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ABSTRACT

M.Kennedy Norungolo. A SUPPLEMENTAL READING PROGRAM AND THE
READING ACHIEVEMENT OF SECOND GRADE STUDENTS (under the direnti

of Dr. Ken Gossett) School of Education, Liberty University, October 2011.

This research examined the effects of implementing a supplemental reamtiegin
second grade in a small rural school. A quasi-experimental design wayedalo
compare the reading achievement of students who participated in the model and those
who did not as measured by growth using the Measures of Academic Proghéys (M
assessment tool. Both groups were from the same rural school district. One group
participated in the Language Enrichment and Acceleration Program (LiBA&Rdition

to regular classroom instruction; the second group participated in indeperaténgre
time. Post-test scores for each group were compared using ANCOVA, wikspre-
scores statistically controlled. Achievement differences dependingrmliegand the
interaction between research group and gender were also examined. Naasignific
differences were found between the groups. Limitations and implicatiodsaossed

and suggestions for further research are included.

Descriptors: Guided Reading, Language Enrichment and Acceleration PriadtAm),

supplemental instruction, small group, second grade.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Reading is one of, if not the most important, components of school success, and
the way reading is taught in the early grades appears to have an eftgetr ¢earning
(Morgan, Fuchs, Compton, Cordray, & Fuchs, 2008). The best way to teach young
children to read has long been debated. Some experts have claimed that chittiren nee
phonics instruction exclusively, and others claim that a whole language apwbash i
(Pressley, Roehrig, Bogner, Raphael, & Dolezal, 2002). Evidence is mounting, howeve
that both sides may be incorrect. Instead, Pressley’s et al. (2002) wadt@sdhat
there needs to be a balance between phonics and whole language, and that is where the
balanced literacy approach has gained attention. Components of balanced ligeracy ar
providing instruction a) on the student's ability level, b) in a small group setting, and c)
a supportive learning environment. This current research examines the effect
supplemental model, Language Enrichment and Acceleration Program (LEAEY), w
reflects the components of the balanced literacy approach, including nistofgovide
a rich literature experience for children. Implementing such an appraachanease
student success in reading performance and foster a love of reading for fulyreesj
and growth.
Background

Educators may sometimes seem impatient when it comes to seeing resautsebe
they want programs that work and they want them yesterday. If new programs do not
immediately deliver expected or promised results, teachers feepegssure to find

something that will work (Jeynes, 2008). Lack of immediate results cate ereandless



cycle of moving from program to program, sometimes without giving a solutiortdéime
work effectively. In addition, teachers may not have been encouraged to bléodsne
and strategies to find best practices. On the other hand, some teachers casdmis® i
about change that they have continued to teach “their” way, even if that way did not
produce desired results. As Pressley et al. (2002) discovered in theicheseare
teachers continue to flounder when it comes to reading instruction.

There have been two primary camps in reading education- phonics and whole
language (Pressley et al., 2002). Some teachers taught phonics as an isojetédrsd
relied on drill and practice and repetitive sentences to teach children how to read.
Reading, spelling, and writing were taught separately. Some childrerswaessful;
far too many of those who were not successful were referred for speciatiedClay,
1993). Later, in the late 80s, the pendulum swung in the opposite direction and educators
claimed that the only way to teach children reading was to give thenbtrelas” to
read. Unfortunately, some of these educators also believed that children wkulg pic
words if they were exposed to them, foregoing skills instruction. They indicated tha
children would learn spelling by using “invented spelling” and that they should not be
corrected when words were misspelled as that would stifle their creathiter reading
and writing did not improve, educators were once again scrambling to find yet another
method to teach reading.

Finally, programs that encompdssthphonics and whole language have emerged
because researchers were finding that children needed a balance to béutueadsss
(Pressley et al., 2002). One program adopted by schools in the United States was

Reading Recovery (Clay, 1993). Reading Recovery is a very specific, one on one



intervention technique. Right away it was easy to see that its greate8t fmne on one
instruction) was also its greatest weakness; not enough children were abkave tiee
benefit of one on one instruction. As a response to this problem, Classrooms That Work
(4-Blocks) was created to give all children the benefit of Reading Racstrategies in
the kindergarten through second grade classrooms (Cunningham & Allington, 1994).
The Balanced Literacy model was later introduced. It seems to includeghef
4-Blocks and appear to have increased effectiveness of reading instrulttisishowing
much promise in improving literacy achievement in the early grades (Bressle,
2007). The balanced literacy model is also enjoying a long life as it is contipuousl
improved upon and modified; teachers are interweaving all areas of reading tamgl wri
instruction. Components of balanced literacy model have demonstrated that providing
instruction on a student's ability level in a small group setting and in a suppediuaat
environment can influence student success in reading performance (Preabkle3002).
In an effort to enhance guided reading in the regular classroom, a supplemental
reading model, Language Enrichment and Acceleration Program (LEARyeatsd.
LEAP has been incorporated in kindergarten and first grade classrooms isgduwuoks
(LEAP, 2008). Based on this perceived successful implementation, one school has
decided to extend this model into second grade and is the foundation for this research.
The LEAP instructional model is similar to two models that were develarédre
(Begoray, 2001; St. John & Loescher, 2001). One model, Early Intervention in Reading
(EIR) was adopted by schools in Indiana. In this model, teachers acted lasscaad
small group instruction focused on word recognition, fluency, vocabulary, and reading

comprehension (St. John & Loescher, 2001). The second model, the Literacy Group



Project, grew out of Begory’s (2001) recognition of the inherent flaw in Reading
Recovery; the expense of providing this one-on-one intervention was cdtiyzaany.
The Literacy Group Project was developed to incorporate Reading Recoverwikills
small groups of children instead of individuals. The LEAP model also attempts to
incorporate the Reading Recovery strategies with small groups dfeshil LEAP
combines phonetic work, comprehension skills, and writing with daily small group
instruction. These strategies are not limited to the LEAP model, and emgrthair
effectiveness with second grade students will add to the body of literatcuesid in
Chapter 2. Students are able to work with a teacher on a daily basis in additionao regul
classroom instruction, and thus far the response in both kindergarten andfleshgs
been positive. Unlike the previous two models, all children participate in LEAP, hot jus
those in the bottom quartile (Begory, 2001; St.John & Loescher, 2001) Similar
intervention programs have been researched in the past, but have not included all students
in a grade (Begeny, Krouse, Ross, & Mitchell, 2009; Kamps, Abbott, Greenwood, Wills
et al., 2008; Mcintyre et al., 2005; University of Oregon, 2008). And even fewer have
investigated student achievement above first grade level (Hayward%Daszen, 2007,
Kamps, Abbott, Greenwood, & Arreaga-Mayer, 2007). This research is not a program
evaluation, but an examination of strategies that support and enhance regulaomlassr
instruction. No gquantitative studies have been done on such a program and determining
if the elements of LEAP benefit second grade students will add to the botkyatire
regarding early reading strategies.

Research also indicates that boys are often less successful tham tieir

reading performance, especially in the early grades (Chudowsky & Chug®edi0;



Husain & Millimet, 2009; Limbrick, Wheldall, & Madelaine, 2008; Logan & Johnston,
2010; Watson, Kehler, & Martino, 2010). However, the researchers disagree on degree
of gap and causes and solutions (Geske &0zola, 2009; Logan & Johnston, 2010; Tinklin,
Croxford, Ducklin, & Frame, 2001). Therefore, a secondary investigation of this current
research is to examine the effects of LEAP instruction on male and fenddats.
Problem Statement

Even with implementation of early literacy skills instruction in kindergarteh a
first grades, there are still students struggling with reading whergtidyg second grade
(Begeny et al., 2009). Research suggests that daily small group instfastmpposed
to weekly small groups) minimizes reading difficulties in kindergarterfiestcdyrade
students (Bailet, Repper, Piasta, and Murphy, 2009; Kampset al., 2007; Menzies,
Mahdavi, & Lewis, 2008). Logically, it follows that such instruction in second grade
would continue to improve reading skills in struggling students and enhance reading
content for higher achievers (Begoray, 2001). Bailet et al. (2009) taught relatsin s
small group settings, noting that small group instruction was 10 times mareveffiaan
whole group and found very favorable results from early literacy instruchierehy,
reinforcing the idea that early literacy instruction is important.aBse of the lack of
research on second grade students, it may be assumed that many interventions are
discontinued in second grade (Kamps et al., 2007). Reading instruction is then done in
the regular classroom with one teacher either in whole group or in rotagegly small
groups. The problem that needs to be addressed is whether or not this daily small group
instruction would also benefit students in second grade and whether this effestigenes

related to or affected in any way by gender.



Purpose Statement

The purpose of this quantitative research is to examine the effectiveness of the
LEAP model on the reading achievement of second grade students and to see if there are
any differences in the reading achievement of boys and girls. A quasiregptai
design was employed to compare the reading achievement of second graaks sthde
participate in the LEAP model and those who do not as measured by growth using the
Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) assessment tool. DifferencesHrsdbres
depending on gender was also evaluated. Two rural schools in the same district were
identified for participation in the study. The first school engaged in LEARtigin for
second grade students (experimental or treatment group). Students froootite se
school engaged in extra independent reading time instead (traditional reetiingtion
or control group). There were 47 students in the LEAP group and 54 traditionalgreadi
instruction group.
Significance of the Study

Small group instruction has been shown to be very beneficial to struggling readers
and is one strategy used by many during guided reading instruction (Baile2€09;
Kamps et al., 2007, Pressley et al., 2002; Pressley et al, 2007;). The University of
Oregon (2008) conducted a study to show that intensive, small group instruction could
enhance reading development in young children. Menzies et al. (2008) notes that the
instruction should be focused and comprehensive and related to the child’s needs; the
students in that study showed significant improvement with 90% reading on grelde lev
at the end of the year. Sixty-one percent of those were above grade levele@vet al.,

2008). As part of a grant initiative, some elementary schools in Indiana adey¢eal s



literacy programs including Early Intervention in Reading (EIR) (St.Jolwé&scher,

2001). The EIR program was conducted in small groups and focused on word
recognition, fluency, vocabulary, and reading comprehension, but no numerical data have
been reported. All of these studies only conducted the small groups with low achieving
students. Conversely, LEAP provides small group instruction for all students, not just
struggling readers.

