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Improving the reading skills of struggling secondary students 
in a real-world setting: issues of implementation and 
sustainability
Susan Main , Susan Hill and Annamaria Paolino

School of Education, Edith Cowan University, Mount Lawley, Western Australia, Australia

ABSTRACT
Reading difficulties have been associated with limited academic 
success and related social-emotional outcomes including anxiety 
and low motivation. Recent research on the educational impact of 
the COVID-19 pandemic indicates that children with poor reading 
skills were disproportionally disadvantaged. This growing number 
of students experiencing reading difficulties will require effective 
implementation of strategies to prevent long-term disadvantage, 
including in the challenging context of secondary schools where 
teachers are unfamiliar with reading instruction and constrained by 
timetabling of subjects and teachers. This research examined 
whether a Direct Instruction programme could be implemented 
with fidelity in the real world of a secondary school over 
a sustained period. Reading progress was monitored using 
a standardised assessment. Programme implementation was mon-
itored via interviews with staff, classroom observations, and field 
notes. These data revealed that, whilst fidelity of programme imple-
mentation was challenging, programme delivery and student abil-
ity and confidence in reading improved over the three years.
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Reading difficulties among secondary school students

Reading instruction is often seen as the responsibility of primary school teachers in the 
early years of schooling. Yet Snow and Moje (2010) challenge the notion that reading 
instruction can end by the time a child reaches Grade 4, maintaining this does not protect 
students from experiencing reading difficulties in later years. Certainly, the substantial 
proportion of secondary school students who have reading difficulties that interfere with 
their academic performance (Benner, Nelson, Stage, & Ralston, 2011; Solis, Miciak, Vaughn, 
& Fletcher, 2014) and who are reading at or below Grade 5 level (Archer, Gleason, & 
Vachon, 2003) is evidence of this.

In their report of the 2021 literacy results for the National Assessment Program Literacy 
and Numeracy (NAPLAN), which all Australian students sit in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9, the 
Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (2021) noted that the average 
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trend in reading and spelling is upward, with writing levelling out from the decline of 
previous years. Despite this, NAPLAN data for 2021 indicates approximately 20% (23.6%) 
of Year 9 students are at or below national minimum standards. The discrepancy between 
NAPLAN levels and standardised reading tests means that these students are at least 3  
years below grade level for reading (Edmonds et al., 2009; Goss, Sonnemann, Chisholm, & 
Nelson, 2016) and are likely to have difficulty comprehending texts at secondary school 
level.

Preliminary research suggests that students already experiencing reading difficulties 
may be further impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic and, while it has been suggested 
that the impact of the pandemic on Australian students is limited (Gore, Fray, Miller, 
Harris, & Taggart, 2021; Productivity Commission, 2022), recent changes in the approach 
to the public health crisis mean that this is yet to be fully understood. Reports from 
countries where the impact of the pandemic on face-to-face instruction in 2020 and 2021 
was greater indicate that there have been notable changes in students’ reading perfor-
mance (Kuhfeld, Lewis, & Peltier, 2022; Kuhfeld, Soland, & Lewis, 2022; Lewis & Kuhfeld, 
2021; Lewis, Kuhfeld, Ruzek, & McEachin, 2021; Renaissance Learning, 2021). A report by 
Dorn, Hancock, Sarakatsannia, and Viruleg (2021) found that the average learning rates in 
reading for students in Grades 1–6 were 4 months behind historical rates, while another 
study by Domingue, Hough, Lang, and Yeatman (2021), which used oral reading fluency 
as a measure of reading development, found that students in Grades 2 and 3 were 
approximately 30% behind expected proficiency. In both these studies, and previously 
cited reports, the impact on disadvantaged students was even greater.

Considering existing data on the reading performance of students in secondary 
schools and indications of additional declines in reading due to the current global 
situation, secondary schools may be facing increased numbers of students whose reading 
is not at age-appropriate levels. In schools where student disadvantage is higher, this is 
likely to be even greater. Hence, the present study is both timely and important in 
contributing to understanding of the effective implementation of literacy interventions 
in secondary schools.

Impact of reading difficulties

Morgan, Farkas, and Wu (2012) examined the relationship between reading difficulties 
and social emotional adjustment and found that children with poor reading skills were 
more likely to report being angry, distractible, sad, lonely, and unpopular than their peers 
without reading difficulties. Other research has found that children with reading difficul-
ties exhibit anxiety (Nelson & Harwood, 2011), poor self-concept (Chapman, Tunmer, & 
Prochnow, 2000), social skills deficits (Miles & Stipek, 2006), internalising behaviours 
(Boyes, Tebbutt, Preece, & Badcock, 2018) and oppositional behaviours (Pierce, Wechsler- 
Zimring, Noam, Wolf, & Katzir, 2013). Research examining the long-term impacts of read-
ing difficulties has identified a range of poor outcomes for adults in areas of education 
and employment (Smart et al., 2017), physical health and well-being (Australian Institute 
of Health and Welfare, 2011), and psychological wellbeing (Daniel et al., 2006; Galuschka & 
Schulte-Körne, 2016). Reading difficulties have also been identified as prevalent in prison 
populations (Measuring success: Using assessment and accountability to raise student 
achievement, 2001; Snowling, Adams, Bowyer-Crane, & Tobin, 2000).
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The association between reading difficulties and negative social emotional outcomes is 
not always clear, and may be nonlinear (Sideridis, Simos, Mouzaki, Stamovlasis, & 
Georgiou, 2019); nevertheless, consistent failure in reading development may lead to 
challenging behaviours (Sideridis, Simos, Mouzaki, Stamovlasis, & Georgiou, 2019). 
A meta-analysis by Warmbold-Brann, Burns, Preast, Taylor, and Aguilar (2017) identified 
that positive academic and behavioural outcomes result from academic interventions. 
Motivation to read has also been identified as having a considerable impact on the 
development of reading skills and cognitive development, since the more children read 
the better their reading skills become, thus increasing their access to knowledge (Sparks, 
Patton, & Murdoch, 2014; Stanovich, 2008). As with behavioural difficulties, the relation-
ship between achievement and motivation is complex and, while numerous studies have 
found a link between these constructs, the directionality is not clearly established (Vu 
et al., 2021). Vu et al. (2021) contend the research literature supports a reciprocal relation-
ship between motivation and achievement. Toste, Didion, Peng, Filderman, and 
McClelland (2020) argue the relationship is bidirectional, with the results of their meta- 
analytic review suggesting “earlier reading is a stronger predictor of later motivation than 
motivation is of reading” (p. 420).

Reading instruction for secondary school students

Good initial reading instruction and early intervention for children with reading difficulties 
is crucial (King & Coughlin, 2016; Vaughn et al., 2015), as older students with reading 
difficulties have complex profiles making it more difficult to remediate (Calhoon & 
Petscher, 2013). However, studies indicate that reading interventions for secondary school 
students can be effective (Calhoon & Petscher, 2013; Scammacca, Roberts, Vaughn, & 
Stuebing, 2015). Teaching word reading skills to older students can have a positive effect 
on their reading outcomes, as evidenced by the Joseph and Schisler (2009) analysis of 23 
studies representing more than 1,100 students from middle to high-school years. Even for 
secondary students, developing fluent decoding has been identified as a necessary pre-
cursor to reading comprehension (Stanley, Petscher, & Catts, 2018; Wang, Sabatini, 
O’Reilly, & Weeks, 2019). Archer, Gleason, and Vachon (2003) assert that “no comprehen-
sion strategies are powerful enough to compensate for not being able to read the words 
within the text” (p. 90). Approaches that successively and explicitly support the develop-
ment of reading skills (decoding, vocabulary, spelling, fluency, and comprehension) 
provide the best learning environment for older children with reading difficulties 
(Calhoon & Petscher, 2013; Marchand-Martella, Martella, Modderman, Petersen, & Pan, 
2013).

Multicomponent intensive intervention delivered in small groups has been identified 
as highly effective for this group of students (Donegan & Wanzek, 2021; Vaughn et al., 
2010). These small group (Tier 2) interventions have been effective in supporting second-
ary students with reading difficulties to progress more rapidly than the average learning 
rate for their peers (Vaughn, Denton, & Fletcher, 2010), with some studies finding gains of 
at least 2 years after 1 year of instruction (Calhoon & Petscher, 2013). However, improve-
ments in reading tend to be slower (Wanzek, Wexler, Vaughn, & Ciullo, 2010) and 
proportional to instructional time (Fielding, Kerr, & Rosier, 2007), and some students 
continue to read well below their peers despite intervention (Vaughn et al., 2015). de 
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Haan (2021) suggests the need for more research on what works in relation to teaching 
beginning reading skills, such as decoding and encoding, to secondary students.

