELS 8 or the CORE Phonics Survey when assessing reading 

deficits. Educators are tasked with differentiating reading instruction based on student needs and 

allow for fluid grouping of students. Fluid grouping of students allows students who grow faster 

than others to flourish while also providing scaffolding needed to those who struggle. 

Personalized reading instruction geared to the individual needs of all students ensures equitable 

instruction regardless of the factors that this study proves to impede early literacy. Educational 

leaders should provide opportunities for practice with interesting texts to foster the intrinsic love 

of reading. Lastly, I challenge educators to become the educator who is a confident teacher of 

reading by understanding the science behind reading, use diagnostic tools to pinpoint the entry 

point for where students fall on the continuum of learning how to read and think innovatively 

when faced with the challenge of teaching struggling readers.   

Limitations 

 While this study was inclusive of struggling first grade readers in the general education 

setting, a limitation of this study was the exclusion of students who receive special education 

services. This decision was made because the instructional experiences of students receiving 

special education services within the school district used for this study vastly differ. These 

instructional experiences not only differ between the special education programs offered at the 

28 elementary schools, but also by the minutes of instruction as well.  

  The exclusion of the use of student attendance records is another limitation of this study. 

While the researcher contemplated using attendance as another variable, the Director of 

Assessment for the school district used in this study let the researcher know that attendance data 
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was not easily attainable. It is not easily attainable due to platform used to collect this data, the 

sample size, and high number of participating elementary schools. The lack of use of attendance 

records is a limitation because the researcher is not able to see the role COVID-19 quarantines or 

extended absences had on the students’ fluency instruction.  

Another limitation of this quantitative study was that the study did not provide information 

about each prior educator. The information not included was the educator’s highest level of 

education, the quality of their teacher preparation programs, and their evaluation status as 

designated by the South Carolina Teaching Standards (SCTS. It did not determine if all students 

who were enrolled in preschool were taught by a highly qualified educator.  

A limitation of this study was that it did not indicate the level of early literacy intervention 

provided to students within their current grade level or previous grade levels. Although the 

research is aware of current mandated intervention programs used by the school district used in 

this study, it was also made aware that each school has the autonomy to use those programs or 

gain approval to create a program that better fits the needs of the particular student’s in their 

school.  

This study was a quantitative study that looks solely at data which could be seen as a 

limitation. In the current times, being that the 2021-2022 school year is the first full year back to 

face-to-face instruction in South Carolina, the data matters to all stakeholders. Stakeholders want 

to see that learning loss is minimized and accelerated growth is maximized. Although the data is 

examined throughout this study, the stakeholder perspectives could provide more context to the 

research problem if a qualitative or mixed-methods study was conducted.   
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Recommendations for Further Study  

 After reflecting on the execution and findings of this study, recommendations for further 

research include investigating the factors impacting oral reading fluency by sub groups other 

than general education students. Other subgroups should be examined by demographic factors 

such as individual races, males versus females, or students well above the poverty index. Data 

collection should also be extended to the analysis of sub groups that receive special education or 

intervention services. This study focused on struggling first-grade students who fell in the 

intensive and strategic categories as indicated by the DIBELS 8 Benchmark Goals. Another 

future recommendation for research by sub group would be to extend this study to students who 

score in the benchmark or above benchmark categories as indicated by the DIBELS 8 

Benchmark Goals to see if the same factors impact their oral reading fluency.  

 Due to the learning loss associated with COVID-19, one recommendation for further 

study would be to analyze the attendance records of struggling students. This would allow 

educators, administrators, and district office officials to understand potential reasoning for 

specific collected data. The examining of attendance data could assist administration with 

meaningful student selection for afterschool tutoring and summer school programs.  

 The results of this study showcases the need for research to be conducted on the 

effectiveness of teacher preparation programs, teacher quality, and the of the current evaluation 

tool, South Carolina Teaching Standards (SCTS). This study highlights the importance of 

learning how to read to become a fluent reader. Primary teachers should be successful teachers of 

reading by understanding the science behind reading. Teacher preparation programs, teacher 

quality, and the use of an effective, supportive evaluation tool impacts educators. Further studies 
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on these topics can benefit all education leaders by bringing forth the positives and negative 

aspects of these topics. 

 Based on the results of this study and the theoretical framework that informed the study, 

further studies should examine the current intervention programs being offered to struggling 

readers to see if the current implemented interventions include a strong systematic approach to 

teaching phonemic awareness and phonics skills. The use of a universal screener such as 

DIBELS 8 or the CORE Phonics Survey to find an entry point in instruction along the 

phonological continuum should be examined.  

Another recommendation for research would be to extend this research on the factors 

impacting oral reading fluency to other grade levels within a building, across buildings in the 

same district, across multiple Title I schools, or across districts in the same state. This research 

could be generalized by collecting data from all across the state of South Carolina to cast a 

broader net and to gain an increased the sample size.   

 Lastly, this quantitative research study should be extended into a qualitative or mixed-

methods study to ensure the understanding of concepts and include the opinions and experiences 

of students and educators. Extending this research to other methodologies would broaden the 

perspectives on the research problem. Extending this research to a qualitative approach or mixed-

methods approach could provide more context to the answer of which factors impact oral reading 

fluency. 

