ED 469 293

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY
REPORT NO
PUB DATE
NOTE

" CONTRACT

PUB TYPE
EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

ABSTRACT

DOCUMENT RESUME

EC 309 221

Woodruff, Susan; Schumaker, Jean B.; Deshler, Donald D.
The Effects of an Intensive Reading Intervention on the
Decoding Skills of High School Students with Reading .
Deficits. Research Report.

Kansas Univ., Inst. for Academic Access.
Special Education Programs (ED/OSERS), Washington, DC.
RR-15

2002-00-00

42p.

84.3248

Reports - Evaluative (142)

EDRS Price MFO01/PC02 Plus Postage.

*Decoding (Reading); Grade 9; Grouping (Instructlonal
Purposes); High Schools; *Instructional Effectiveness;
Intervention; Learning Disabilities; *Reading Difficulties;
*Reading Strategies; *Remedial Reading; Word Recognition

Lawrence.

This study evaluated the effectiveness of intensive

instruction in reading decoding skills with 9th graders at risk for school

failure or with learning disabilities.

Sixty-two students were identified as

reading more one or more grade levels below ninth grade in each of two high

schools.
to 8 weeks,’

Subjects in one schocl were remcved from their English classes for 4
during which they received intensive small-group instruction in

the Word Identification Strategy,
multisyllabic words.
reading instruction in their English classes.
that students with learning disabilities in the experimental school
had gained an average of 3.9 grade levels in reading decoding skills.

a learning strategy for decoding

Students in the comparison school received traditional
Results of posttests revealed
(n=11)
Matched

. students in the comparison schocl had made an average gain of 0.4 of a grade

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

level.

The whole group of experimental students had made an average gain of

3.4 grade levels in reading decoding skills compared with an average gain of

0.2 in the comparison school.

Results indicate that intense strategy

instruction within a relatively short period of time can boost students'’

decoding skills by several grade levels.
and 3 tables.

(Author/DB)

(Contains 10 references, 3 figures,

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

from the original document




ED 469 293

1ie -Academic Access

Research Report #15

The effects of an intensive reading
intervention on the decoding skills of
high school students with reading deficits

Susan Woodruff, Jean B. Schumaker,
and Donald D. Deshler

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC)

XThis document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
originating it.

O Minor changes have heen made to
improve reproduction quality.

® Points of view or opinions stated in this
document do not necessarily represent
official OERI positior: or policy.

2002

—i
N
(o
X
=]
on
Q
m

U.s. Oﬁlce of Special

Education Programs

Sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education,
Office of Special Education Programs
Grant # 84.324S

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 2




Decoding Study

_ Abstract
Results of previous research have indicated that high-school personnel tend to be
more concerned about at-risk students than about students with disabilities.
Nevertheless, both groups are entering high school with severe reading deficits. Many
of them are reading around the fourth- and fifth-grade levels, while high school
textbooks are written at the ninth-grade level and above. Observational data collected in
special education classrooms indicate that special education teachers are not teaching
students with disabilities the reading skills that they need in order to meet the reading
demands of rigorous general education classes. Service delivery models are needed for
quickly teaching students with disabilities and other at-risk readers the reading skills
that they need. Thus, this study involved the identification of all students entering ninth
grade in two high schools who were reading one or more grade levels below the ninth-
grade level. Next, identified students in the experimental school (N = 62) were removed
from their English classes for periods of time ranging between four to eight weeks,
depending on the time required by each student to reach the mastery level. They
received instruction in the Word Identification Strategy, a learning strategy for
decoding multisyllabic words, in small groups of four to six students. Students in the
comparison school received traditional reading instruction in their English classes.
Results of the posttests revealed that students with LD in the experimental school (N =
11) had gained an average of 3.9 grade levels in reading decoding skills. Matched
“students in the comparison school had made an average gain of .4 of a grade level. The
whole group of experimental students (N = 62) had made an average gain of 3.4 grade
levels in reading decoding skills. Matched students in the comparison school made an
average gain of .2 of a grade level. These results indicate that intense strategy |
instruction within a relatively short period of time can boost students’ decoding skills
by several grade levels. |
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In recent efforts at school reform, two major changes have been made. First, the
complexity of what is taught has increased dramatically. This is nowhere more apparent than at
the secondary level. Over the past decade, textbooks have become thicker, and the content in
them has become more and more complex. In some cases, the content is similar in complexity to
the content that is delivered at the college level. The readability level of these textbooks has
increased with the complexity of the content as more and more difficult-to-read words are
included in them. Along with the increase in the amount of content to be taught as represented by
these changes in course textbooks, teachers of subject-matter courses feel like they are under
pressure to teach more content than they have ever taught.