Implementing reading instruction for secondary students

In their study of secondary teachers’ implementation of a reading programme, Leko, 
Roberts, and Pek (2015) observed the challenges associated with teaching students 
who had emotional and behavioural characteristics developed from years of reading 
failure. The challenges are further compounded by the fact that secondary teachers 
typically do not have the requisite knowledge and skills to teach reading (Faggella- 
Luby, Ware, & Capozzoli, 2009). The ease of implementation and sustainability of 
reading interventions also needs to be feasible for teachers (Vaughn, Denton, & 
Fletcher, 2010). A systematic review of research into how best to implement these 
approaches indicated interventions that provided extensive professional development 
in applying specific instructional approaches had a greater impact on student out-
comes than approaches that utilised only curricular changes (Slavin, Lake, Chambers, 
Cheung, & Davis, 2009).

Evaluating reading interventions

To improve reading instruction interventions, Petscher et al. (2020) argue that reading 
research should be directed towards answering more than simply “what works” and 
include “what works for whom under what conditions and what factors promote sustain-
ability of implementation” (p. 14). That is, they recommend focussing on evaluation of 
effectiveness - whether an intervention works in the real world, rather than simply efficacy - 
whether the intervention works under carefully controlled conditions (Koutsouris, 
Norwich, & Stebbing, 2019). While it is ideal to control for confounding variables in 
research (Ferrari, Retico, & Bacciu, 2020), this can be challenging in educational settings 
(Conroy, Stichter, Daunic, & Haydon, 2008; Ewert & Sibthorp, 2009). Understanding the 
adoption, implementation and sustainability of reading interventions necessitates incor-
porating qualitative methodologies to explore the multitude of influencing factors in 
schools (Koutsouris, Norwich, & Stebbing, 2019; McKenney & Reeves, 2019). Failure to 
identify confounding or extraneous variables that influence student outcomes can render 
research findings invalid (Conroy, Stichter, Daunic, & Haydon, 2008). Thus, capitalising on 
research using multiple methodologies provides the best opportunity to understand 
what principles and practices are likely to provide the best outcomes for students learning 
to read (Petscher et al., 2020).

Koutsouris, Norwich, and Stebbing (2019) maintain that process evaluation is one such 
approach to understanding the implementation and outcomes of classroom-based inter-
ventions. While Randomised Control Trials (RCTs) are generally seen as the “gold stan-
dard”, on their own they do not provide the information required to identify and 
understand the multitude of interacting factors impacting on implementation and out-
comes of interventions in schools (Koutsouris, Norwich, & Stebbing, 2019; Moore et al., 
2015). Koutsouris, Norwich, and Stebbing (2019) also caution that trying to implement 
design controls may create conditions that are not representative of real classroom 
contexts and, therefore, cannot be generalised to other classroom settings. Further, 
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these controls may influence schools’ willingness to participate in intervention trials. 
Process evaluation incorporates multiple sources of data to examine the implementation 
and outcomes of the intervention (Koutsouris, Norwich, & Stebbing, 2019) as the link 
between evidence-based practices and student outcomes is not linear and involves 
multiple interacting factors (Leko, Roberts, & Pek, 2015).

Fidelity of implementation is one factor considered critical to achieving the desired 
outcomes when delivering an intervention programme (Benner, Nelson, Stage, & Ralston, 
2011; Roberts, Vaughn, Beretvas, & Wong, 2017). Implementation fidelity refers to the 
extent to which an intervention is delivered in the form intended by the programme 
developer/s. Studies of implementation fidelity have demonstrated that teachers often 
adapt programmes based on their orientation to teaching and beliefs about student 
learning (Leko, Roberts, & Pek, 2015; Troyer, 2019). However, adherence to the interven-
tion protocol is less important if the teacher is highly skilled (Capin, Roberts, Clemens, & 
Vaughn, 2021). Leko, Roberts, and Pek (2015) found highly skilled teachers used their 
professional judgement to support their effective delivery of programme content, while 
less skilled teachers adapted the materials to compensate for their lack of knowledge and 
to make delivery easier for themselves.

Direct Instruction programmes
It is also important to consider the differences between the content of reading interven-
tions when examining implementation. For example, Benner, Nelson, Stage, and Ralston 
(2011) used the Direct Instruction (DI) Corrective Reading programme (Engelmann, 
Hanner, & Johnson, 2002) which has specific protocols in place for delivery and is highly 
scripted; whereas the Capin, Roberts, Clemens, and Vaughn (2021) study examined the 
PACT programme that uses a content-based approach to improving reading comprehen-
sion through discussions about text. The importance of teacher knowledge may have 
been more significant for the latter programme than it would be for the carefully 
structured and scripted DI programmes. It has been shown that DI programmes can be 
delivered effectively by education assistants and paraprofessionals (O’Connor & Vadasy, 
2011; Vadasy, Jenkins, & Pool, 2000), suggesting that they do not rely as heavily on teacher 
knowledge as other programmes may.

Direct Instruction programmes (Carnine & Engelmann, 2016) have been subject to 
considerable research since their development in the 1960s. While DI materials have their 
detractors (Eppley & Dudley-Marling, 2019), meta-analyses and longitudinal studies pro-
vide compelling evidence for their efficacy (Hattie, 2021; Mason & Otero, 2021; Stockard, 
2021). The instructional design of these programmes is supported by research into 
impactful teaching practices, including considered selection and sequencing of content, 
explicit teaching, activating prior knowledge, making the learning intentions and criteria 
for success clear to the learner, teaching generalisable strategies, and providing ample 
opportunities for practice and review so that mastery can be achieved (Hattie, 2021; 
Twyman, 2021).

In addition to developing skills and strategic knowledge for effective and efficient 
reading, DI curriculum materials are drawn from a range of content areas, including the 
sciences and social sciences. Using a range of reading materials as the basis for instruction 
develops students’ vocabulary and general knowledge, which, in turn, contributes to 
reading comprehension (Perfetti & Stafura, 2014). DI programmes encourage motivation 
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through students tracking their own progress and teacher monitoring to provide appro-
priate feedback and support.

The current study

The purpose of this paper is to examine the implementation of a DI intervention in 
a mainstream secondary school, over a period of 3 years, including the impact on the 
reading ability of students from Years 7–10 who were reading at or below Grade 6 level. 
Consistent with recommendations by Koutsouris, Norwich, and Stebbing (2019) and 
Petscher et al. (2020), how the intervention was implemented and the perspectives of 
those involved in the implementation were explored to provide greater insights to the 
“real-world use” (Koutsouris, Norwich, & Stebbing, 2019, p. 31) of the DI programme in 
a secondary school context. Hence, the current study drew on different data sources to 
answer the following research questions:

RQ1. How effective was a Direct Instruction programme in improving the reading 
outcomes of students in a Western Australian secondary school?

RQ2. What factors impacted on the effective delivery of the Direct Instruction pro-
gramme in a Western Australian secondary school?

Method

Key components of the process evaluation approach, as described by Koutsouris, 
Norwich, and Stebbing (2019), were applied to evaluate the reading intervention imple-
mented in the school. Koutsouris, Norwich, and Stebbing (2019) identified three types of 
information used to facilitate this evaluation: details of how the programme was imple-
mented; the outcomes of the implementation; and, to what the programme was being 
compared. It is important to note that Koutsouris, Norwich, and Stebbing (2019) were 
evaluating the implementation of a programme in 32 schools, whereas this is a multi-year, 
single-case evaluation, albeit of a programme that has been extensively researched 
previously. Therefore, the programme is compared to existing research on effective 
reading interventions for secondary students. The limitations of this are discussed later.

Under the first section, programme implementation, Koutsouris, Norwich, and 
Stebbing (2019, p. 18), included information on recruiting schools’ interest and how 
students were identified for inclusion in the programme. Staffing details and perceptions 
of the staff were also considered important. Such information is covered in the sections 
below on “Research context” and “Establishing the intervention”. Information on how the 
intervention was delivered is included under “Programme delivery”.

Research context

The students in the case study school were considerably less advantaged than those in 
other metropolitan schools based on the measure of socio-economic advantage used in 
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Australian schools: Index of Community Socio-educational Advantage (ICSEA). The ICSEA 
for a school is determined using student factors, including parents’ occupation and 
education, and school factors like geographical location and the percentage of 
Indigenous students (ACARA, 2020). The ICSEA scale ranges from 500 to 1300 with 
a median of 1000 (ACARA, 2018). Typically, remote and very remote schools have an 
ICSEA lower than 850 (Bonnor & Shepherd, 2016). The ICSEA of the school in this research 
was <850.

School leadership requested the support of one of the researchers, who was on the 
school’s board, to provide advice on how to improve the literacy outcomes of the school, 
specifically of those students not reaching the literacy benchmarks for NAPLAN. The 
impetus for this request was the school’s concern about consistently low literacy rates 
and the introduction of national minimum standards for secondary school graduation in 
the areas of literacy and numeracy (School Curriculum and Standards Authority, 2014). To 
graduate from secondary school, students who do not achieve above the national mini-
mum standard on the Year 9 NAPLAN test must sit another literacy and numeracy 
assessment in Year 10, 11 or 12 and achieve above national minimum standards.