Conclusion 

 This study addressed the known factors that impact reading success for all 

students include oral reading fluency rate, socioeconomic status, gender, race, and enrollment in 

preschool education (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Wanzel et al., 2014; Wei et al., 2011; Schwabe 
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& Trendtel, 2015; Southern Education Foundation, 2010). Addressing reading deficits early, 

inclusively, and diagnostically assures students to obtain a successful future outside of K-12 

education (Telesman et al., 2019; American Diploma Project, 2004; Chudowsky et al., 2007; 

National Reading Panal, 2000). This study signifies and identifies the importance of a critical 

component used in measuring reading competency and reading comprehension, oral reading 

fluency. (Fuchs et al., 2001; Laberge & Samuels, 1974).  

Factors impeding the successful oral reading fluency of first grade students are gender, 

race, socioeconomic status, and preschool enrollment. The achievement, opportunity and gender 

gaps exist in American educational systems. Educational research showcases that students who 

come from a family who has a low socioeconomic status, rarely achieve grade level academic 

expectations, the achievement gap between strong and weak readers widens (Wei et al., 2011; 

Wanzel et al., 2014, as cited in Juel, 1988; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997; Fletcher & 

Foorman, 1994). The lower performance achieved by males and the higher representation of 

students of minority and students who come from a lower SES having reading deficits have 

become an essential issue in educational research and policy debates (Wei et al., 2011; Schwabe 

& Trendtel, 2015). Educational research collected showcases that the investment in high-quality 

preschool education prior to kindergarten is the greatest way to ensure reading readiness and 

student achievement (Southern Education Foundation, 2010). 

 The results of this study suggest that student race and enrollment in preschool are factors 

that heavily impact first grade oral reading fluency. While this study shows that factors such as 

socioeconomic status and gender have a slightly less impact on oral reading fluency, they still 

have an impact and can add to the existing body of research. Considering the current National 

Assessment of Educational Progress’ National Report Card, the state of South Carolina’s fourth 
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grade reading proficiency level, and the fact that South Carolina did not meet the early grades’ 

goal initiated by the Challenge to Lead Goals of 2020, the result of this study can aide to the gap 

of research and literature conducted on oral reading fluency of first-graders.  

Reading skills have been associated to different aspects of students’ lives other than 

academic success in the kindergarten through twelfth grade system such as postsecondary 

success, the ability to compete in the labor market, and the health of the American democracy 

(American Diploma Project, 2004; Chudowsky et al., 2007; National Reading Panal, 2000). This 

research illuminates how education is the battle against poverty, achievement, opportunity, and 

gender gaps, and early literacy experiences that educators should fight. The best way to fight is 

to empower people through access to quality education for all students. It is our duty as 

educational leaders and researchers to combat these very factors that are harmful in a systematic 

approach that is purposeful, meaningful, flexible, and relevant because our children deserve the 

very best chance to feel and become successful. 
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Appendix A 

DIBELS 8 Benchmark Goals 
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* These Benchmark Goals come from University of Oregon (2020b)  
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Appendix B 

DIBELS 8th Edition Composite Score Calculation Worksheet for First Grade 

 

* This Composite Score Calculation Worksheet comes from University of Oregon (2020b)  
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Appendix C 

DIBELS 8th Edition Beginning of the Year Benchmark ORF Passage 

 

*This 1st Grade Benchmark Passage comes from the Student G1 Benchmark Materials and 

Scoring Booklets (https://dibels.uoregon.edu/materials/dibels). 

https://dibels.uoregon.edu/materials/dibels
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Appendix D 

DIBELS 8th Oral Reading Fluency Scoring Sheet 

 

*This 1st Grade Fluency Scoring Sheet comes from the G1 Student Benchmark Materials and 

Scoring Booklets (https://dibels.uoregon.edu/materials/dibels). 

https://dibels.uoregon.edu/materials/dibels
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Appendix E 

District Approval 
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Appendix F 

IRB Approval 
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Vygotskiĭ, L. S. (Lev S., & Veer, R. van der. (2020). Vygotsky’s pedology of the school age. 

Information Age Publishing, Incorporated. 

Walberg, H. J., & Tsai, S. L. (1983). Matthew effects in education. American Educational 

Research Journal, 20(3), 359-373. 

Wanzek, J., Stevens, E. A., Williams, K. J., Scammacca, N., Vaughn, S., & Sargent, K. (2018). 

Current evidence on the effects of intensive early reading interventions. Journal of 

Learning Disabilities, 51(6), 612-624.  

Wanzek, J., Otaiba, S. A., & Petscher, Y. (2014). Oral reading fluency development for children 

with emotional disturbance or learning disabilities. Exceptional Children, 80(2), 187–

204. https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291408000204 

Wei, X., Blackorby, J., & Schiller, E. (2011). Growth in reading achievement of students with 

disabilities, ages 7 to 17. Exceptional Children, 78(1), 89–106. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291107800106 

 

https://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/index.html
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/spedteacherresources/what-is-curriculum-based-measurement/
https://my.vanderbilt.edu/spedteacherresources/what-is-curriculum-based-measurement/
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291408000204
https://doi.org/10.1177/001440291107800106

	BUILDING COMPREHENSION: A CAUSAL COMPARATIVE STUDY OF FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO THE ORAL READING FLUENCY OF FIRST GRADERS
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1682954284.pdf.AnKut