There is ample research on different models and programs of teaching reading
(Amendum et al., 2009; Begeny et al., 2009; Vaughn et al., 2009). However, LEAP is a
result of infusing Reading Recovery and other teaching models and has therefore not
been studied as a whole. Furthermore, LEAP has not been implemented in secagnd grade
so this research provides timely information about the program, its components, and it
effects on second grade students’ reading achievements.

Wheldall (2010) found that boys did have more reading problems than girls, but
that the difference is not as prevalent as previously thought. LEAP has not been
evaluated from a research standpoint to address the issue of whether it is nswe or le
effective for some students based on their gender, so findings from this stldyadd
to earlier studies.

Resear ch Questions
Three research questions guided this study.
1. To what extent will the reading achievement of second grade students who
participate in LEAP be different than those students who do not as measured
by the reading assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress

(MAP)?



2. To what extent does gender affect the reading achievement of students who
participate in LEAP and those who do not participate in LEAP as measured by
the reading assessment portion of MAP?

3. Isthere an interaction between LEAP and gender of the student as measured
by the reading assessment portion of MAP?

Resear ch Hypotheses

HAL. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significant ghffee in

reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading

assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on

whether students participated in LEAP, or if they received traditional reading
instruction.

HOL1. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is not a significafdrdrice in

reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading

assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on

whether students participated in LEAP, or if they received traditional reading
instruction.

HA2. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significant idiffee in

reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading

assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on

gender.

HO2. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significangdiffce in

reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading



assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on

gender.

HAS. After controlling for pre-test scores, the differences in readamgevement

for second grade students, across groups (LEAP or traditional reading

instruction), changes depending on gender. There is an interaction betaagen gr

and gender.

HO3. After controlling for pre-test scores, the differences in reamthgevement

for second grade students, across groups (LEAP or traditional reading

instruction), does not change depending on gender. There is not an interaction

between group and gender.
I dentification of Variables

In this study, the independent variables were the daily supplemental irstruncti
LEAP and the gender of the students (males and females). The supplensnietion
included phonics, fluency drills, written work, and comprehension skills and was
conducted in small groups for 30 minutes daily. Student achievement in the area of
reading is the dependent variable and was measured using the Measures wiAcade
Progress (NWEA, 2010). Previous knowledge, measured as scores on the MAP prior to
participating in the intervention, served as a covariate.
Definition of Key Terms

Balanced LiteracyA curriculum approach that incorporates explicit skills

instruction in the context of authentic texts.



Guided ReadingOne component of a balanced literacy model when instruction
takes place. Students practice applying skills during this time with a grateede of
responsibility.

Language Enrichment and Acceleration Program (LEA#R)early intervention,
enrichment, and acceleration program designed for kindergarten and firstyraelats.

It combines the structures and rigorous instruction of Balanced Literddyeading
Recovery strategies to provide students with an intensive reading and wriigngrpro

Measures of Academic Performance (MAB)mMputerized, adaptive assessments
created by th&lorthwest Evaluation Association (NWEAat provide teachers with a
grade-independent analysis of a child’s progress. It is given in the fakgrwamid spring
in the school district where this research took place.

RIT (Rasch Units)The scale that is used to measure a student’'s academic growth
over time on the MAP. It is divided into equal units and is independent of grade level.

Target Growth-The RIT score a child is expected to make from fall to spring.
This is based on average growth of students of the same age across the country.
Summary

This research examined the effectiveness of a supplemental readingmmodel
second grade. A guasi-experimental design was employed to compare thg readi
achievement of students who participated in the model and those who did not as
measured by growth using the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP aasesol.
Both groups were from the same rural school district. One group participated in the
Language Enrichment and Acceleration Program (LEAP) in additiomgtdareclassroom

instruction; the second group participated in independent reading time instead of LEAP.

10



Post-test scores for each group were compared using ANCOVA, with peedess
statistically controlled. Achievement differences depending on gender amdetfaetion
between research group and gender were also examined.

Chapter One has provided a brief background of this study and how it relates to
the reading achievement of second grade students. Chapter Two discusses releva
literature regarding Balanced Literacy, small group instruction, aad amd female
learners. Chapter Three outlines the research design and methodology thatitas use
evaluate the LEAP model’s effectiveness on students’ reading achievennateiS

Four and Five present the data analyses and the conclusions.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

How should reading be taught so that children will be successful readers? The
literature addresses a wide range of topics and concerns. For ex@rofitonecraft
encouraged teaching children to read when they are young to increase theis ahance
success (Wollstonecraft, 1787). Pestalozzi and Froebel (Brosterman, 1997) pointed out
that young children have a thirst for knowledge. Children by nature, want to tebrn a
are excited about learning; teachers have a moral responsibilitgdarage that love
(Gutek, 2005). The way reading is taught in the early grades appears to hdeetamef
later learning (Mclintyre et al., 2005; Morgan et al., 2008). Examples of efecti
reading instruction include differentiated grouping, positive learning enventsn
explicit instruction, high expectations, and student accountability (Prextséy 2007).
Skills instruction should be balanced with holistic reading and writing in an &ffort
maximize learning. Children need explicit instruction and immersion in abundant,
enriching literature. They need instruction on their ability level in sgnallp settings,
and they require a positive learning environment that encourages a love of reatling t
will extend past the early years (Pressley et al., 2002). Thesgissadee apparent in
the current research. This chapter will review the literature reggielacher preparation
and practice, Reading Recovery strategies, balanced literacy, suppleimsniction,
small group instruction, intervention programs and LEAP, and gender diffeiences

reading achievement.
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Theoretical Framework

Reading Recovery relies on several theoretical constructs toreiplpurpose
for literacy instruction (Cox & Hopkins, 2006). Reading Recovery advocates@ssum
that reading and writing are learned behaviors and that building on a chidaigths
makes learning easier. Advocates also assume that systematic idrs@fvstudents’
reading behaviors and accelerated learning are instrumental for s{{Cors Hopkins,
2006). Many of the same developmental theories support this research because LEAP
based on Reading Recovery strategies.

Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory encompasses problem solving, language, and
social interactions (Vygotsky, 1978). He stresses the importance of ctokelren
engaged in activities and the importance of increasing a child’s problem soliag ski
Vygotsky recommends that children be able to move faster or slower, accordiag to t
potential, and he determines that interactions with adults are fundamentalltbsa chi
cognitive growth.

Reading Recovery reflects Vygotsky’s theory in several areas. ReRdaovery
works from the belief that children have different levels of understanding in thageadi
process and that they come to literacy with a wide scope of knowledge (Bopléns,
2006). The instruction in LEAP is conducted in small groups with children having
similar abilities. As Vygotsky recommends, LEAP groups are dynamadlieg
children to move at a pace suitable to their potential. LEAP encourages engalggme
incorporating prompts and cues, modeling, participation and encouragement, just as the
sociocultural model suggests (Vygotsky, 1978; Wang, 2007). Vygotky’s theory also

establishes that social relations and community play a big role in learnargg(\2007).
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LEAP, with its small group setting and frequency of contacts, provides opposdtfoitie
student interaction with adults; opportunities which are fundamental to the child’s
cognitive growth, according to Vygotsky (Vygotsky, 1978).

The sociocultural theory notes the importance of oral language in the reading
process (Cox, Fang, & Schmitt, 1998). Children learn through discussion and transfer
the spoken word to the written word (Cox et al., 1998; Cox & Hopkins, 2006). Children
need to talk about what they are thinking and doing and this is more effective in a small
group setting, as LEAP provides (Wang, 2007).

Closely tied to the sociocultural theory is the social learning theory. Aogotali
Bandura, there are four requirements for learning behaviors: attentionaetenti
reproduction, and motivation (Bandura, 1989). In LEAP, attention is increased because
of the proximity of the students to the source of instruction and to each otheipreient
enhanced because of the daily practice of reading skills. Students coptis@iss and
write about what is read- reproducing the information and motivation is idsgia
function of the successes experienced. The social learning theorynt@kasdount such
concepts as observational learning, self-efficacy, and peer reaction to pleanoieg
(Bandura, 1989). The effects of these concepts are particularly noted inddeAise
the small group instruction enables the students to model/observe the instructor’'s
behaviors and to respond not only to the instructor but to their peers.

Another theory that supports Reading Recovery (and therefore LEAP) is the
information processing theory which describes the way children maniputab®lsy
(Klahr & Wallace, 1976). This theory examines the functions of memory, aagjuirin

strategies, storing knowledge, encoding, generalization, and automatidigr,(R002).
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All of these functions are addressed in LEAP instruction- on each child’s deweitaim
level. Several media are used in LEAP to teach phonetic structure suctueesspic
chunks and sound boxes, magnetic letters, bendable letters, and dry erase markers
Comprehension and fluency strategies are modeled and practiced daily. All of the
concepts that are taught in LEAP are carried over to the regular clagsramrease
generalization and automaticity.
Review of the Literature