Approval to conduct the research was granted by the Edith Cowan University Human 
Research Ethics Committee (No. 14546MAIN). Approval was also sought from the Western 
Australian Department of Education and granted (D 16/0251933). Participants provided 
written consent to be involved in the research.

Establishing the intervention

The lead author provided the school with information on a range of options that could be 
employed, including building teacher knowledge through professional learning, teacher 
designed intervention programmes and commercial literacy programmes. The school 
decided to use a commercial literacy programme based on cost, the support needed for 
teachers who were not trained to teach reading, and timely impact. Specifically, the 
school opted to use the DI Reading Mastery (RM) programme (Englemann & Bruner, 
1988) since it provides scripted lessons that enable teachers unfamiliar with teaching 
reading to deliver appropriately sequenced and comprehensive instruction. The RM 
programme includes five different levels appropriate for beginning readers through to 
proficient readers and has an emphasis on the essential components of reading instruc-
tion including phonics, vocabulary development, fluency, comprehension, spelling, and 
writing (see Main, Backhouse, Jackson, & Hill, 2020) for details of the full scope and 
sequence).

Programme delivery

As illustrated in Figure 1, the initial intentions for delivery of the programme changed 
several times over the course of the 3 years. These variations can be broadly attributed to 
changes in school leadership, financial constraints, and school structures.

Despite these changes, key features of the delivery remained. The RM programme is 
designed to scaffold delivery, but training is required to familiarise staff with the 
content and the delivery features. An in-school coordinator and the education 
assistants1 (EAs) involved in the delivery of the programme were funded to attend 
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one full-day and one half-day training session, with ongoing support provided through 
instructional coaching (Desimone & Pak, 2017). The sustainability of the programme 
was also a key consideration, and several measures were implemented to help ensure 
that the expertise remained in the school after the research concluded. These strate-
gies included presenting information on the programme to all school staff, involving 
one of the deputy principals in the training sessions, and providing the school with all 
the training materials (PowerPoints with delivery notes, a narrated video modelling 
delivery and coaching checklists). In addition, to assist the in-school coordinator with 
ongoing coaching of staff delivering the program, collaborative coaching sessions 
were conducted with the lead author. After each lesson observation, the in-school 
coordinator and the lead author discussed their observations to ensure a shared 
understanding of the program’s features and consistency of feedback. The lead 
author’s involvement in the training and coaching sessions was originally only 
intended to take place in the first year of the programme; however, limited opportu-
nities for collaborative coaching and changes in teaching staff meant that they 
continued into the second year.

The RM classes were scheduled so that students attended for one class period per core 
subject area, one class each of maths, science, humanities, and English per week. Teaching 
staff were consulted and agreed that improving reading skills was worth the time required 
to support students who missed one class per week.

The implementation was monitored over 3 years to determine its efficacy and sustain-
ability. While the school acknowledged the importance of evaluating the efficacy of the 
programme, their primary focus was on improving the outcomes for their students. 
Consequently, they were unwilling to exclude any of the identified students from acces-
sing the programme to establish a non-treatment group.

Figure 1. Changes to implementation across the three years of the RM programme.
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Participants

Seven EAs and one teacher were involved in delivering the RM programme and all agreed 
to participate in the research. Students in Years 7 to 9 were screened in their English 
classes to identify anyone who appeared to be experiencing reading difficulties. These 
students were subsequently assessed using the Woodcock Reading Mastery III (WRMT-III) 
(Woodcock, 2011). Grade levels in the WRMT-III are equivalent to year levels and the 
nominal threshold of Grade 6 on overall reading was determined as the criterion for 
inclusion in the programme. This level was based on national minimum standards for Year 
9 students being equivalent to, or less than, typical Year 5 students (Goss, Sonnemann, 
Chisholm, & Nelson, 2016). Setting the inclusion criterion as up to and including Year 6 
provided the best opportunity for students to successfully complete the Year 9 NAPLAN 
test.

Table 1 summarises the student sample according to the year they joined the RM 
programme (i.e. 2016, 2017 or 2018), their year level on starting the RM programme, 
gender, and number of school years they participated in the programme. The latter 
categorisation reflects the fact that students who made slower progress than expected 
were given the opportunity to continue in the RM programme for a second or third year. 
Of the 38 “repeat” students who participated over 2 or 3 years, 23 had commenced the RM 
programme in 2016 and 15 commenced in 2017.

Data collection instruments and analyses

Woodcock Reading Mastery III assessment
As previously reported (Main, Backhouse, Jackson, & Hill, 2020) the WRMT-III Word 
Identification, Word Attack, Word Comprehension and Passage Comprehension subt-
ests were used as both a screening tool to identify students for inclusion in the RM 
programme and for assessing the students’ progress throughout the school year. It 
was intended that students would be tested at three time-points during each 
school year: early March (screening/pre-test), early-September (1st re-test) and late 
November (2nd re-test). However, mid-year enrolments, student absences, and 

Table 1. Characteristics of students who participated 
in the RM programme (n = 132).

Student Characteristics n %

Start Year (Cohort)
2016 59 44.7
2017 30 22.7
2018 43 32.6
Grade/Year Level at Start
Year 7 91 68.9
Year 8 27 20.5
Year 9 14 10.6
Gender
Male 88 66.7
Female 44 33.3
No. School Years in RM Programme
1 year 94 71.2
2 years 33 25.0
3 years 5 3.8
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the day-to-day operational complexity of the secondary school meant there was 
considerable variation in the timing of the testing across the 3 years of the pro-
gramme. For the 2016 and 2018 cohorts, most (not all) students were tested at 
three time points. For the 2016 cohort, this was typically 1 April, 1 September, and 
28 November while for the 2018 cohort the main dates were 7 March, 18 September, 
and 21–29 November. For the 2017 cohort, only four of the 43 students received the 
third test in November. Hence, most students who commenced in 2017 were only 
tested twice on 7 March and 18 September.

The WRMT-III provides a range of measures for each of the sub-tests and total reading 
ability, including standard scores, grade equivalents and Growth Scale Values (GSV). The 
latter are based on an equal-interval scale derived using Rasch analysis techniques and 
represent absolute performance. This means a given difference in GSV scores represents 
the same difference in ability whether it is at the low or high end of the scale. Grade 
equivalents, on the other hand, represent performance relative to normed groups based 
on school grade levels and are not based on equal intervals. Since many of the funda-
mental reading skills are acquired in the early years of schooling, much larger gains in GSV 
scores are needed to progress from Grades 1–4 than for subsequent grade levels. When 
measuring growth in reading ability, the WRMT-III Manual (Woodcock, 2011, pp. 35–36) 
notes that GSVs have a “significant advantage over norm-referenced scores” since they 
indicate whether the individual’s ability level “has changed relative to her or his own 
previous performance”. Because of their important mathematical properties, GSV scores 
have been used in this paper for all inferential statistics rather than grade equivalents or 
standard scores. However, to assist in understanding group-level changes, descriptive 
statistics (e.g. means and medians) based on grade equivalents are provided where 
appropriate, with the caveat that they do not represent absolute growth in students’ 
reading ability.

Assumption testing was conducted prior to conducting the inferential tests. Since the 
three cohorts were of uneven size (i.e. 59, 30, 43) and some of the dependent variables 
violated the normality assumption, non-parametric Wilcoxon signed-rank tests (rather 
than paired-samples t-tests) were used to compare students’ progress over time. To 
account for multiple comparisons, a Bonferroni correction was applied to the alpha 
level typically used in social sciences research (i.e. 0.05) by dividing alpha by the number 
of tests conducted.

Gain scores based on GSVs were also calculated for each student. Assumption testing 
showed that the distribution of gain scores did not violate the assumption of normality. 
Hence, analysis of variance (ANOVA) based on gain scores was used to test differences 
between the overall gains made by the 2016, 2017 and 2018 cohorts. A Bonferroni 
correction of the alpha level was applied to account for multiple comparisons.

Other data sources
Interviews, classroom observations, and field notes were used to evaluate the impact of 
the intervention, the fidelity of delivery and the sustainability of the programme. 
Interviews were conducted twice a year, at the end of the first term of implementation 
and mid-way through the final term of the year, with the in-school coordinator and the 
EAs who delivered the programme. The questions were informal and structured around 
three broad questions; “How are you finding it to deliver the programme”, “How are the 
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students going?”, “Have you had any feedback on the programme from other people?”. 
Where participants were unsure how to respond, additional prompting was provided, 
such as, “Are there things about the programme you like or find challenging?” “Do you 
think students are benefitting from the programme and, if so, how?” “Have any of the 
parents or other teachers at the school talked to you about the programme?”