The second change, which is closely tied to the first, has been an increased emphasis on

‘accountability within education. As a result, all of the states have adopted curriculum standards,
and 48 states have created assessment tools to measure students’ performance in relation to the
standards that have been adopted (Council of Chief State School Officers,, 1998). In 46 of these
states, student reading performance is assessed (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1999). In
addition, 18 of these states have approved a policy stating that students must meet certain
standards before they can be promoted to a certain grade and/or allowed to graduate from high
school (Olson, 2000). Naturally, these changes in today’s educational climate have implications
for students who are at-risk for failure in required subject-matter courses and on state assessment

“exams. Indeed, research studies are showing that many students enrolled in general education
subject-matter courses are failing those courses (e.g., Bulgren, Schumaker, Deshler, 1988) and
that they are reading several years below grade level. For example, tenth-grade students with
learning disabilities are reading, on average, at the fourth-grade level, completing math tasks at
the sixth grade level, and writing at the fourth-grade level (e.g., Warner, Schumaker, Alley, &
Deshler, 1980). Not surprisingly, a large proportion (38% 'oh_ average and as high as 85% in
some states) of students with disabilities are dropping out of school (Wagner, Blackorby, &
Hebbeler, 1993). In California in 2001, 91% of students with disabilities (including students with
learning disabilitiés) failed the math section and 82% of students with disabilities failed the
language arts section of a high school exit exam (Egelko, 2002).

Since these data show that large numbers of students are not performing well in high
school courses and on competency exams, instructional programs are needed that will help these
students remediate their skill deficits. A useful program would, of necessity, be short in duration
while being powerﬁll enough to ameliorate deficits because high school students need to realize
immediate gains if they are to succeed in required courses. Unfortunately, no such programs are
widely used or available.
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One instructional program that shows promise is an instructional program for teaching
students how to decode multisyllabic words. Within this progfam, students are taught a strategy,
called the Word Identification Strategy (Lenz, Schumaker, Deshler, & Béals, 1984), which they
use each time they encounter an unknown word. Research has shown that when students are
taught this strategy, the number of errors that they make in materials written at their grade level
decrease dramatically. Twelve students with reading disabilities, who made between 13 and 37
decoding errors while orally reading a new passage before instruction in the strategy, made
between 3 and 8 errors while reading a new passage after the instruction (Lenz & Hughes, 1990).
They made these gains within six weeks of instruction (one hour per day). Although this program
was designed initially for students with reading disabilities, it conceivably could be used
effectively with a wide variety of students who exhibit decoding deficits. Thus the purpose of
this study was to test that possibility. '

Subjects

Participants were a total of 124 students attending two high schools in a northeastern
state. School A served as the experimental site, and School B served as the comparison site. The
subjects were selected in each school by first administering all entering ninth-grade students the
Word Identification Subtest of the Slosson Diagnostic Screening Test for Reading using Form A.
All students in Schools A and B who earned a grade-equivalent score on the test that was below
grade level (i.e., below the 9.0 grade level) were entered into the subject pool in each school.
Then, students in the School B subject pool were matched with the students in the School A
subject pool by grade level, age, sex, and race. If at all possible- they were also matched
according to their grade-equivalent reading score within one grade level.

Subjects in School A included a total of 62 students. Thirty-two of them were males; 30
were females. Thirteen were African-American males, four were Hispanic males, and 15 were
Caucasian males. Twelve were African-American females, five were H_ispénic females, and 13
were Caucasian females. Students in School B matched the students in School A in numbers
exactly. Arhong the students in School A, there were 11 youths who had been formally
diagnosed as having learning disabilities.

The mean grade-equivalent reading score for the selected ninth-grade students in School
A at the beginning of the study was 5.9 (range = 2.7 to 8.5). The mean grade-equivalent reading
score for students in School B was 6.1 (range = 2.7 to 8.1).

Settings
The two schools were roughly equivalent in size and composition of the student
. population. School A had 1360 students; School B had 1421 students. The percentages of
students receiving free and reduced-price lunches in Schools A and B were 53% and 47%,
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respectively. The percentages of students who represent minority populations in Schools A and B
were 59% and 53%, respectively.