Background. There have been two primary camps in reading education- phonics
and whole language (Pressley et al., 2002). The teaching of phonics includes the
decoding and encoding of language components and the relationship betweemidtters a
sounds (Ehri, 2003; Mesmer & Griffith, 2005). In the past, phonics was taught as an
isolated subject and relied on drill and practice and repetitive senteneashahildren
how to read. Phonics was usually taught before sight words and set apart frontetbnnec
reading. Reading, spelling, and writing were all taught as discretectibjith basal
readers and worksheets (Jeynes, 2008; Mesmer & Griffith, 2005). The prioahryas
to teach words in or out of context, apart from comprehension. Phonics instruction had
its merits; systematic phonics is particularly helpful for struggleaglers who had
difficulty decoding words (Daise, 1994; Drecktrah & Chiang, 1997; Ehri, 2003; deyne
2008). Smith (2003) agrees that direct phonics instruction is best for beginning readers,
but is only one component of a good reading program. Teachers preferred the direct
phonetic instruction, but as Jeynes (2008) points out- it became boring and students lost

interest.
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The pendulum swung in the opposite direction and educators focused on getting
children to enjoy reading instead of focusing on correct phonemes and direct phonetic
instruction and the whole language movement began (Jeynes, 2008). The whole
language approach emphasizes a literature rich environment as opposedathtibear
skills based instruction. Whole language stresses authentic reading exqzensiead
of relying on isolated reading skills (Daise, 1994). Whole language lessons emjbrace
moving from whole to part, b) a learner-centered attitude, c) reading formgesand
purpose, and d) engaging interaction of groups of students (Adunyarittigun, 1993).
Proponents of whole language programs claimed that the best way to teacim childre
reading was to give them “real” books to read. Unfortunately, many alswvdzktieat
children would pick up words if they were exposed to them, bypassing skills instruction
entirely. Ehri (2003) noticed that in many whole language programs instruction i
phonics occurred rarely, if at all. Drecktrah and Chiang (1997) found that although a
large number of teachers were using the whole language approach, only half edrisider
to be effective. Some teachers using the whole language methodology indicated tha
children would learn spelling by using “invented spelling” and should not be corrected
when words were misspelled as that would stifle their creativity (Pyestséd., 2002).
Studies indicate that this approach can be particularly detrimentaldoen with
learning disabilities (Daise, 1994; Drecktrah & Chiang, 1997; Kamps et al., 2008;
Sencibaugh, 2007). Despite these shortcomings, the whole language approach has many
favorable characteristics. It introduced high-quality literature to yobidren instead
of repetitive and dull basal books. Students were able to connect to more meaningful

texts in whole language (Adunyarittigun, 1993). However, reading and writing
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improvement continued to be inconsistent and educators once again were searching to
find “the” way to teach reading.

Teacher preparation. “Does wisdom not call out?” (Prov. 8:1) It not only calls
out to teachers, but it is commanded that teachers impart their knowledge sbetsat ot
can learn from them (Prov. 15:7). Learning to teach reading is difficult anpleom
(Leko & Brownell, 2011). There are many factors that contribute to succeszfihg
instruction. Teachers typically have not blended teaching methods and strategie
searching for best practices. Some teachers jump on the bandwagon when a new trend
comes along, or they continue to teach “their” way, even if student achietenséatic
or failing (Podhajski, Mather, Nathan, & Simmons, 2009).

Drecktrah and Chiang (1997) indicated that the most important factor that
influenced how teachers teach reading is their teacher training programwever,
research has found that many teachers are underprepared to teach reading, dven thoug
they are likely to overestimate their knowledge of reading and larglkalts (Podhajski
et al., 2009). Jeynes (2008) also noted that many teacher education programs tend t
favor one method or another and do not prepare new teachers adequately to teach
reading. Teachers need an understanding of the structure of the languagthbgfoaa
teach it. Podhajski et al. (2009) suggest that teacher preparation progoamasirsclude
a solid foundation in theory, concepts for understanding literacy development, and
structure of both spoken and written language. Cox and Hopkins (2006) agree that
developing teachers’ knowledge is vital to improve literacy in the schools. Itis
imperative that teachers understand how the literacy process develops, including

emergent and proficient strategies. Teachers have to realize the mopatdow
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theoretical principles relate to good literacy and build on that knowledge totilelzo
be successful readers (Cox & Hopkins, 2006).

Research suggests intensive practicum training for preservice tesclibey will
be able to understand how reading ability develops in young children (Leko & Blownel
2011; Morris, 2011; Podhajski et al., 2009). Morris (2011) believes that if education
students are placed in supervised training experiences similar to thosaimigRea
Recovery training, they will better understand how reading ability deveaiogsing
children and will be able to adapt instruction to meet children’s needs. Cox and Hopkins
(2006) agree that the components of Reading Recovery provide good literacyiorstruct
for all children, not just those struggling to read. Some education students found a gap in
what they learn in their coursework and what they actually saw in classroekts&L
Brownell, 2011). Many education students do not see the benefit of what they are
learning until they are able to apply it in real life settings. Educatiatests need
practical and guided experiences in real classrooms with real chiltieme they can
reflect on their own efforts and receive feedback from experienced mentors (Cox &
Hopkins, 2006; Leko & Brownell, 2011; Morris, 2011). Solid education programs are
including Reading Recovery strategies as best practices for alhgeadichers (Cox &
Hopkins, 2006).

Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery is a program that was adopted by
American schools in the early 80’s to bring those lowest readers in theditdst gp to
grade level with intensive one-on-one supplemental instruction (Pinnell, DeFord, &
Lyons, 1988). Clay (1993) stresses that Reading Recovery is not a reomedidtis

supplemental help is short term, lasting 12 to 16 weeks in most cases, and is designed to
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increase the child’s independent reading strategies. It only targets tilmbsats who are
in the lowest 20 percentile of learners. Students are selected based on need and
performance noted on An Observation Survey (Cox & Hopkins, 2006). The Observation
Survey includes six measures of reading and writing aptitudes: lettefigimn, word
identification, concepts about print, writing vocabulary, dictation, and text reading.
Reading Recovery builds on the child’s strengths and teaches problem solvinig skills
reading. A wide range of level appropriate books are used and children ey acti
engaged in writing and reading during the daily 30 minute lesson (Pinnell et al., 1988).
The six components assessed in the Observational Survey make up a Reading Recovery
lesson and are designed to connect a child’s reading skills with writitg(Slox &
Hopkins, 2006). Students begin with rereading a familiar text, then reading the previous
day’s book, word work, writing, reassembling a cut up story, and introduction to a new
book. Research has shown that a large percentage of students who discontinued (or
graduated from) Reading Recovery were reading at proficient or advancisdrdeager
grades (Cox & Hopkins, 2006; Gapp, Zalud, & Pietrzak, 2009).

As stated previously, Reading Recovery works with individual students, and only
four to ten are serviced during a school year (with one Reading Recovemrjedate
to the limited number of children who could benefit from Reading Recovery, Classrooms
that Work (4-Blocks) was developed in North Carolina (Cunningham & Allington, 1994).
This program integrated phonics and “real” reading with writing, encouragatignoup
instruction, and was probably the first balanced model to be introduced for general
classroom instruction. The premise behind 4-Blocks was to immerse disaddantage

children in the literature rich environments that their more advantaged peeacyalr
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enjoyed. As the name 4-Blocks implies, there are four components to Classrooms Tha
Work: guided reading, self selected reading, writing, and word work (Cunningham &
Allington, 1994). This model appears to be very beneficial for children with learning
disabilities or other reading difficulties because it encompassectali af reading and
combined the best of phonics and whole language approaches and equipped children with
strategies to improve their own reading (Cunningham & Allington, 1994). The 4sBloc
model continues to be used in some schools (St.John & Loescher, 2001).

Balanced Literacy. With the intention of continuinthe effectiveness of reading
instruction, the Balanced Literacy model emerged in the late 90’s @retsdl., 2002).
This model is similar to the 4-Blocks model, but it seems to have been more widely
acknowledged as a tool to increase literacy in young children. It is showisglerable
promise in improving literacy achievement in the early grades (Pre=ssiy2007). It is
also enjoying a long life as it is being improved upon and modified.

Like Reading Recovery, Balanced Literacy is grounded in the belief thit a)
children can learn to read and write, b) literacy is a social process| @ngaage is the
foundation of literacy development, d) modeling is crucial, and e) student learning is
maximized when they assume responsibility (Linder, 2009). Balanceddyiteaa
definitely caught on with educators, especially those in the lower gfadessley et al.,
2002). Schools that are consistently producing high reading and writing achi¢veme
scores attribute that to a balanced reading approach. Researchers ietelieas in
those schools could just be very skilled at teaching reading and writing, but tregdnoti

similarities in other high achieving classrooms they visited (Pressialy, 2007).
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Pressley et al. (2002) suggest that balanced instruction actually mean$ a lot
skills instruction in the context of a holistic environment and that has been shown to
positively impact reading achievement. In addition, the National Reading Pginetiar
in its 2000 report that balanced programs were the preferable method to teach reading
(laquinta, 2006). Even during the whole language movement, Joslin (1994) noticed that a
modified whole language approach- one that included intensive instruction in phonics-
was more beneficial to students than a pure whole language model. Another study
concluded that 70% of teachers believed that a combination of direct instruction and
whole language approaches was most effective and often overlap (DreckKitahr&y,
1997). More recent research has also indicated that when direct skillstiostisic
combined with comprehension strategies, positive effect on student achievement i
significant (Ehri, 2003). Linder (2009) examined several successful models ofgeadi
instruction and stated that they all had balanced frameworks. The ones shedeview
included some form of guided reading instruction, independent reading, writing
components, and small group configurations. She also expressed that oral language is the
foundation of literacy development and is essential to the learning processr([2009).
The importance of well developed oral language skills was also noted in esg&arch
as a bridge to written literacy (Cox et al., 1998). Learning (and therefmaci) begins
with listening, as shown by the framework for Balanced Literacy. sttha job of the
priests in the Old Testament to read Scripture to the people because they cowd itot re
themselves. The people had to listen, just as young children have to listen to learn today
As Linder (2009) points out, oral language is an integral part of the balancacylite

model and teachers read aloud to students every day (many more than once)y Readin
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and writing are extensions of oral language, so communication should be modeled and
practiced regularly (Cox & Hopkins, 2006). Children in balanced classrooms appear
have more opportunities to increase their oral expression, especially ihgrorlsmall
groups. They learn what good reading sounds like and will be able to internalize those
voicing techniques when they read.