Lesson observations are a valuable source of data on how an intervention is delivered 
and how closely it adheres to the designer’s intention (Troyer, 2019). Over the course of 
the intervention, each of the EAs were observed at least twice per year delivering an RM 
lesson to determine the fidelity of delivery and identify any need for further staff support. 
A total of 20 classroom observations were conducted (2016 = 9, 2017 = 5, 2018 = 6). As 
previously reported (Main, Backhouse, Jackson, & Hill, 2020), the observation tool targeted 
the key components of the RM programme, including lesson pacing, student response 
rate, fidelity of instruction and corrective feedback. A section for notes against each of 
these criteria was included, which was used to note specific aspects of delivery.

Field notes were recorded after each visit to the school and included general observa-
tions, information from conversations with teaching staff and the school leadership team 
and meeting notes. Garnering students’ perceptions of their involvement in the pro-
gramme was deemed an unnecessary imposition by the school sector’s approval depart-
ment and was, therefore, not included.

Findings

RQ1. Student reading outcomes

Table 2 provides summary statistics of the number of weeks between the first and final 
tests for each RM cohort. This shows that, on average, the 2017 cohort had received 
several fewer weeks of the RM programme than most students in the 2016 and 2018 
cohorts on the final test for the year. This has implications for the test results subsequently 
presented below.

Figure 2 illustrates the absolute growth in reading performance made by individual 
students. Here, students’ initial total reading GSV scores are mapped to the overall gain in 
total reading GSV score made over the duration of their initial RM programme. To aid 
interpretation, grid lines depicting the grade equivalents are superimposed onto the 
initial GSV score (x-axis). The scatterplot indicates that the majority of students achieved 
growth in their initial year of the RM programme.

Table 2. Duration in weeks between students’ first and last 
WRMT-III test-date, by RM programme cohort (2016, 2017, 
2018).

No. of weeks
2016 

(n = 59)
2017 

(n = 30)
2018 

(n = 43)

Mean 33.32 27.70 35.40
Median 34.43 27.86 37.29
Std. Deviation 4.84 0.48 4.23
Minimum 12.6 26.3 27.9
Maximum 34.4 27.9 39.1
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The GSV gains made at the group level are depicted in Table 3. This shows that, on 
average, students made significant gains (p < 0.001) in all four WRMT-III subtests from pre- 
test screening to post-test in their first year of the RM programme. (Unless otherwise 
stated, “post-test” results refer to the final WRMT-III test completed by each student, 
regardless of whether this was conducted in September or November.) The effect sizes (r) 
were moderate to large. To assist interpretation, the mean grade levels at pre and post are 
presented in Table 4. On average, students made an overall improvement of more than 
one grade level – with larger gains in the WRMT-III subtests of Word Identification and 
Word Attack.

Figure 2. Scatterplot of students’ initial total reading GSV score (with superimposed grade equivalent) 
and overall gain in GSV score during their initial year in the RM programme (n = 132).

84 S. MAIN ET AL.



Comparison of RM programme cohorts
Tables 5 and 6 show the mean GSV scores and mean grade equivalents, respectively, for 
each cohort (2016, 2017, 2018). Wilcoxon signed-ranks tests indicate the observed 
improvements from pre- to post-test were statistically significant (p < 0.001) for each 
cohort. Since smaller absolute and relative gains were evident for the 2017 cohort, 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted using GSV gain scores to determine whether 
there was a significant effect of cohort year. Results of the ANOVA indicated a small but 
statistically significant difference between cohorts (F = 4.049, p = 0.020, η2 = 0.059), with 

Table 3. Absolute progress of students in their initial year of the RM programme – mean WRMT-III GSV 
scores at baseline (pre) and final re-test (post).

Word 
Identification

Word 
Attack

Word 
Comprehension

Passage 
Comprehension

Total 
Reading

GSV score Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Mean 485.66 501.58 491.68 500.63 491.70 497.17 487.73 496.42 489.19 498.95
Median 490.0 506.0 496.0 503.0 492.5 497.5 488.0 499.0 494.5 501.6
Std. Dev. 33.61 36.38 21.57 21.65 12.02 13.10 14.96 16.45 17.42 19.24
Minimum 381 388 421 418 444 453 425 440 430 428
Maximum 555 585 527 550 525 533 516 546 515.25 532.75
Wilcoxon signed ranks 

test
Z −8.058 −6.230 −5.987 −6.460 −9.181
n 132 132 132 132 132
p <0.001* <0.001* <0.001* <0.001* <0.001*
r −0.496 −0.383 −0.368 −0.398 −0.565

*Statistically significant. Alpha level adjusted to 0.01 (Bonferroni correction) to account for multiple testing.

Table 4. Relative progressa of students in the initial year of the RM programme – mean WRMT-III sub- 
test and total reading grade equivalenta at baseline (pre) and final re-test (post) (n = 132).

Word 
Identification

Word 
Attack

Word 
Comprehension

Passage 
Comprehension

Total 
Reading

Grade Equivalenta Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Mean 3.73 5.10 4.31 5.77 3.20 3.95 3.06 3.99 3.38 4.60
Median 3.30 4.40 3.35 4.50 2.95 3.60 2.90 3.90 3.50 4.20
Std. Deviation 2.06 3.06 3.28 4.00 1.30 1.74 1.09 1.73 1.16 2.11
Minimum 1.0 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 <1.0 1.0 <1.0 <1.0 1.0 1.0
Maximum 12.7 13.0 13.0 13.0 9.1 12.1 6.3 13.0 6.3 11.0
Average gain 1.37 1.45 0.75 0.92 1.23

aAs previously stated, grade equivalents are non-linear in nature. Hence, two students who achieve gains of one grade 
level may have made quite different levels of absolute improvement in reading ability, depending on their initial grade 
level.

Table 5. Absolute progress of students in their initial year of the RM programme – mean WRMT-III GSV 
scores at baseline (pre) and final re-test (post), by cohort.

2016 2017 2018

GSV score Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Mean 488.96 498.10 487.96 495.16 490.38 502.75
Median 492.5 496.3 493.4 498.9 497.0 509.5
Std. Dev. 17.12 18.22 17.72 19.50 17.96 20.18
Minimum 435.25 448.75 444.00 437.75 430.00 428.00
Maximum 515.25 532.75 508.75 519.50 507.25 526.25
Wilcoxon signed-ranks test Z −6.126 −4.186 −5.421

n 59 30 43
p <0.001* <0.001* <0.001*
r −0.564 −0.540 −0.585

*Statistically significant. Alpha level adjusted to 0.017 (Bonferroni correction) to account for multiple testing.
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post hoc comparisons revealing a significant difference between 2017 and 2018 (p =  
0.021, with Bonferroni correction). We noted earlier that the 2017 cohort received their 
final re-test much earlier than most students in the 2016 and 2018 cohorts. It is possible 
that the shorter average time between WRMT-III tests for the 2017 cohort may account for 
some of the variation. However, it was not appropriate to conduct an analysis of covar-
iance in order to statistically control for this time variation, since the data violated the 
assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes (i.e. the regression lines for the indivi-
dual cohorts were not parallel).

‘Repeat’ versus ‘single year’ students
As noted earlier, students who made less progress than expected in the RM programme 
were given the opportunity to continue for a second year or third year. Comparison of 
pre-test WRMT-III GSV scores using the Mann–Whitney U-test showed that, on average, 
the “repeat” students started from a significantly lower base of reading ability than their 
“single year” peers.2 Table 7 provides a comparison of the average relative gains in 
reading grade equivalent made by the “single year” and “repeat” students after their 
initial year in the RM programme and the total gain of the “repeat” students after 2 years 
in the programme. Wilcoxon signed-ranks tests based on GSV scores conducted with the 

Table 6. Relative progressa of students in their initial year of the RM programme – mean WRMT-III 
grade equivalentsa at baseline (pre) and final re-test (post), by cohort.

2016 (n = 59) 2017 (n = 30) 2018 (n = 43)

Grade equivalenta Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post

Mean 3.38 4.48 3.28 4.08 3.45 5.14
Median 3.30 3.60 3.35 3.90 3.70 5.40
Std. Dev. 1.27 2.20 1.14 1.68 1.04 2.18
Minimum 1.1 1.4 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.0
Maximum 6.3 11.0 5.2 7.5 4.9 9.1
Average gain 1.1 0.80 1.69

aAs previously stated, grade equivalents are non-linear in nature. Hence, two students who achieve gains of one grade 
level may have made quite different levels of absolute improvement in reading ability, depending on their initial grade 
level.

Table 7. Absolute and relativea progress of “single year” students compared to “repeat” students after 
1 year and 2 years in the RM programme – mean gains in WRMT-III GSV scores and grade equivalents.