Students in School A were taught in typical classrooms containing desks, chairs, an
overhead projector, a chalkboard, and a screen.

Measurement |

The Slossen Diagnostic Battery was administered to all students at the beginning and end
of the study which spanned seven months. This test requires students to read sets of words aloud.
The student is directed to read aloud each word separately and distinctly from left to right across
the page. Testing continues until a student does not read all the words in a given row correctly.
The reliability of the test forms for the ninth-grade level ranges from .90 to .94 (Gnagey &
Gnagey, 1994).

The tester scored the student responses during each testing session which lasted
approximately 5 to 10 minutes with each student. In order to assess interscorer reliability, 10%
of the students’ responses were tape recorded. A second scorer scored the student responses
independently. The two scorers’ records were compared item-by-item. An agreement was tallied

‘when both scorers recorded the same symbol for an item to indicate whether the student

pronounced the word correctly or not. The percentage of agreement was calculated by dividing
the number of agreements by the total number of items and fnultiplying by 100. The percentage
of agreement between the two scorers was 94% - '
Procedures : -

Word Identification Strategy instruction. The participating students in School A were
taught the Word Identification Strategy, a strategy for decoding words (Lenz, Schumaker, Alley,
& Beals, 1984). The instruction for this strategy had been previously validated in another study
(Lenz & Hughes, 1990). Students follow six steps in sequence when they encounter an unknown
word. First, they read the sentence in which the word is located to determine the context for the
word (Discover the context) and whether or not they can guess the pronunciafio_n of the word,
once they understand its context. If they cannot guess the pronunciation, they begin taking the
word apart. First, they pronounce the prefix (Isolate the prefix). Next, they pronounce the suffix
(Separate the suffix). Following that, they try to say the remaining part of the word (Say the

‘'stem). If they cannot pronounce the stem, they take it apart using some basic rules (Examine the

stem) and then try to pronounce it. If they are still not successful, they can either ask someone to
pronounce the word for them (Check with someone) or refer to the pronunciation key in a
dictionary for help (Try the dictionary). _ .

School A students were taught to use this strategy according to the instructions in an
instructor’s manual (Lenz et al., 1984). To summarize these instructions, a seven-stage
instructional methodology was used. First, the student’s test score was shared with the student,

6 4
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rationales were given to the student as to why he/she might want to learn a strategy for decoding
words. The student was asked for his/her commitment to learn the strategy, and the student wrote
a goal to that effect. Second, the steps of the strategy were described to the student as well as
when and why the student might want to use the strategy. Third, the strategy was modeled for the
student; this demonstration included a model of everything the student should think and do while
performing the steps of the strategy. Fourth, the students learned to name the steps of the strategy
so that they could instruct themselves to use the steps. Fifth, the student practiced using the
strategy to mastery in materials written at the student’s reading ability level. Mastery was
defined as reading 98% of the words in a five-paragraph passage correctly. Sixth, the student
practiced using the strategy in progressively more difficult reading materials until the student had
mastered using the strategy in materials written at his/her grade level (ninth grade). Finally, the
student was instructed on how to use the strategy in a variety of materials and contexts in and out
of school so that the student knew how to use the strategy in a generative way.

Logistics. Participating students in School A were taken from their regularly scheduled
ninth-grade English classes in groups of four to six students for the Word Identification Strategy
instruction. They received the instruction daily for the whole class hour from one of two teachers
who had been trained to teach the strategy and who had taught the strategy for one year prior to
the study. Both teachers were about 45 years old at the time of the study. One of the teachers has
a Master’s degree in the teaching of reading. The other teacher holds an elementary teaching
certificate and had worked with college students deficient in reading and writing skills.

The students met mastery on use of the strategy in grade-level materials within four to
eight weeks of instruction. Then they returned to attending their English class for the rest of the
school year. While they participated in the strategy instruction, their English grades were based
on their performance in the strategy class. '

_ Once one group of students had met mastery, another group of students began the
instruction. The teacher taught one group of students during each class hour of the school day.
This continued through the whole school year until all of the participating students had learned
the strategy to mastery. A _

School B procedures. Selected students in School B attended their normally scheduled
English, reading, and other classes. No special instruction was provided to them in a reading
strategy. |

Results

Results for the male students are shown in Figure 1 and for the female students in Figure
2. Male students in School A made average gains in reading decoding ranging between 2.8 and
3.8 grade levels; female students made average gains ranging between 2.8 and 3.4 grade levels in
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decoding. In both cases of males and females in School A, the African-American students made
the largest mean gains, and the Hispanic students made the lowest mean gains.