Effective reading instruction in balanced classrooms includes diffeteshtia
grouping, positive learning environments, explicit instruction, high expectations, and
student accountability (Pressley et al., 2007). Skills instruction is balanttetdohistic
reading and writing. In balanced classrooms, children are encouraged to monitor and
reflect on their own learning (Pressley et al., 2007). Reading is a paodtgmall group
instruction is predominant. The curriculum is reading and writing focused. Students
experience many, many books and there is explicit instruction in phonics skillsagpe
and vocabulary are taught continuously and in context. Students are taught
comprehension strategies by modeling and frequent practice and thecensdrent to
individualized instruction (Pressley et al., 2007). Sencibaugh (2007) notes the
importance of reinforcing basic reading skills and suggests that theskcspeci
interventions can produce significant results in reading.

Another strategy that is included in Reading Recovery, balanced literacy, and i
LEAP is connecting reading with writing. Writing is the slowest aistiof the literacy
process as children transcribe their ideas into words (Cox & Hopkins, 2006). In years
past, some teachers have taught writing as a separate subject, arahtime to do so
today. In a balanced classroom, however, the two are integrated and edtdenbto

other subject areas. Teachers are establishing one focus across thaesssmpthat
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students can make the connection between what they have read and what they write
(Rickards & Hawes, 2006). Establishing this focus helps students a) set eedorpos
reading, b) see how it affects their own writing, c) read like writersdandtice what is
common in good writing (Rickards & Hawes, 2007). Children need to see how
everything fits together and that will, in turn, increase their production dnmelvament.
Reading and writing are interrelated processes and children caramagadth of
connections when doing both (Cox & Hopkins, 2006). Reading and writing about what
is read are important daily components of Reading Recovery and LEAP.

Guided Reading. Guided Reading is an important instructional element of
Balanced Literacy and was a component of 4-Blocks. It is cited as keshgriactice for
reading instruction (laquinta, 2006). It is teacher directed and done in sougdsgrThe
purpose of guided reading is to teach students to read increasingly diffi¢sihvith
understanding and fluency (laquinta, 2006). In this component, students are taught
comprehension strategies; it is most beneficial in groups of children withrsimila
strengths and needs (Avalos, Plasencia, Chavez, & Rascon, 2008). The guided reading
component allows students to learn and practice applying reading strathigethe
teacher provides a gradual release of responsibility. The goal is to equip stutleats
self-extending system that includes self-monitoring, searching for cklespsrecting,
and checking their sources (laquinta, 2006). It is also a time for teachers to @lskrve
document reading behaviors and assess students’ learning. In Reading Recdyery, dai
running records are taken so that teachers can see what mistakes the childgsanth
then tailor instruction to fit his/her needs (Cox & Hopkins, 2006). Likewise, observations

in LEAP can be collected on a more regular basis because the students alé in sm
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groups. Avalos et al. (2008) encourage using an interactive reading modateo rel
students’ backgrounds to the texts or discussing the story and the vocabulargxzisishe t
read to ensure understanding. If done correctly, guided reading is the lasigsstppe

to independent reading (Guastello & Lenz, 2005).

In the regular classroom, however, these small groups can only meet with the
teacher once or twice a week. Ankrum and Bean (2008) found that most teachers agreed
that small homogeneous groups were most effective, but they were difficulhtmena
Because implementing guided reading into their program was a pragtaadit
management challenge, Guastello and Lenz (2005) established “kidst&iots’
groups that were not meeting with the teacher. All of the activities are ewoter
speaking, listening, writing, and reading and are introduced and modeled in the beginning
of the program. These stations sound interesting for middle to high achieving students,
but are the struggling learners improving as much when working independenthy® |
teacher-student connection being met?

Small group instruction. Researchers have noted the importance of small group
instruction to the reading success of young children (Amendum et al., 2009; Ballet et
2009). They note that students in small groups have more opportunities to practice skills
and receive more feedback from the teacher (Helf, Cooke, & Flowers, 2008). eBailet
al. (2009) held that successful interventions could begin as early as 4K. In thgir stud
the instruction was developmentally appropriate for 4 and 5 year olds and included lots of
movement, multisensory lessons, oral language, and emergent writingezctivVibhey
found very favorable results from the early literacy instruction, therebforeing the

idea that early literacy instruction in small groups is important (Bailel., 2009).
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Kamps et al. (2008) found similar results when 40% of the kindergarten students
reached reading benchmarks because of the intensive instruction done in small groups.
Research agrees that whole group teaching cannot meet the needs dtatehés.

When groups are arranged homogeneously, teachers can target the skills that those
children need to use more effectively (Ankrum & Bean, 2008). laquinta (20065agree
that small group instruction is most beneficial because teachers are tddes
specifically on what the students need to ensure progress.

Small group instruction has also been shown to be very beneficial to struggling
readers and children with learning disabilities and it is a strateglyysmany teachers,
especially in special education. Sencibaugh (2007) suggests using a scaffolding
technique in small groups because it increases active participation in theggaontess
and therefore increases reading achievement. In his model, students learriensipne
strategies with simple materials to ensure success. Then studentemimategies with
increasingly difficult text as the teacher fades instructional suppldB&P lessons are
similarly structured.

Two factors that are related to effective reading instruction are how timie
and knowledge general educators have to devote to teaching reading and to what extent
other personnel are able to provide daily instruction to students (Helf et al., 2008). T
utilize personnel and optimize small group instruction, co-teaching with alspecia
educator is an option that some schools are taking. Co-teaching in the LEAP nsodel ha
had several positive attributes. In this cooperative model, the classroonr tdaehe
special educator and the reading specialist share the teaching ofsalidbets. Having

more than one teacher enhances the instruction for both children with learningtaisabili
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and their at risk peers by providing a wider range of instructional pracrekreducing
the stigma associated with needing help in the classroom. Co-teachinghanéevay
to intervene and give extra support to children who are not receiving specieésgeovi
children who are at risk of failing.

One popular co-teaching method is the station or parallel teaching. Station
teaching occurs when both the classroom and the special education teachacherg te
small groups and the children rotate through the groups during the class timkel Par
teaching is similar in that both teachers are teaching the same sudijecttmsmaller
groups of children, but students do not rotate through the groups (Kloo & Zigmond,
2008). These methods are more appealing than other co-teaching models such as the
“one teaching/ one assisting” method or the “team approach” method, when botisteache
teach the whole group together. Station or parallel methods appear to offeea great
benefit to children with learning disabilities and students with other difiesulhat have
not yet been identified. Of the co-teaching methods, parallel teachingdss the best
one to reach struggling students (Kloo & Zigmond, 2008). LEAP classes arelgimila
structured. There are three to four instructors in a LEAP class, includpegel
educator, and they are teaching similar material and skills while seting the needs of
students in their particular small group. As Kloo and Zigomond (2008) suggesingtili
other staff is a creative, yet effective way to meet the needs of youdenss.

Could continuing this daily, small group instruction using LEAP in second grade
further improve students’ reading achievement? Research suggests thaalithcaugh it
has not yet been demonstrated with second grade students (Begoray, 2001). One study

found that students who received daily supplemental instruction scored significantl
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higher than those who did not receive extra instruction (Mcintyre et al., 2006)et lde
(2008) found that small group instruction was even more effective than one-on-one
instruction. Mcintyre et al. (2005) suggest that some children need more timalliersm
groups to progress, regardless of the quality of the regular classroomtiostruc

Another study proposed that small group instruction may be more effective than
whole group instruction because it increases active responses and student engagement
(Amendum et al, 2009). They also found in that study that grouping students according
to their needs and providing more coaching was even more beneficial to sgugglin
readers. Ankrum and Bean (2008) also point out that the formation of these groups is
flexible and changes according to the skill or the strategy that is neegedmi@ groups
accommodate different learning paths and allow students to support one another and feel
a part of a community (laquinta, 2006). A different study found that reading gaps
decreased in classes that utilized small groups of three to six students &sldppos
whole class groupings (Lo, Wang, & Haskell, 2009). Additionally, Begeny éxQf19]
evaluated several aspects of small group instruction including repeadetrdiatening
passage review, and listening only strategies. They found that the repealied
feature yielded higher gains in second grade students’ reading achievement. Kuhn and
Schwanenflugel (2006) agree: repeated reading is especially benefigaliggling
readers. LEAP instruction makes use of all of these strategies and dppszaes
promising model for increasing student reading achievement in second grade.

LEAP. As an extension of the guided reading component, Language Enrichment
and Acceleration Program (LEAP) was developed to meet not only the needs of students

who are weak in reading and writing, but also those who are reading at or above grade
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level, which has not been addressed in previous research (LEAP, 2008). LEAP
coordinators merge Reading Recovery strategies with 4-Blocks instru@tudents are
tested and placed in groups according to similar ability levels. The groufbex#rke

and assessments are given on a regular basis during the year. Theeedceftur
teachers in each LEAP class, including the special education teacher, and diveatmor
plans for and assigns the groups.

LEAP has been a welcome addition to the regular classroom instruction iialseve
ways. Every child in kindergarten and first grade benefits from Readiray&gc
strategies. All students are challengethatir instructional level and each child is able to
work with a teacher daily in addition to having regular classroom instructionctikzée
lessons are planned and an increased number of first graders are leaving #ra progr
reading at or above grade level (LEAP, 2008). So, it stands to reason that this small
group instruction would continue to benefit children when they are in second grade.