Mean Gains

Word 
Identification

Word 
Attack

Word 
Comprehension

Passage 
Comprehension

Total 
Reading

Student groupsb
Grade 
equiv.a

GSV 
score

Grade 
equiv.a

GSV 
score

Grade 
equiv.a

GSV 
score

Grade 
equiv.a

GSV 
score

Grade 
equiv.a

GSV 
score

Single year students (1  
year of RM only)

1.67 16.70 1.94 10.47 0.90 6.23 1.16 10.64 1.55 11.01

Repeat students - 
initial year of RM

0.63 14.00 0.24 5.18 0.38 3.61 0.33 3.84 0.43 6.64

Repeat students - 
after 2 years of RM

1.24 22.87 1.11 9.47 1.11 10.08 0.95 11.63 1.06 13.51

aAs previously indicated, grade equivalents are non-linear in nature. Hence, two students who achieve gains of one grade 
level may have made quite different levels of absolute improvement in reading ability, depending on their initial grade 
level. 

bSingle year students: n = 94; Repeat students: n = 38.
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sub-group of “repeat” students showed that only the gains observed for Word 
Identification and Total Reading were statistically significant after applying a Bonferroni 
correction (p < 0.001). The effect sizes (r = −0.509 and −0.571, respectively) were medium 
to large. However, the gains in GSV scores made over two years of the RM programme 
were statistically significant (p < 0.001) for each WRMT-III test with medium to large effect 
sizes (Word Identification: r = −0.593; Word Attack: r = −0.407; Word Comprehension: r =  
−0.570; Passage Comprehension: r = −0.446, Total Reading: r = -0.606).

RQ2. Factors affecting delivery of the intervention

Interview data, field notes, and lesson observations were analysed using conventional 
content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Interviews were transcribed and the notes from 
the observation schedule were extracted. All three forms of data were subjected to 
repeated reading to obtain an overall impression of what occurred. Two key categories 
were evident in the data: challenges to the fidelity of implementation and positive 
outcomes from the implementation. Data were then entered into the NVivo 12 qualitative 
data analysis software and the text was re-read to develop codes representative of the 
different components within these broad categories. Overall, there were 197 comments 
related to challenges to implementation fidelity and 53 on the positive outcomes of the 
programme from which 10 codes were developed (see Table 8).

Challenges to fidelity

Under the broad category of “challenges to implementation fidelity”, 100 references to 
“delivery”, two references to “preparation” and one reference to “placement” were drawn 
from the lesson observation notes. The remaining responses came from the interviews 
and field notes. The most noted difficulty with delivery in the lesson observations was the 
slow pace of delivery. In part, the strength of the programme is in the pace of delivery, 
which maintains students’ engagement. A slow pace of delivery was significant as it 
resulted in less-than-optimal classroom engagement. The EAs also reported concern 
about their pace and ability to complete a lesson in the 60-minute lesson block. While 
the frequency of these comments reduced in the second and third year, pace remained 
a challenge for most of the EAs. Complementary to lesson pace is the effective use of 

Table 8. Coding frequencies.

Codes
2016 

n
2017 

n
2018 

n
Total 

n

Challenges to Fidelity of Implementation
Delivery 50 32 35 117
Preparation 28 3 1 32
Support 17 7 3 27
Student Behaviour 8 2 0 10
Placement 7 1 0 8
Programme 3 0 0 3

Positive Outcomes from Implementation
Student outcomes 30 5 0 35
EA perceptions 9 1 0 10
School acceptance 5 2 0 7
Parent perceptions 1 0 0 1
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signals to keep students on task and frequently responding. This is also linked to effective 
behaviour management. The in-school coordinator noted this as a weakness of using EAs 
who have limited experience teaching groups of students and are not trained to manage 
challenging behaviour.

“Preparation” was the second most common code with 29 references identified in the 
interview data and three in the field notes. This was most prevalent in the first year, with 
EAs reporting that they needed more training to deliver the programme effectively. Field 
notes indicated that not all teaching staff delivering the programme were able to attend 
all the initial training sessions. Changes in staffing each year also meant that new staff 
needed to be trained and this was not always feasible before they started teaching. 
One hour of preparation time each week was agreed on for the EAs, so that they could 
familiarise themselves with the programme, but they were often required to take on other 
duties during this time. Four of the EAs commented that lack of preparation time 
impacted on the quality of their delivery.

“Support” related to the resources the school was able to allocate to the programme. 
Participants noted the in-school coordinator did not receive the time allocation originally 
agreed upon and this limited the support they were able to provide to the EAs. The EAs 
were not utilising all aspects of the programme as they were waiting on time to meet with 
the in-school coordinator. This is closely linked to “preparation” since limitation in knowl-
edge of the programme could have been alleviated with additional training and prepara-
tion time. There were three personnel changes in the principal role across the three years 
of the research and the field notes identified changes to the resources allocated to the 
programme and the resultant impact on implementation. One participant reported that, 
by the second year of the programme, some staff were not as supportive of the pro-
gramme and, therefore, not as diligent at sending students to the RM classes if they went 
to their subject class first. In a conversation with the lead author, a senior staff member 
from one curriculum area expressed concern that students were missing important 
subject content, including assessments and, consequently, would not send students to 
the RM classes.

“Placement” of students in the incorrect level of the programme also presented 
problems for EAs in terms of delivery; for example, where students were in a level too 
high or low for them to maintain engagement. Issues of placement were also linked to 
resourcing, such as release time for staff and suitable room allocations to test students. 
EAs were also not familiar with the in-programme progress monitoring resources and, 
therefore, relied on the in-school coordinator to assist with this process. As such, this is 
also linked to “preparation”.

Concerns about the “programme” itself were limited, with all three comments related 
to the American content and the need to explain to students the differences in spelling 
and measurement.

Positive outcomes
All staff participants reported they enjoyed delivering the programme and that it resulted 
in good outcomes for the students that were not just limited to increased reading ability. 
They noted that students were more confident in their reading and were willing to take 
corrective feedback as they understood it was part of the programme. One participant 
reported they had positive feedback from parents including a desire to have subsequent 
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children included in the programme. Teaching staff in other subject areas also provided 
positive feedback on the performance of students in the programme including improved 
performance in humanities and maths subjects due to increased reading ability, and 
confidence in reading.

Discussion and conclusion

The range of information gathered to assess the efficacy of implementing the DI programme 
Reading Mastery provides an insight into the challenges and compromises that are required 
in real-world settings when managing Tier 2 interventions in secondary schools. 
Implementation fidelity was compromised by staff changes, financial constraints, and inflex-
ible school structures. Despite these challenges, there were positive outcomes in reading 
performance for most students involved in the programme. Even in the second year of the 
intervention, when the external support reduced but the agreed time allocation for the in- 
school coordinator did not eventuate, students still made similar progress to the other years.

When students’ reading difficulties persist beyond primary school, the time and 
intensity needed to remediate these difficulties is challenging to manage in secondary 
schools. However, this research supports previous studies indicating that when these 
students receive instruction in skills ranging from phonemic awareness to comprehension 
in a structured Tier 2 intervention, improvement can be made (Calhoon & Petscher, 2013; 
Donegan & Wanzek, 2021; Scammacca, Roberts, Vaughn, & Stuebing, 2015). If reports 
identifying reduced reading achievement during 2020 and 2021 are accurate, prepared-
ness to provide additional support for students to attain the necessary skills to be 
successful in secondary school may be required.

Despite the progress of most students in this study, some students required more 
intensive support. The school made the decision to enrol students who failed to make 
progress in the Reading Mastery classes into aspirational and motivational programmes 
running in the school. It was not within the scope of this research to determine whether 
these students made progress in their reading.

There are several limitations to this research emanating from the environment in which 
the research took place. As the school did not want to exclude any students from 
receiving support with their reading development, and indeed this would have been 
unethical, it was not possible to establish comparison groups. It would have been 
beneficial to determine how the students in the programme viewed their involvement 
and outcomes, but the state education department did not provide approval to speak to 
the students. At times, the researchers’ intention to collect data at certain points during 
the delivery of the intervention conflicted with the school’s organisation. Students for 
whom a full set of data was not available were excluded from the analysis of results. The 
data from interviews, field notes and lesson observations were used to provide the 
researchers with confidence that these students were representative of the overall cohort 
of students. In the first year of the programme, data on attendance in RM classes and the 
demographic profile of the students was collected by the researcher and was able to form 
part of the data analysis (Main, Backhouse, Jackson, & Hill, 2020). In the second and 
third year of the research this information was provided by the school and was incom-
plete and, therefore, could not be used.
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The key objectives of this project were to implement a sustainable programme that 
would result in improved reading outcomes for students. The data presented here, and 
the fact that the programme continues to be delivered in the school in 2022, without the 
support of the researchers, indicate that these objectives were achieved.

Notes

1. Education Assistants (EAs) work in collaboration with the classroom teacher to support 
positive student outcomes, including the delivering of pre-determined education 
programmes.

2. The pre-test mean GSV scores for “repeat” and “single year” students (in parentheses) 
were as follows: Word Identification 467.9 (492.8); Word Attack 482.6 (495.3); Word 
Comprehension 486.6 (493.8); Passage Comprehension 484.2 (489.2); and Total Reading 
480.3 (492.8).