LEAP is similar to some other reading models. The Early Intervention idifRea
(EIR) was an initiative to improve reading achievement in Indiana (St.&tloescher,
2001). Like Reading Recovery (which those schools also use), EIR is a pull out program
that targets the students falling in thd"2&rcentile for reading achievement. Teachers
are considered as coaching students in areas of decoding and comprehension. Lessons
include choral or echo reading, discussion of reading, and writing (St. John &koesc
2001). Again, this program targets those students who are struggling in readihgtand t
is the major difference between EIR and LEAP; LEAP groups are dddgigmecrease

reading achievement in all students, not just struggling readers.
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A second, even more comparable, program has been implemented in Canada
(Begoray, 2001). This program also targeted those students who were struegglies r
in second grade. Like LEAP, this program was also based on Reading Recalvery a
used those strategies with small groups instead of individual students (Begoray, 2001).
In the second year of the program, all but one of the students met or exceeded the
standard achievement. Resource teachers who had previously been trainedng Readi
Recovery planned for and implemented the treatment (Begoray, 2001). Likéwise, t
LEAP coordinator at the current research setting is a trained ReadiogaReteacher.
She plans all lessons for all groups and also teaches a group during themE#aP t
One coordinator plans for all the classes, freeing the classroom teacheistorioc
classroom instruction. LEAP productively utilizes all personnel to maxileaaing
and relationships.
Maleand Female Learners

Research suggests that boys more so than girls experience difficdading
(Geske & Ozola, 2009; Limbrick, Wheldall, & Madelaine, 2008; Logan & Johnston,
2010; Tinklin, et al., 2001). Studies have previously noticed that girls have tended to
outperform boys in reading, but not math (Chudowsky &Chudowsky, 2010; Husain &
Millimet, 2009). In a 2008 report, girls outperformed boys in reading at evadg gr
level tested and boys have made less progress in catching up to the girls since
(Chudowsky & Chudowsky, 2010). The reasons for their differences, however, are less
clear. Some researchers feel that it is because the definition ofgesshbility varies
significantly among educators (Limbrick et al., 2008). Logan and Johnston (2010) say

that there is a cognitive difference between boys and girls and thae#rayo read
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differently; boys appear to benefit more from phonetic strategies wheingestill

other research found that there were multiple factors affecting bogihgea
achievement: school environment, preschool skills, parents’ education, and reading
outside of school (Geske & Ozola, 2009; Tinklin et al., 2001).

How teachers teach reading will obviously have an effect on how students learn.
One study recommended using a learning style inventory so that teamhlers c
accommodate for the different learning styles (Reiff, 1984). The Reaiffy (1984)
found that 31% of children prefer visual learning in a structured environment. LEAP
uses many visual modalities and should appeal to visual learners. A layeiositudi
that boys tend to prefer practical reading as opposed to fiction which is visatlisn
most elementary classrooms (Boltz, 2007). There is a movement from fictmmes $0
non-fiction articles in the lower grades and this is evidenced by the typetothat the
LEAP coordinator selects for each group. LEAP instructors use readingainiaten
several different genres, including non-fiction.

Another study offers similar recommendations: teach by using a widsyafi
learning styles and review learning at the end of the lesson (Tinklin et al., 20GL).
study conducted in Scotland found that students’ interaction with as well as
teacher/student relationships played a major role in the performance of boghsgend
LEAP softens the environment and enhances these relationships due to the intima
nature of the small group setting.

Other suggestions to consider include classroom interactions, providing & variet
of assessment models, flexibility and effects of peer pressure (Tinldin 2001).

Several studies contend that the school environment can have an effect on students’
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motivation and achievement (Mann, 1994; Watson, Kehler, & Martino, 2010). Geske
and Ozola (2009) also suggest that the school environment has a significant effect on
boys’ reading achievement, so the smaller group size of LEAP should provide more
successful instruction.

Peer pressure can be more detrimental to boys’ success in whole okssnsit
Watson et al. (2010) feared that many boys shy away from reading becaude thera
look nerdy or feminine. Tinklin et al. (2001) suggest that boys tend to dominate in whole
group settings either positively or negatively. Mann (1994) agrees that boys command
more attention in whole group settings, therefore reinforcing the idea thb¢isgroups
of students will perform better. Only a few older studies addressed howctgdisia
whole group settings (Mann, 1994; Theberge, 1994). Theberge (1994) contends that girls
talk much less than boys in whole group situations and Mann (1994) says that boys tend
to answer out more while girls raise their hands and wait to be called on. &fmials
that girls receive less attention and less constructive feedback in wieslesitigations
(Mann, 1994). Watson et al. (2010) later confirmed this and suggest learning
environments where both genders are free to express themselves without social
repercussions. Conversely, both boys and girls should benefit from the small group
interaction that does not happen in whole group settings. LEAP promotes a more
intimate atmosphere for social interaction so that students can become more imtepende
learners. Building strong teacher-student relationships is a recommendaiiwréased
student success and can be more effectively achieved in a smaller grddip € al.,
2001). LEAP also encourages more interaction and engagement that can improve

attention problems that might occur in a whole class setting (Logan & Johnston, 2010).

31



Sullivan (2009) advises finding creative programming ideas to match boys’
interests and establishing a blueprint for boys and reading. This could include rn-ficti
sources that appeal to boys as Boltz (2007) recommends. Because LEAP is done in
addition to regular reading instruction, both boys and girls benefit from twoettitfer
environments and teaching arrangements. The LEAP coordinator carefudtg sele
reading material for each group and LEAP also uses a variety of fooraisvely
engage every child.

Conclusion

As previously stated, all students in kindergarten and first grade agetbached
by Reading Recovery strategies as presented in LEAP. However, budgetocuts a
financial woes threaten to eliminate the LEAP model in some schools. The deticipa
finding that the daily small group instruction is significant in producing high reading
achievement is important because the existence of the program is at stakathCur
most intervention and supplemental models liaae been researched have only done so
using the bottom quartile of learners (Avalos et al., 2008; Begeny et al., 20@91yBsg
al., 2010; Begoray, 2001; Kamps et al, 2007; Kamps et al, 2008; Lo et al., 2009; Vaughn
et al., 2009). LEAP plans for all students in kindergarten, first, and now second grades.
Providing information that indicates growth in student reading performance should
underline the value of LEAP and could result in its continuance and expansion into more
second grade classrooms.

Positive results from the school year 2009 indicate that this model enhances the
instruction that takes place in regular kindergarten and first gradeslarSmsults could

be found in the second grade classrooms. By employing the quasi-experimegtal des
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results from the treatment school can be compared to those of another school that do not
have the daily small group instruction in second grade; such comparison should further
indicate the strength of the LEAP model.

Teachers are always analyzing and evaluating their effectivasesading
instructors (Linder, 2009). One local school appears to have improved their reading
program by utilizing the balanced literacy framework and incorporating LBAP
kindergarten and first grade. The resource teacher noticed a marked improwenosnt
children attack words, how they are more motivated to read, and how they are making
connections in their reading and writing. It is also exciting for the classteachers to
see their students learning and growing. Expanding the LEAP into second grade can only

further increase student achievement and teacher satisfaction.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The purpose of this research study was to examine the effects of a supplemental
reading program, LEAP, on the reading achievement of second grade students.
Furthermore, the impact of gender on student’s achievement outcomes is addrassed.
LEAP model has enjoyed success in the kindergarten and first grade classrooms
increasing student reading achievement by incorporating targetediistrm a daily
small group setting. Research suggests that this continued supplementdlonsiiuc
second grade could continue to improve reading achievement and bridge the gap more
smoothly from second to third grade (Amendum et al., 2009; Begeny et al., 2009;
Vaughn et al., 2009). Research also suggests that the strategies in the LEARenode
specifically more supportive of boys’ learning styles (Tinklin et al., 2001).

Three research questions guided this study. First, will there be sagnific
differences in the reading achievement of second grade students who particiiaAdi
and those students who do not as measured by the reading assessment portion of the
Measures of Academic Progress (MAP)? Secondly, to what extent does aféexctehe
reading achievement of second grade students as measured by theasseisgent
portion of MAP? Lastly, is there an interaction between group and gender, méaning
differences in post-test achievement scores for each group, change depemdindesf2
This chapter will discuss the procedures, the research design, and the daia ahtlis

study.
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Participants

The participants for this study were selected from a larger populationarfdsec
grade students from elementary schools in one rural upstate South Carolina school
district. Power School, the district’'s attendance program, provided the dgxmicgra
information without compromising student anonymity. The design of this study was
qguasi-experimental. A true experimental design was not possible because group
membership (LEAP or traditional reading instruction) and gender (malenatdewere
both preexisting variables and were not manipulated by the experimenter. Aieoicee
sampling method was used to sample students. Three, intact second grade classes fr
school that used the LEAP method in addition to classroom reading instruction were
identified and used as the experimental group and three intact second gsade friom
a school that used a traditional method of reading instruction and no supplemental
instruction were identified and used as the control group. The control school was
selected because it was most similar to the treatment school in terrasso$iekes, race,
and student socioeconomic status. Students were also similar based on free add reduce
lunch status. It should be noted that the tegrperimentahndcontrol are only used to
differentiate between students who participated in LEAP and those who did net; ther
was no manipulation of any independent variables including treatment. The groups were
pre-existing in the population.

The treatment group included 16 males and 31 females. Two students were of
Asian descent, six were black, two were mixed races and 37 were white. Nimgsstude
received special education services. The control school included 34 males and 20

females. One student was of Asian descent, four were black, two were Hisipaac
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were mixed races and 44 were white. Nine students received specidi@dresources.
Each second grade sample had an average 65% enrolled in free or reduted lunc
Setting

The setting for this study is a small, rural school district in upstate SanthrG.
There are four elementary schools, two middle schools, and one high school in this
district. This district serves approximately 17, 000 students in the seven schoo}s. Fort
two percent of the adults in this district have less tharl"ayiae education. Nine
percent of families with school age children are living below the poverty denveb4%
the students qualify for free or reduced meals. Fifty-six percent of thigthst
graduates enter college or trade schools and 44% enter the work forcegafteshaol.
The four elementary schools are small, serving 302-412 students in grades 4K tArough 5
grades. The treatment school has 47 children in three second grade clgsts®oms
control school has 54 students in three second grade classes. The treatmentschool ha
one LEAP coordinator trained in Reading Recovery with 32 years experibres;
second grade classroom teachers with an average 19 years expé#neecassistants
(not specifically second grade) trained by the LEAP coordinator with an aveBagears
experience. The control school does not implement LEAP in second grade but does have
a LEAP coordinator for kindergarten and first grades. The second geadeocm
teachers have an average 22 years experience. Class sizes in both sslsoulkagrthe
treatment school’s average class size is 15 and the control school’'s alasaggize is
18. This site was chosen because it is representative of a larger populatiddleftoi

lower income children living in rural communities. Results from this study cauldfib
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other elementary schools with similar populations in determining appropriate
supplemental reading programs.

I nstructional settings. The classroom procedures for both the control and the
experimental settings are similar. All students in both the treatment@icdmtrol
groups participated in LEAP in kindergarten and first grades. Both schools use a
balanced reading approach in a 90 minute daily block. Teachers start with Read Aloud
and have a central purpose in their reading. These 15-20 minute blocks are used for
modeling, questioning, and communication and provide students access to the same texts
in a whole group setting. Next is Shared Reading. Shared reading is also tthothe wi
whole group and is 20-30 minutes. During this time, students are exposed to different
genres and formats. Included in shared reading are poems, basal storipapeewas
magazine articles, and novels. This section is also used for modeling ancimyacti
learning text features, decoding and predicting, and for reinforcingugatiategies.
The Guided Reading block is next and is done in small homogeneous groups. These 15-
30 minutes allow students to practice and apply the reading strategies fr@d Sha
Reading with texts on their instructional level. One group works with the teader; ot
small groups work at their seats with their reading material. The gtioapdo not work
with the teacher usually have a writing assignment that goes along withetiding.
The last 15 minutes of the reading block is Independent Reading when students select
their own books and read individually. The teacher conducts reading conferences with
students during this time. Writing is either interspersed in each block or danthafte

reading block but is typically related to the reading topic. During the reseadsh the
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control group had an extra independent reading time with the teacher working with
individual students.

The treatment group received the same instruction during their reading block but
included LEAP instead of the extra independent reading time. In the treatineol sc
there are three groups of middle-low and low scoring students; each group warksewit
LEAP coordinator, the classroom teacher, or the trained assistant. All greups a
homogenous, but flexible and have reading material on their instructional levebngess
include word work, comprehension strategy practice, and writing. In addition, three
groups of middle-high and high scoring students work with another second grade
classroom teacher and two assistants during the LEAP time in another roose. The
students have more research and self discovery oriented assignments tleditareda
by the teacher and assistants.

I nstrumentation

The dependent variable that was measured in this study is students’ reading
achievement as measured by the reading portion of the Measures of Acadegres$r
(MAP), which is a computerized assessment developed by the Northwest Evaluati
Association (NWEA). The MAP provides educators with data on student growth and
progress to develop instructional strategies for use in the classrooms (NWEA, 2010).

The assessment. The areas tested in reading include vocabulary, informational
texts, and literary texts. MAP is an adaptive test with over 4.5 billion questionstasthe
bank (NWEA, 2010). This assessment is administered nationally, research based, and
considered reliable in previous instances. The five skills tested in the readiog s

include word analysis, literal and interpretive comprehension, evaluative eloemgion
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and analysis of text. These sub tests are then calculated together to detétasok a
Unit, or RIT score, which is a point between initial status and growth (NWEA, 2010).
Teachers use the overall RIT score to determine reading levels, groempla, and
growth. To be consistent, this research only examined the overall RIT score and did not
investigate each individual sub-skill.

An example of a literal comprehension question is:

Read the story. Ryan likes to play ball. He likes his pet dog. His favorite toy is a
truck. He is a little boy. What is he?

1. Adog

2. Aqgirl

3. Aboy

4. Atoy

The scoring instrument. The scoring instrument of MAP that will also be used
to determine levels of achievement for this study is measured by RIT. IThe dvided
into equal units, used to measure a student’s academic growth over time by rmoigple
points, and is independent of grade level (NWEA, 2010). RIT was developed from item
response theory and the Rasch Model and the consistency of the scales all®wes user
measure growth. Each scale shows a continuum of difficulty of standards andesmpar
how individual students do against a larger population of students (NWEA, 2010). This
score determines the child’s instructional level and is used when developingaiass
lessons. Additionally, all scores are adjusted according to the child’s previbgsdré,
therefore controlling for the covariate or pretest scores. Standard deviatidasmnd c

means are already calculated by the MAP program and these means wWevberse
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investigating the research questions. Second grade scores range from 154 to 223. An
average second grade RIT score in reading at the end of the year is 191 (NWEA, 2010)

Validity. NWEA has done extensive research to ensure the reliability of the
MAP. MAP is an adaptive test and the test questions have been studied to insure internal
validity and the NWEA staff have conducted research on the time between tests for
accuracy of RIT scores (NWEA, 2010). Norming studies are done every thredoyear
ensure accuracy of results and 2008’s results are based solely on MAP NAME, (
2010). In 2008'’s study, results were gathered from 2.9 million students from 6,905
schools in 1,123 districts in 42 states to ensure accuracy of RIT scores and means
(NWEA, 2010). After testing and retesting the same students, NWEA (2010) found the
growth scores and RIT to be significantly correlated. Furthermor&itigsbury Center
of the NWEA conducted a linking study of how results of MAP correlated to South
Carolina’s end of the year state test. The results from MAP accurageligted which
students would pass the state assessment in 85.36% of cases (NWEA, 2010). Second
grade does not take the state test, but because of these results, MAP is coasidkide
instrument in determining accurate reading achievement (NWEA, 2010).
Procedures

Because all data was gathered anonymously from a computer database, a
Research Exempt Review was granted for this study by Libertytitubnenal Review
Board. The treatment was conducted in regular educational settings and involvald norm
educational practices with no interference from the researcherr tidtéall
administration of MAP, the classroom teachers and the LEAP coordinator divided al

second grade students into reading groups based on their RIT. LEAP in thenteat
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school began in September with regular personnel, so no interruption of class time
occurred with this research. The supplemental instruction continued until Apn,tive
spring MAP was administered. After gaining approval from the IRB amd the school
district’s superintendent, RIT scores and class means from the April 20%étest
gathered from the component of MAP that generates class scores, and thistioforma
will be obtained directly from the NWEA website (NWEA, 2010). The means oflthe R
scores from the treatment and the control groups were analyzed and compared. Power
School, the district’s attendance program, was used to determine attendancents$ stude
the treatment school. Those who had not been in the treatment school since the start of
LEAP were excluded.
Resear ch Design

The nonequivalent control group design was employed for this research study.
This research design is similar to the true experimental control group desigithowtt w
random assignment of subjects (Campbell & Stanley, 1963). This quasi-experimenta
design is the most widely used in educational research because it does not disrupt
preexisting, in-tact groups (Gall et al., 2007); thus, used in this study bdataas not
possible to randomly assign participants. A true experimental design was nbleposs
because group membership (LEAP or traditional reading instruction) and gentieofma
female) were both preexisting variables and were not manipulated bypiaeneenter or

randomly selected.
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Data Analysis

At the end of the 2010-2011 school year, data were collected and mean scores for
each group were compared using a two-way analysis of covatesti¢@NCOVA) to
determine if there was a significant difference in reading achienestores, after
controlling for pre-test scores, depending on group (LEAP or traditional reading
instruction) and gender (male or female). ANCOVA is an appropriate sttistst for
this data because it allows for the researcher to control for continuous s/ gorat-test
scores), and is suitable when there are multiple categorical independabliegafgroup
and gender) and one continuous dependent variable (post-test scores). The following
assumptions of ANCOVA were tested prior to the main analysis: cell sizesreutli
multicollinearity, normality, linearity, homogeneity of variance, honmagy of
regression and reliability of covariates. The probability of erreffment or alphad)
and statistical power will be set at accepted values of .05 and .8, respectively.

To validate sample size, a formal power analysis was conducted tocsthyisti
determine the number of participants needed to conduct the study. To assess a priori
sample size, power was set at.80 and the expected effect size was set atoZbngly,
for the research questions 1 and 2 the sample size necessary to likely dedaermine
statistical difference is 128 or 64 per group (Control, Treatment) whera a .05 and
degrees of freedom = 1. This means that there is an 80% probability that 128 pasticipant
will be sufficient to find a statistical relationship (effect size of .2%vben variables

where alpha = .05 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007).
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTSAND FINDINGS
Introduction
This chapter will present the findings for the current research studyrergrthe
effects of a supplemental reading model on the reading achievement of second grade
students. Three questions that guided this study:

1. To what extent will the reading achievement of second grade students who
participate in LEAP be different than those students who do not as measured
by the reading assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress
(MAP)?

2. To what extent does gender effect the reading achievement of students who
participate in LEAP and those who do not participate in LEAP as measured by
the reading assessment portion of MAP?

3. Is there an interaction between LEAP and gender as measured by the reading
portion of MAP?

The corresponding hypotheses are:

HAL. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significant idiffee in

reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading

assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on

whether students participated in LEAP, or if they received traditional reading
instruction.

HOL1. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is not a significafgrdrice in

reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading
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assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on
whether students participated in LEAP, or if they received traditional reading
instruction.
HA2. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significant idiffee in
reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on
gender.
HO2. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significangidiffce in
reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on
gender.
HAS3. After controlling for pre-test scores, the differences in readamgevement
for second grade students, across groups (LEAP or traditional reading
instruction), changes depending on gender. There is an interaction between group
and gender.
HO3. After controlling for pre-test scores, the differences in reamthgevement
for second grade students, across groups (LEAP or traditional reading
instruction), does not change depending on gender. There is not an interaction
between group and gender.

Data Analysis Procedure
Inferential statistics were used to draw conclusions from the sample populati

tested. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 17.0 (SPSSg¢dvasamle and

tabulate scores and produce summarized values where applicable including the median,
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mean, central tendency, variance, and standard deviation. In addition, demographic data
was processed using frequency statistics and inferential statistiesun using the

General Linear model. Specifically, a two-way between grouglysia of covariance

was used to determine if there was a significant difference in readmgvement scores,

after controlling for pre-test scores, depending on group (LEAP or traalitieading
instruction) and sex (male or female). The interaction of group and gendedomgrea
achievement was also tested.

Prior to analyzing the three Research Questions, data hygiene and elatangcr
were undertaken to ensure the variables of interest met appropriatecatatisti
assumptions. Thus, the following analyses followed a similar analytiegyrat that the
variables were first evaluated for outliers, normality, linearity, bgemeity of variance,
multicollinearity and homogeneity of regression. Subsequently, frequaatcstiss and
ANCOVA analyses were run to determine if any reading effectezkis¢tween the two
groups.