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

This study was supported by an Edith Cowan University Industry Collaboration Scheme Grant 
[Number G1002438].

Notes on contributors

Susan Main, Ph.D., is a Senior Lecturer in Education at Edith Cowan University in Western Australia. 
Her teaching and research interests include preparing pre-service and in-service teachers to teach 
children with diverse abilities, including evidence-based approaches to literacy instruction, mana-
ging challenging behaviour, and using technology to facilitate learning. Her research focuses on 
developing quality professional learning for teachers that impacts on student outcomes.

Dr Susan Hill is an Honorary Senior Research Fellow in the School of Education at Edith Cowan 
University and has worked on a range of education and training related programs and research 
projects in universities and public sector settings. Her broad research interests include school-based 
support for students experiencing disadvantage, literacy practices, school leadership, and post- 
compulsory education pathways.

Dr Annamaria Paolino is a lecturer and teaching researcher working in Edith Cowan University’s 
School of Education. Currently, she is teaching in the undergraduate Bachelor of Education (Primary) 
course. Annamaria conducts and supervises research in Languages/EALD education, education 
within social settings and using the Arts to facilitate the learning of languages. Prior to becoming 
a university academic, Dr Paolino was a primary classroom teacher, specialising in Music and Italian 
for 17 years. She was a Level 3 classroom teacher and has taught across sectors and in metropolitan, 
rural, remote and online school settings in Western Australia.

ORCID

Susan Main http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5955-4222
Susan Hill http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1833-2500
Annamaria Paolino http://orcid.org/0000-0003-4204-8523

90 S. MAIN ET AL.



References

Archer, A. L., Gleason, M. M., & Vachon, V. L. (2003). Decoding and fluency: Foundation skills for 
struggling older readers. Learning Disability Quarterly, 26(2), 89–101. doi:10.2307/1593592

Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority. (2018). Technical and statistical 
information. https://www.myschool.edu.au/media/1067/guide_to_understanding_icsea_values. 
pdf 

Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority. (2020). What does the ICSEA value 
mean? https://acaraweb.blob.core.windows.net/acaraweb/docs/default-source/resources/ 
20160803_about_icsea_2015.pdf?sfvrsn=2 

Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority. (2021, August 25). NAPLAN 2021 
summary results data: No major impacts on learning from COVID-19 evident - long-term trends 
positive [Press release]. https://www.acara.edu.au/docs/default-source/media-releases 
/20210813-naplan-results-med-rel.pdf 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. (2011). Young Australians: Their health and wellbeing 
(Report No. PHE 140). https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/children-youth/young-australians-their- 
health-and-wellbeing-2011/summary 

Benner, G. J., Nelson, J. R., Stage, S. A., & Ralston, N. C. (2011). The influence of fidelity of imple-
mentation on the reading outcomes of middle school students experiencing reading difficulties. 
Remedial and Special Education, 32(1), 79–88. doi:10.1177/0741932510361265

Bonnor, C., & Shepherd, B. (2016). School daze: What my school really says about our schools. Centre 
for Policy Development. https://cpd.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/School-Daze-4.pdf 

Boyes, M. E., Tebbutt, B., Preece, K. A., & Badcock, N. A. (2018). Relationships between reading ability 
and child mental health: Moderating effects of self-esteem. Australian Psychologist, 53(2), 
125–133. doi:10.1111/ap.12281

Calhoon, M. B., & Petscher, Y. (2013). Individual and group sensitivity to remedial reading program 
design: Examining reading gains across three middle school reading projects. Reading and 
Writing, 26(4), 565–592. doi:10.1007/s11145-013-9426-7

Capin, P., Roberts, G., Clemens, N. H., & Vaughn, S. (2021). When treatment adherence matters: 
Interactions among treatment adherence, instructional quality, and student characteristics on 
reading outcomes. Reading Research Quarterly, 57(2), 753–774. doi:10.1002/rrq.442

Carnine, D., & Engelmann, S. (2016). Theory of instruction: Principles and applications (3rd ed.). NIFDI 
Press.

Chapman, J. W., Tunmer, W. E., & Prochnow, J. E. (2000). Early reading-related skills and performance, 
reading self-concept, and the development of academic self-concept: A longitudinal study. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 92(4), 703–708. doi:10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.703

Conroy, M. A., Stichter, J. P., Daunic, A., & Haydon, T. (2008). Classroom-based research in the field of 
emotional and behavioral disorders: Methodological issues and future research directions. The 
Journal of Special Education, 41(4), 209–222. doi:10.1177/0022466907310369

Daniel, S. S., Walsh, A. K., Goldston, D. B., Arnold, E. M., Reboussin, B. A., & Wood, F. B. (2006). 
Suicidality, school dropout, and reading problems among adolescents. Journal of Learning 
Disabilities, 39(6), 507–514. doi:10.1177/00222194060390060301

de Haan, M. (2021). Supporting struggling adolescent readers through the Response to Intervention 
(RTI) framework. Australian Journal of Learning Difficulties, 26(1), 47–66. doi:10.1080/19404158. 
2020.1870512

Desimone, L. M., & Pak, K. (2017). Instructional coaching as high-quality professional development. 
Theory into Practice, 56(1), 3–12. doi:10.1080/00405841.2016.1241947

Domingue, B. W., Hough, H. J., Lang, D., & Yeatman, J. (2021). Changing patterns of growth in oral 
reading fluency during the COVID-19 pandemic [Policy brief]. Policy Analysis for California 
Education. https://edpolicyinca.org/publications/changing-patterns-growth-oral-reading- 
fluency-during-covid-19-pandemic 

Donegan, R. E., & Wanzek, J. (2021). Effects of reading interventions implemented for upper 
elementary struggling readers: A look at recent research. Reading and Writing, 34(8), 
1943–1977. doi:10.1007/s11145-021-10123-y

AUSTRALIAN JOURNAL OF LEARNING DIFFICULTIES 91

https://doi.org/10.2307/1593592
https://www.myschool.edu.au/media/1067/guide_to_understanding_icsea_values.pdf
https://www.myschool.edu.au/media/1067/guide_to_understanding_icsea_values.pdf
https://acaraweb.blob.core.windows.net/acaraweb/docs/default-source/resources/20160803_about_icsea_2015.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://acaraweb.blob.core.windows.net/acaraweb/docs/default-source/resources/20160803_about_icsea_2015.pdf?sfvrsn=2
https://www.acara.edu.au/docs/default-source/media-releases/20210813-naplan-results-med-rel.pdf
https://www.acara.edu.au/docs/default-source/media-releases/20210813-naplan-results-med-rel.pdf
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/children-youth/young-australians-their-health-and-wellbeing-2011/summary
https://www.aihw.gov.au/reports/children-youth/young-australians-their-health-and-wellbeing-2011/summary
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932510361265
https://cpd.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/School-Daze-4.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/ap.12281
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-013-9426-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.442
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.92.4.703
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022466907310369
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194060390060301
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404158.2020.1870512
https://doi.org/10.1080/19404158.2020.1870512
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2016.1241947
https://edpolicyinca.org/publications/changing-patterns-growth-oral-reading-fluency-during-covid-19-pandemic
https://edpolicyinca.org/publications/changing-patterns-growth-oral-reading-fluency-during-covid-19-pandemic
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-021-10123-y


Dorn, E., Hancock, B., Sarakatsannia, J., & Viruleg, E. (2021). COVID-19 and education: The lingering 
effects of unfinished learning. McKinsey & Company. https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/educa 
tion/our-insights/covid-19-and-education-the-lingering-effects-of-unfinished-learning 

Edmonds, M. S., Vaughn, S., Wexler, J., Reutebuch, C., Cable, A., Tackett, K. K., & Schnakenberg, J. W. 
(2009). A synthesis of reading interventions and effects on reading comprehension outcomes for 
older struggling readers. Review of Educational Research, 79(1), 262–300. doi:10.3102/ 
0034654308325998

Engelmann, S., Hanner, S., & Johnson, G. (2002). Corrective reading. SRA/McGraw-EDHill.
Englemann, S., & Bruner, E. (1988). Reading mastery 1. Science Research Associates.
Eppley, K., & Dudley-Marling, C. (2019). Does direct instruction work? A critical assessment of direct 

instruction research and its theoretical perspective. Journal of Curriculum and Pedagogy, 16(1), 
35–54. doi:10.1080/15505170.2018.1438321

Ewert, A., & Sibthorp, J. (2009). Creating outcomes through experiential education: The challenge of 
confounding variables. The Journal of Experiential Education, 31(3), 376–389. doi:10.1177/ 
105382590803100305

Faggella-Luby, M. N., Ware, S. M., & Capozzoli, A. (2009). Adolescent literacy - reviewing adolescent 
literacy reports: Key components and critical questions. Journal of Literacy Research, 41(4), 
453–475. doi:10.1080/10862960903340199

Ferrari, E., Retico, A., & Bacciu, D. (2020). Measuring the effects of confounders in medical supervised 
classification problems: The Confounding Index (CI). Artificial Intelligence in Medicine, 103, 101804. 
Article 101804. doi:10.1016/j.artmed.2020.101804

Fielding, L., Kerr, N., & Rosier, P. (2007). Annual growth for all students, catch-up growth for those who 
are behind. The New Foundation Press, Inc.