Data Cleaning

Missing data and univariate outliers. Missing data were investigated by
running frequency counts in SPSS 17.0. No cases with missing data were found in the
data set. Thus, for all three hypotheses, 101 responses from participanscemer
and 101 were retained for analysis; 101. A test for univariate outliers, within each
level of the IVs was conducted and none were found to exist within the distributions.
Univariate outliers were sought by converting observed scores to z-sadréégen those
scores were compared to the critical value of +/-329,001. Case z-scores that exceed

this value are greater than three standard deviations from the normalized mean.

45



Tests of normality. Basic parametric assumptions were assessed for the pre-test
and post-tedby examining deleted residuals. Specifically, a deleted residuagjfast
was created from the ANCOVA test to enable the researcher to visudliptevthe

aforementioned assumptions as shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.Histogram of the studentized deleted residual variable with normal supegimposed

As depicted in Figure 1, the deleted residuals histogram demonstrates non-
normality. Visual evidence of normality was assessed by compariogirey bars to
the superimposed normal curve. When frequency bars closely approximate the normal
curve, normality is assumed. However, to verify visual findings, a test was tedoic
see if the distribution was significantly skewed or kurtotic. Specifictie skew

coefficient of -.121 was divided by the skew standard error of .240 resultingsheavz-
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coefficient of .504.Z-skew coefficients that exceed the critical value of 3p29001)
may indicate non-normality. Since the studentized deleted residual did not exhibit
significant deviations from normality, the construct is assumed to be normally
distributed.

The assumption of equality of variance was tested using Levene’s Test of
Equality of Error Variance. Levene’s test was not significe(®,97) = 1.677, p =.177)
indicating that the variances are equal. The test for linearity betweeouvheate, pre-
test, and the dependent variable, post-test, was signifledht {00) = 189.322, p <
.001) indicating that there was a straight line relationship between these tviegaria
Furthermore, the deviation from linearity was not signifidafd4, 100) = 1.137, p =
.323 indicating that a non-linear relationship did not exist between the two variables. The
assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes was tested by including theiamerac
of pre-test and group and the interaction of pre-test and sex in the ANCOVA. Both
interactions were not significarf (1, 95) = .111, p = .739 for the interaction or pre-test
and research group aRd1,95) = 2.554, p =.113 for the interaction of pre-test and sex)
indicating that the regression slopes for each cell were not significafiésedi.

There were 54 students in the control group and their observed mean score was
189.9 with a standard deviation of 16.9. The LEAP, or treatment, group included 47
students and their observed mean score was 196.0 with a standard deviation of 16.1. This
study included 49 females with an observed mean score of 194.3 and standard deviation
of 17.6 and 52 males with an observed mean score of 191.2 and standard deviation of
15.9. The 18 females that were included in the control group had an observed mean score

of 190.3 and standard deviation of 19.4. The 36 males in the control group had an
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observed mean score of 189.6 and a standard deviation of 15.8. These means represent
the spring RIT scores of all the participants. The estimated margaaaisiiof those
spring RIT scores) were determined for the analysis of each hypothdsasea
represented with the standard error in the following figures.
ANCOVA Analysis of Hypotheses 1-3

Hypotheses 1-3 were analyzed using analysis of covariance (ANCOVA). The
covariate and dependent variables were pre-test and post-test sepestifrely) while
the independent variables were research group (LEAP and traditional readuncfim st
and gender (male and female). The covariate and dependent variable weredrmasure
the reading assessment portion of MAP. The pre-test or covariate was gstedeiots
in the fall and the post-test was given to students in the spring. Observed scored obtaine
from the reading tests ranged between 145-201 and 154-233 (for the pretest and posttest
respectively) with lower scores meaning poorer reading ability ajiethscores
meaning better reading ability. The independent variables wereateggaup with two
levels (LEAP and traditional reading instruction) and gender with two levele @nd
female).

The model summary for the ANCOVA evaluating Hypotheses 1-3 is displayed in
Table 1. The table includes type Ill sum of squares, degrees of freedom (df), mean
squaref, and confidence level (Sig). The results of the main effect for reseangh gr
will be used to evaluate Hypothesis 1. The results of the main effect forr gafidie
used to evaluate Hypotheses 2. The interaction effect of group and gender weitilhe us
evaluate Hypothesis 3. The main effect for pre-test was significantaiimgj¢hat there

was a significant pre-test effe¢t (1, 95) = 166.879 < .001).
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Table 1.

Inferential Statistics Related to Hypothesis 1 Indicating No SignifiDifference between

Groups

Source Simot or  Men o So "EY Oserved
Squares Squared

Corrected Model 18364.57 4 4591.14  46.07 0.00 0.66 1.00

Intercept 1748.04 1 1748.04 17.54 0.00 0.15 0.99

PreTest 17341.96 1 1734196 174.02 0.00 0.64 1.00

Research Condition 253.83 1 253.83 2.55 0.11 003 350

Gender Factor 256.140 1 256.140 2.57 0.11 0.026  550.3

Research Interaction 16.890 1 16.890 .169 0.68 20.00 0.069

Error 9566.92 96 99.66

Total 3778124.00 101

Corrected Total 27931.49 100

Note. 1. R Squared = .657 (Adjusted R Squared 3).64 alpha (CV) = .05. Dependent Variable:
Posttest

Hypothesis 1 Findings

Hypothesis 1 stated: After controlling for pre-test scores, there ghdicant
difference in reading achievement for second grade students, as megsinedelading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), dependimetioerw
students participated in LEAP, or if they received traditional reading itisinuc

There was no significant difference in post-test score between the gcounpsl,
experimental) after controlling for pre-test scoffedl, 96)= 2.547p = .114, partial eta
squared = 0.026) The means plot presented in Figure 2 reflects a non-significant
difference in reading scores between the traditional reading instrggbup and the
LEAP group. Mean reading scores for the traditional reading instruction gemsip w
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190.87 and mean reading scores for the LEAP group = 194.07. Thus, we failed to reject

the null hypothesis.

200

194.0

195 A
190.87

Mean RIT score

185 1

180 -
Traditional LEAP

Figure 2.Mean RIT scores as a function of LEAP or traditional instructiemor bars represent

standard error of the mean.

Hypothesis 2 Findings
Hypothesis 2 stated: After controlling for pre-test scores, theragsificant
difference in reading achievement for second grade students, as megsinedelading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depamderder.
There was not a significant difference in reading achievement scasgs, af
controlling for pre-test scores, depending on ge(ig@r, 96)= 2.570p = .112, partial eta

squared = 0.026). The means presented in Figure 3 reflects a non-significagnckffer
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in reading scores depending on gender. (Males = 194.12 and Females = 190.83), thus we

failed to reject the null hypothesis.

200
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Figure 3.Mean RIT scores as a function of sex. Error bars represent stardarof the mean.

Hypothesis 3 Findings

Hypothesis 3 stated: After controlling for pre-test scores, the ditfesain
reading achievement for second grade students, across groups (LEAPtionakdi
reading instruction), changes depending on gender. There is an interactiearbgtoup
and gender.

The interaction of group and gender was not signifidaiL(96) = .169p =
.681, partial eta squared = 0.002), indicating that differences in reading aclntévem
depending on group does not change depending on gender. Figure 4 reflects that the

difference in reading achievement scores based on group does not change depending on
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gender. For the LEAP group, the mean was 192.43 for females 195.72 for males; For the

traditional instruction group the mean was 189.23 for females and 192.52 for males.

200
105 | 195.72
(]
5 192.52 192.43
o
(7]
= 190
o 189.23
[
I
(]
=
185 - 1 —o—Male
—-Female
180
Traditional LEAP

Figure 4.Means plot indicating that after controlling for pre-test scaté®rences in reading
achievement, between the traditional reading instruction group and the LB&4Pdid not

change depending on gender. Error bars represent standard error of the mean.

Summary

A two-way between groups analysis of covariatest (ANCOVA) was used to
determine if there was a significant difference in reading achienterafter controlling
for pre-test scores depending on group and gender. The interaction of group and gender
was also tested. Even though scores were slightly higher for the LEAP geoujot the
traditional reading instruction group, the difference was not statistsigihyficant.

Likewise, estimated marginal means for males were higher than itmatest marginal
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means for females, but the difference was not statistically signifiearthermore, any
differences in scores depending on group did not change depending on gender (the
interaction of group and gender was not significant). Chapter five will dishase
findings in greater detail, examine the implications and limitations sfésearch and

offer suggestions for future research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The main purpose of this quantitative research was to investigate theveffess
of the LEAP model on the reading achievement of second grade students. Adgjtional
this study was designed to examine if there were any significantetifies in the
reading achievement of boys versus girls. A quasi-experimental degsggemployed to
compare the reading achievement of second grade students who participla¢eldeAP
model and those who did not as measured by growth using the Measures of Academic
Progress (MAP) assessment tool. The samples were selected fromalkszhools in
same district and were identified as the treatment and control group, basedoer Wiee
school had implemented the LEAP model for second grade students, or not. A total of
101 students participated in this study.

Inferential statistics and ANCOVA were employed for analysis of &ta.dThe
findings are summarized in the succeeding sections and are organizedadblyadigp The
research questions and corresponding hypotheses tested in this studgdabelsy.

1. To what extent will the reading achievement of second grade students who
participate in LEAP be different than those students who do not as measured
by the reading assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress
(MAP)?

2. To what extent does gender effect the reading achievement of students who
participate in LEAP and those who do not participate in LEAP as measured by

the reading assessment portion of MAP?
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3. Is there an interaction between LEAP and gender as measured by the reading
portion of MAP?

The corresponding hypotheses are:
HAL. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significant ghffee in
reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on
whether students participated in LEAP, or if they received traditional reading
instruction.
HOL1. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is not a significafgrdrice in
reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on
whether students participated in LEAP, or if they received traditional reading
instruction.
HA2. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significant idiffee in
reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on
gender.
HO2. After controlling for pre-test scores, there is a significangdiffce in
reading achievement for second grade students, as measured by the reading
assessment portion of the Measures of Academic Progress (MAP), depending on
gender.
HAS3. After controlling for pre-test scores, the differences in readamgevement

for second grade students, across groups (LEAP or traditional reading
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instruction), changes depending on gender. There is an interaction betwgen grou

and gender.

HO3. After controlling for pre-test scores, the differences in reamthgevement

for second grade students, across groups (LEAP or traditional reading

instruction), does not change depending on gender. There is not an interaction

between group and gender.
Summary of Findings

Hypothesis 1 was evaluated using ANCOVA. The covariate and dependent
variables were pre-test and post-test scores (respectively) andéipemndent variable
was the research group (LEAP or no LEAP). The ANCOVA findings showethirat
was not a significant difference in post-test scores between the contropemanental
group after controlling for pre-test. This means that the difference b&etive mean
reading scores for the no LEAP group and mean reading scores for thegt@fPwas
not large enough to be significant from a statistical standpoint. With this, tlaeatese
failed to reject the null hypothesis stating that there was no stdlyssigmificant
difference in the reading achievement scores of students who paeicipdiEAP and
those who did not as measured by the reading assessment portion of the MAP.

Hypothesis 2 was also evaluated using ANCOVA. The covariate and dependent
variables were pre-test and post-test scores (respectively) amdépemndent variable
was gender (male or female). The ANCOVA findings showed that there was no
significant difference in post-test scores between boys and getscafttrolling for pre-
test scores. This means that the difference between the mean readingoscordgtie

mean reading scores for was not large enough to be significant from tcatatis
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standpoint. Hypothesis 3 was also evaluated with ANCOVA and the reseairigdtetda
reject the null hypothesis that the differences in reading scores for nhatice
participated in Leap and those who did not, did not change depending on gender.
Discussion of Findings

Generally, the findings of this study with regards to all three researctiomses
were opposite of what had been believed and stated in the relevant literature. The non-
significant difference in reading achievement scores for students in beénalegroups
indicates that there is a need for more research with regards to thettfect EAP
model in second grade students’ reading achievement. LEAP is conducted in small
groups and children in each group have similar abilities. As Vygotsky recommends,
LEAP groups are dynamic and thus enable children to move at a pace suitable to thei
potential (Vygotsky, 1978). Still, as far as the findings of this study areecoed,
participation in LEAP did not affect students’ reading achievement.

It was assumed that small groups are preferred when speaking about aehtevem
but that is not always the case. In a study conducted by McGrath and Rust (2002), they
found that students in a self contained, whole group configuration gained sigthyfic
more on Total Battery, Language, and Science subtests. In certaitespa®@hs, and as
a whole, the students in this study performed better when they were instryicieel b
teacher in a whole group setting. However, no differences were evident in Reading
Mathematics, and Social Studies (McGrath & Rust, 2002). This finding sudugists t
achievement is significant in some areas but not in others.

The findings of this current study provide further proof that despite the attention

given by previous researchers on this topic, no one can absolutely ascertairathat sm
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group instruction is better than whole-group or large group instruction or vice versa. As
previously mentioned, researchers have indicated that there are manydcosis of
these two classroom settings. For these reasons, educators are eafikrmagjves to
improve the way public schools are organized. Many people meet change with a basic
fear of the unknown, and classroom organizational change needs to be studied to provide
supporting evidence on the effectiveness on student achievement and accoumtability i
order for change to happen or to be justified (Friend & Thompson, 2010).
Implications

Theoretically, the findings of this study appear to support earlier work that
successful reading interventions need to take place before second grade{Baile
2009). It was assumed that using Reading Recovery strategies with gesnbad
students would have similar affects as they do in first grade. These raggkststhat
the strategies have more success in first grade and growth in secdadtgdents is not
as large. Finally, this research suggests that learning behaviors shouklkbbshest
earlier and improved upon after first grade (Bandura, 1989).

The findings of this study may have the expected impact on decision analysis to
assist school-based administrators, supervisors, superintendents, and direcdisgn m
more prepared decisions in choosing intervention and transition instruction models that
work and that can be sustained by students in the classroom and to accelerate the
students’ academic attainment in elementary schools. Specifibadlgttdy considers
the LEAP model which has the objective to attempt to incorporate the ReadingeRecov
strategies with small groups of children. This study was concerned witiféheveiness

of the LEAP model with regards to the reading achievement of second grdeetstfor
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both boys and girls. The results suggest that successful interventions shoulddales pla
early as possible and may not need to be implemented after first grade. uliseates
suggest thatvhatteachers are teaching may have more impacttberthey are

teaching.

According to Davis (2003), there is a significant decline in the academic
achievement of elementary students, especially in subject of reading parsthgears.
Across the United States, educators are concerned about the achievenemnentaely
students and other minority children. The need for identification of alterablblearia
especially pronounced as it applies to all students (Parham & McDavis, 198 &cerh r
years, elementary students in most schools (e.g. public, private, and K-12) in tlie Unite
States have been described as a population at risk (Smith, 2007). With thisrealit
hand, it is therefore important to know the possible causes of this decline in academic
achievement among these students and look at the way education is being taught in
schools. The findings of this research study would help schools to realizehltbageit
small group instruction or large group instruction will give the same eaeid will
reap positive impacts to the student academic development specifically ubjbet ©f
reading. What is more important is the content of the subject matter being taudie and t
persistence of both students and teachers to learn. However, as proven previously by
other researches, this study further stresses the importance ohgelleetbest way to
teach students and stimulate their brain to think more and perform better on #sas cla

and this could be another venue for future research.
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Limitations

The scope of the present study was limited to second grade students from
elementary schools in one rural upstate South Carolina school district. Theoktufis
study may not be generalizable to all schools because the sample may not be
representative of schools in other districts. However, the findings could be used as
support and additional knowledge in the field of education. Limitations include the
convenience sampling strategy used to select the participants. After agmalyesis was
conducted, a sample size of 128 was needed, but the current research only had access to
101 and this could have had an impact on the results. Due to the small sample size, the
power of the statistical analysis was reduced, meaning that even if &camgnififference
between scores existed, the power was too low to detect it. Given the low power, the
findings should be interpreted cautiously and future researchers should replgate
study with a larger sample.

The assumption that went into the analysis that determined how many subjects
would be needed was that it would be a medium effect size. This assumption proved to
be untrue; however, the variance between the dependent and independent variables
should be taken into account. Cohen (1988) offers the following descriptions for eta
squared scores in relation to effect sizes: .0099 is a small effect, .0588 isuanreédct,
and .1379 is a large effect. The eta squared that was calculated for ézcle wathis
study is very small. Only about 3% of the variance in the dependent variable can be
accounted for by changes in the gender or group (control or treatment).

With regards to the findings of the study, it is recommended that schools could

adopt either small group or large group instruction model in their pedabdgsgign in
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order to increase student reading achievement. In addition, to strengthieditigsfof

this research, it is recommended that teachers and principals should focus rhere on t
content of subjects that they are teaching and personal traits and quahficdtieachers
rather than composition of the students in a classroom (Slavin, 2007). More so, it would
also be recommended to include the effect of different demographical variatiesss
socio-economic status, race/ethnicity and family background among otlbecfihick

& Fidell, 2007) in the analysis. In addition, it is recommended that student’s gisetks

for analysis extend to several years of learning so that a good grasp evéhmpdhent

and stability of scores of students will be achieved.

Also, it is recommended that educators adopt a personal philosophy to improve
their pedagogy toward increase student achievement (Wormeli, 2006). The 50 I's of
Kafele (2009) can help teachers develop their personal philosophy of success. Two of
these statements are as follows:

1. |Idifferentiated my instruction based upon the different learning styles and

ability levels of my students.

2. | use a variety of instructional approaches for the benefit of my students.

A teacher’s pedagogy is a key factor to maximize student achievédadate, 2009).
Recommendations for Future Research

The study’s sample size was relatively small as compared to the wholafpmpul
of the studied district or school thus it is recommended that if the study were to be re
done in the future more samples (i.e., more children in one school and more schools)
across the experimental and control groups would be better since the quality of the

findings that have been found is only as good as the number of samples that were
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gathered for this study. A larger sample that may include additional sdramanties

with similar student demographics could help address this problem. Also, it could be re
done with other intervention programs, such as special education, in order to see if there
is an impact on reading achievement cores and if the findings are the saoteFuture
research could be used to determine whether other instructional programs sueads “R
180,” a computer based reading program, could improve students reading skills and
abilities. The LEAP model could also be examined as it is used in kindergartersand fi
grades and compared to other early intervention models to determine students’ lat
success.

In addition, to strengthen the findings of the research, it is recommended that not
only one subject should be included in the analysis but rather include all subjects or ,if
not, include all important subjects that are deemed useful for the studeng¢isinahe
future. More so, it would also be recommended to include the effect of different
demographical variable of students as against their performance undéfettentiated
instruction such as socio-economic status, race/ethnicity and familyrbaokigamong
others.

Conclusions

The purpose of this quantitative quasi-experimental study was to examine the
effectiveness of the LEAP model on the reading achievement of second gradesstudent
Specifically, student achievement was measured through the use of readasgvsor
MAP for both research groups and for both boys and girls. Reading scores were
gathered from the schools and were subjected to statistical analygiABSIOVA.

The findings suggested that (a) there were no statistically sigrtifiiiferences in the
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reading achievement scores of students who participate in LEAP and those who do not as
measured by the reading assessment portion of the MAP and (b) there were no
statistically significant increases in the reading achievementssobstudents based on

their sex who participate in LEAP as measured by the reading assegsmtion of

MAP and (c) the differences in reading achievement scores depending on whether
students participated in LEAP or did not participate in LEAP did not change based on
gender (the interaction of research group and gender was not signifiaditjonal

research is needed to determine the most effective strategies to bultgafetmdation

of learning after first grade.
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