Galuschka, K., & Schulte-Körne, G. (2016). The diagnosis and treatment of reading and/or spelling 
disorders in children and adolescents. Deutsches Arzteblatt international, 113(16), 279–286. doi:10. 
3238/arztebl.2016.0279

Gore, J., Fray, L., Miller, A., Harris, J., & Taggart, W. (2021). The impact of COVID-19 on student 
learning in New South Wales primary schools: An empirical study. The Australian Educational 
Researcher, 48(4), 605–637. doi:10.1007/s13384-021-00436-w

Goss, P., Sonnemann, J., Chisholm, C., & Nelson, L. (2016). Widening gaps: What NAPLAN tells us about 
student progress. Grattan Institute. http://apo.org.au/node/62241 

Hattie, J. (2021). Visible Learning MetaX: Global Research Database - Direct Instruction. Corwin Visible 
Learning Plus. Retrieved March 18, 2022, from https://www.visiblelearningmetax.com/influences/ 
view/direct_instruction 

Hsieh, H. -F., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three approaches to qualitative content analysis. Qualitative 
Health Research, 15(9), 1277–1288. doi:10.1177/1049732305276687

Joseph, L. M., & Schisler, R. (2009). Should adolescents go back to the basics? A review of teaching 
word reading skills to middle and high school students. Remedial and Special Education, 30(3), 
131–147. doi:10.1177/0741932508315646

King, D., & Coughlin, P. K. (2016). Looking beyond RTI standard treatment approach: It’s not too late 
to embrace the problem-solving approach. Preventing School Failure: Alternative Education for 
Children and Youth, 60(3), 244–251. doi:10.1080/1045988X.2015.1110110

Koutsouris, G., Norwich, B., & Stebbing, J. (2019). The significance of a process evaluation in 
interpreting the validity of an RCT evaluation of a complex teaching intervention: The case of 
Integrated Group Reading (IGR) as a targeted intervention for delayed year 2 and 3 pupils. 
Cambridge Journal of Education, 49(1), 15–33. doi:10.1080/0305764X.2018.1438365

Kuhfeld, M., Lewis, K., & Peltier, T. (2022). Reading achievement declines during the COVID-19 
pandemic: Evidence from 5 million U.S. students in grades 3–8. Advance online publication 
Reading and Writing, 36(2), 245–261. doi:10.1007/s11145-022-10345-8

Kuhfeld, M., Soland, J., & Lewis, K. (2022). Test score patterns across three COVID-19-impacted school 
years. Advance online publication Educational Researcher, 51(7), 500–506. doi:10.3102/ 
0013189x221109178

92 S. MAIN ET AL.

https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/education/our-insights/covid-19-and-education-the-lingering-effects-of-unfinished-learning
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/education/our-insights/covid-19-and-education-the-lingering-effects-of-unfinished-learning
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325998
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325998
https://doi.org/10.1080/15505170.2018.1438321
https://doi.org/10.1177/105382590803100305
https://doi.org/10.1177/105382590803100305
https://doi.org/10.1080/10862960903340199
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.artmed.2020.101804
https://doi.org/10.3238/arztebl.2016.0279
https://doi.org/10.3238/arztebl.2016.0279
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13384-021-00436-w
http://apo.org.au/node/62241
https://www.visiblelearningmetax.com/influences/view/direct_instruction
https://www.visiblelearningmetax.com/influences/view/direct_instruction
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
https://doi.org/10.1177/0741932508315646
https://doi.org/10.1080/1045988X.2015.1110110
https://doi.org/10.1080/0305764X.2018.1438365
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-022-10345-8
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x221109178
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189x221109178


Leko, M. M., Roberts, C. A., & Pek, Y. (2015). A theory of secondary teachers’ adaptations when 
implementing a reading intervention program. The Journal of Special Education, 49(3), 168–178. 
doi:10.1177/0022466914546751

Lewis, K., & Kuhfeld, M. (2021). Learning during COVID-19: An update on student achievement and 
growth at the start of the 2021-22 school year. Centre for School and Student Progress, NWEA 
Research. https://www.veronaschools.org/cms/lib/NJ01001379/Centricity/Domain/17/Learning 
%20During%20COVID19.pdf 

Lewis, K., Kuhfeld, M., Ruzek, E., & McEachin, A. (2021). Learning during COVID-19: Reading and math 
achievement in the 2020-21 school year. Centre for School and Student Progress, NWEA Research. 
https://www.nwea.org/content/uploads/2021/07/Learning-during-COVID-19-Reading-and-math 
-achievement-in-the-2020-2021-school-year.research-brief.pdf 

Main, S., Backhouse, M., Jackson, R., & Hill, S. (2020). Mitigating reading failure in adolescents: 
Outcomes of a direct instruction reading program in one secondary school. Australian Journal 
of Language and Literacy, 42(2), 152–166. doi:10.1007/BF03652051

Marchand-Martella, N. E., Martella, R. C., Modderman, S. L., Petersen, H. M., & Pan, S. (2013). Key areas 
of effective adolescent literacy programs. Education & Treatment of Children, 36(1), 161–184. 
doi:10.1353/etc.2013.0005

Mason, L., & Otero, M. (2021). Just how effective is direct instruction? Perspectives on Behavior 
Science, 44(2), 225–244. doi:10.1007/s40614-021-00295-x

McKenney, S., & Reeves, T. C. (2019). Conducting educational design research (2nd ed.). Routledge.
Measuring success: Using assessment and accountability to raise student achievement: Hearing 

before the Subcommittee on Education Reform of the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, House of Representatives, 107th Cong. (2001). (Appendix G - Written statement of 
Reid Lyon, Chief of Child Development and Behavior Branch, National Institutes of Health, 
Bethesda, MD). https://ia800201.us.archive.org/28/items/ERIC_ED465820/ERIC_ED465820.pdf 

Miles, S. B., & Stipek, D. (2006). Contemporaneous and longitudinal associations between social 
behavior and literacy achievement in a sample of low-income elementary school children. Child 
Development, 77(1), 103–117. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00859.x

Moore, G. F., Audrey, S., Barker, M., Bond, L., Bonell, C., Hardeman, W., Baird, J. (2015). Process 
evaluation of complex interventions: Medical research council guidance. British Medical Journal, 
350(mar19 6), h1258. doi:10.1136/bmj.h1258

Morgan, P. L., Farkas, G., & Wu, Q. (2012). Do poor readers feel angry, sad, and unpopular? Scientific 
Studies of Reading, 16(4), 360–381. doi:10.1080/10888438.2011.570397

Nelson, J. M., & Harwood, H. (2011). Learning disabilities and anxiety: A meta-analysis. Journal of 
Learning Disabilities, 44(1), 3–17. doi:10.1177/0022219409359939

O’Connor, R. E., & Vadasy, P. F. (2011). Handbook of reading interventions. Guilford Press.
Perfetti, C., & Stafura, J. (2014). Word knowledge in a theory of reading comprehension. Scientific 

Studies of Reading, 18(1), 22–37. doi:10.1080/10888438.2013.827687
Petscher, Y., Cabell, S. Q., Catts, H. W., Compton, D. L., Foorman, B. R., Hart, S. A., Wagner, R. K. (2020). 

How the science of reading informs 21st-century education. Reading Research Quarterly, 55(S1), 
S267–282. doi:10.1002/rrq.352

Pierce, M. E., Wechsler-Zimring, A., Noam, G., Wolf, M., & Katzir, T. (2013). Behavioral problems and 
reading difficulties among language minority and monolingual urban elementary school 
students. Reading Psychology, 34(2), 182–205. doi:10.1080/02702711.2011.626108

Productivity Commission. (2022). Review of the national school reform agreement: Interim report. 
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/current/school-agreement/interim/school-agreement-interim. 
pdf 

Renaissance Learning, Education Policy Institute. (2021). Understanding progress in the 2020/21 
academic year: Findings from the summer term and summary of all previous findings. 
Department for Education, U.K. https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/sys 
tem/uploads/attachment_data/file/1062286/Understanding_progress_in_the_2020_to_2021_ 
academic_year_Findings_from_the_summer_term_and_summary_of_all_previous_findings.pdf 

Roberts, G., Vaughn, S., Beretvas, S. N., & Wong, V. (Eds.). (2017). Treatment fidelity in studies of 
educational intervention. Routledge.

AUSTRALIAN JOURNAL OF LEARNING DIFFICULTIES 93

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022466914546751
https://www.veronaschools.org/cms/lib/NJ01001379/Centricity/Domain/17/Learning%2520During%2520COVID19.pdf
https://www.veronaschools.org/cms/lib/NJ01001379/Centricity/Domain/17/Learning%2520During%2520COVID19.pdf
https://www.nwea.org/content/uploads/2021/07/Learning-during-COVID-19-Reading-and-math-achievement-in-the-2020-2021-school-year.research-brief.pdf
https://www.nwea.org/content/uploads/2021/07/Learning-during-COVID-19-Reading-and-math-achievement-in-the-2020-2021-school-year.research-brief.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03652051
https://doi.org/10.1353/etc.2013.0005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40614-021-00295-x
https://ia800201.us.archive.org/28/items/ERIC_ED465820/ERIC_ED465820.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00859.x
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.h1258
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2011.570397
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219409359939
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2013.827687
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.352
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702711.2011.626108
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/current/school-agreement/interim/school-agreement-interim.pdf
https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/current/school-agreement/interim/school-agreement-interim.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1062286/Understanding_progress_in_the_2020_to_2021_academic_year_Findings_from_the_summer_term_and_summary_of_all_previous_findings.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1062286/Understanding_progress_in_the_2020_to_2021_academic_year_Findings_from_the_summer_term_and_summary_of_all_previous_findings.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1062286/Understanding_progress_in_the_2020_to_2021_academic_year_Findings_from_the_summer_term_and_summary_of_all_previous_findings.pdf


Scammacca, N. K., Roberts, G., Vaughn, S., & Stuebing, K. K. (2015). A meta-analysis of interventions 
for struggling readers in grades 4-12: 1980-2011. Journal of Learning Innovations in Education and 
Teaching Internationalisabilities, 48(4), 369–390. doi:10.1177/0022219413504995

School Curriculum and Standards Authority. (2014). The Online Literacy and Numeracy Assessment 
(What is it all about?). https://senior-secondary.scsa.wa.edu.au/assessment/olna 

Sideridis, G. D., Simos, P., Mouzaki, A., Stamovlasis, D., & Georgiou, G. K. (2019). Can the relationship 
between rapid automatized naming and word reading be explained by a catastrophe? Empirical 
evidence from students with and without reading difficulties. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 52 
(1), 59–70. doi:10.1177/0022219418775112

Slavin, R. E., Lake, C., Chambers, B., Cheung, A., & Davis, S. (2009). Effective reading programs for the 
elementary grades: A best-evidence synthesis. Review of Educational Research, 79(4), 1391–1466. 
doi:10.3102/0034654309341374

Smart, D., Youssef, G. J., Sanson, A., Prior, M., Toumbourou, J. W., & Olsson, C. A. (2017). 
Consequences of childhood reading difficulties and behaviour problems for educational achieve-
ment and employment in early adulthood. The British Journal of Educational Psychology, 87(2), 
288–308. doi:10.1111/bjep.12150

Snowling, M. J., Adams, J. W., Bowyer-Crane, C., & Tobin, V. (2000). Levels of literacy among juvenile 
offenders: The incidence of specific reading difficulties. Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 10 
(4), 229–241. doi:10.1002/cbm.362

Snow, C., & Moje, E. (2010). Why is everyone talking about adolescent literacy? Phi Delta Kappan, 91 
(6), 66–69. doi:10.1177/003172171009100616

Solis, M., Miciak, J., Vaughn, S., & Fletcher, J. M. (2014). Why intensive interventions natter: 
Longitudinal studies of adolescents with reading disabilities and poor reading comprehension. 
Learning Disability Quarterly, 37(4), 218–229. doi:10.1177/0731948714528806

Sparks, R. L., Patton, J., & Murdoch, A. (2014). Early reading success and its relationship to reading 
achievement and reading volume: Replication of ‘10 years later’. Reading and Writing, 27(1), 
189–211. doi:10.1007/s11145-013-9439-2

Stanley, C. T., Petscher, Y., & Catts, H. (2018). A longitudinal investigation of direct and indirect links 
between reading skills in kindergarten and reading comprehension in tenth grade. Reading and 
Writing, 31(1), 133–153. doi:10.1007/s11145-017-9777-6

Stanovich, K. E. (2008). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual differences in 
the acquisition of literacy. Journal of Education, 189(1/2), 23–55. doi:10.1177/0022057409189001- 
204

Stockard, J. (2021). Building a more effective, equitable, and compassionate educational system: The 
role of direct instruction. Perspectives on Behavior Science, 44(2), 147–167. doi:10.1007/s40614- 
021-00287-x

Toste, J. R., Didion, L., Peng, P., Filderman, M. J., & McClelland, A. M. (2020). A meta-analytic review of 
the relations between motivation and reading achievement for K–12 students. Review of 
Educational Research, 90(3), 420–456. doi:10.3102/0034654320919352

Troyer, M. (2019). Teachers’ adaptations to and orientations towards an adolescent literacy curricu-
lum. Journal of Curriculum Studies, 51(2), 202–228. doi:10.1080/00220272.2017.1407458

Twyman, J. S. (2021). The evidence is in the design. Perspectives on Behavior Science, 44(2), 195–223. 
doi:10.1007/s40614-021-00309-8

Vadasy, P. F., Jenkins, J. R., & Pool, K. (2000). Effects of tutoring in phonological and early reading 
skills on students at risk for reading disabilities. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 33(6), 579–590. 
doi:10.1177/002221940003300606

Vaughn, S., Denton, C. A., & Fletcher, J. M. (2010). Why intensive interventions are necessary for 
students with severe reading difficulties. Psychology in the Schools, 47(5), 432–444. doi:10.1002/ 
pits.20481

Vaughn, S., Roberts, G., Wexler, J., Vaughn, M. G., Fall, A. -M., & Schnakenberg, J. B. (2015). High 
school students with reading comprehension difficulties: Results of a randomized control trial of a 
two-year reading intervention. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 48(5), 546–558. doi:10.1177/ 
0022219413515511

94 S. MAIN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219413504995
https://senior-secondary.scsa.wa.edu.au/assessment/olna
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219418775112
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654309341374
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12150
https://doi.org/10.1002/cbm.362
https://doi.org/10.1177/003172171009100616
https://doi.org/10.1177/0731948714528806
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-013-9439-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-017-9777-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022057409189001-204
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022057409189001-204
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40614-021-00287-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40614-021-00287-x
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320919352
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220272.2017.1407458
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40614-021-00309-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221940003300606
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20481
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20481
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219413515511
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219413515511


Vaughn, S., Wanzek, J., Wexler, J., Barth, A., Cirino, P. T., Fletcher, J., Francis, D. (2010). The relative 
effects of group size on reading progress of older students with reading difficulties. Reading and 
Writing, 23(8), 931–956. doi:10.1007/s11145-009-9183-9

Vu, T., Magis-Weinberg, L., Jansen, B. R. J., van Atteveldt, N., Janssen, T. W. P., Lee, N. C., Meeter, M. 
(2021). Motivation-achievement cycles in learning: A literature review and research agenda. 
Educational Psychology Review, 34(1), 39–71. doi:10.1007/s10648-021-09616-7

Wang, Z., Sabatini, J., O’Reilly, T., & Weeks, J. (2019). Decoding and reading comprehension: A test of 
the decoding threshold hypothesis. Journal of Educational Psychology, 111(3), 387–401. doi:10. 
1037/edu0000302

Wanzek, J., Wexler, J., Vaughn, S., & Ciullo, S. (2010). Reading interventions for struggling readers in 
the upper elementary grades: A synthesis of 20 years of research. Reading and Writing, 23(8), 
889–912. doi:10.1007/s11145-009-9179-5

Warmbold-Brann, K., Burns, M. K., Preast, J. L., Taylor, C. N., & Aguilar, L. N. (2017). Meta-analysis of the 
effects of academic interventions and modifications on student behavior outcomes. School 
Psychology Quarterly, 32(3), 291–305. doi:10.1037/spq0000207

Woodcock, R. W. (2011). Woodcock reading mastery test manual (3rd ed.). NCS Pearson.

AUSTRALIAN JOURNAL OF LEARNING DIFFICULTIES 95

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-009-9183-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-021-09616-7
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000302
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000302
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-009-9179-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/spq0000207

	Improving the reading skills of struggling secondary students in a real-world setting: Issues of implementation and sustainability
	Abstract
	Reading difficulties among secondary school students
	Impact of reading difficulties
	Reading instruction for secondary school students
	Implementing reading instruction for secondary students
	Evaluating reading interventions
	Direct Instruction programmes

	The current study

	Method
	Research context
	Establishing the intervention
	Programme delivery
	Participants
	Data collection instruments and analyses
	Woodcock Reading Mastery III assessment
	Other data sources


	Findings
	RQ1. Student reading outcomes
	Comparison of RM programme cohorts
	‘Repeat’ versus ‘single year’ students

	RQ2. Factors affecting delivery of the intervention
	Challenges to fidelity
	Positive outcomes


	Discussion and conclusion
	Notes
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References