The matched students in School B, on the other hand, made minimal gains. The largest
mean gain for both males and females was .4 of a grade level; in both cases, this gain was
experienced by the Caucasian students. Both male and female Hispanic students lost ground
across the school year, with the scores of the males decreasing by .7 of a grade level, and the
scores of females decreé.sing by .1 of a grade level.

The results for students with LD in School A and their matched partners in School B are
shown in Figure 3. The mean gain for the students with LD in School A was 3.9 grade levels (the
mean pretest grade-level score was 4.9, and the mean posttest-grade level score was 8.8). The
mean gain for their matched peers was .3 of a grade level (the mean pretest grade-level score was
5.9, and the mean posttest-grade level score was 6.3).

Results for individual students are shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3. These results show that
every participating student in School A (62 students) earned a score on the posttest that
represented a gain over the pretest score. Individual gains ranged from .6 to 6.1 grade levels. The
overall mean gain by School A students in reading decoding was 3.4 grade levels (the mean
pretest grade-level score was 5.9 and the mean posttest-grade level score was 9.3). In contrast, 38
students in School B made gains. Those gains ranged from .1 of a grade level to 1.7 grade levels.
The overall mean gain by School B students in reading decoding was .2 of a grade level (the
mean pretest grade-level score was 6.1 and the mean posttest-grade level score was 6.3).

The raw scores of students in School A and School B were compared using ANCOVAs.
The pretest scores served as the covariate and the posttest scores served as the dependent
variable in each comparison. The ANCOVA for the whole group revealed statistical differences
between the students in Schools A and B, E (1, 121) =272.1, MSE = 31.078,p. <.001,n 2
=.692. The mean raw score for the students in School A on the pretest was 49.3 and on the
posttest was 72.6 (the adjusted mean posttest score was 73.11). The mean raw score for the
students in School B on the pretest was 51.2 and on the posttest was 57 (the adjusted mean
posttest score was 56.5). The ANCOVA which compared the posttest scores of the students with
LD in School A and their matched peers also revealed significant differences between the
posttest scbres, F (1, 19) =29.673, MSE = .43.94, p. <.001, 2 =.610. The mean raw score for
the students with LD in School A on the pretest was 41.1 and on the posttest was 69.2 (the
adjusted mean posttest score was 73.654). The mean raw score for their matched peers on the
pretest was 50.4 and on the posttest was 56.7 (the adjusted mean posttest score was 57.7).

' Discussion

The results of this study show that a four- to six-week intensive intervention with ninth-

grade students that involves instruction in the Word Identification Strategy is effective in
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producihg mean gains in reading decoding as large as 6 grade levels. In addition, students with
and without léarning disabilities can all benefit from the instruction.

The gains produced in this study were comparable to the gains produced in the original
study which validated the instructional methods for teaching the Word Identification Strategy
with 12 students with learning disabilities (Lenz & Hughes, 1990). At the end of that study, the
students with LD were able to read grade-level passages that were about 400 words long with six
or fewer errors. Thus, this study replicates the findings of the original study and extends them by
focusing the instruction on a group of students who were not skilled at decoding but who were
" not diagnosed as having learning disabilities as well as students with LD. It also extends the
findings by showing that students reading as low as the 2.7 grade level can benefit from the
instruction. In the previous study, student participants were reading at or above the 3.5 grade
level on the pretest. Additionally, it extends the ﬁndings of the original study by showing that
students from different ethnic backgrounds can benefit from the instruction. Finally, it extends
the ﬁndirigs of the previous study by showing that large numbers of students can be given the
instruction, albeit in small groups, and the same kinds of results are achieved.

This study is limited by the fact that the students were not randomly selected into the
groups. The use of a comparison school was necéssary because personnel in School A were
unwilling to instruct only half of the students who needed the instruction. The niatching of
subjects within two comparable schools was chosen as the best method to compensate for the
inability to randomly select students within the same school.

Future research is needed to determine the long-term effects of this intervention. In
addition, many of the students still had deficits in reading comprehension at the end of this study,
so future research is needed to determine how to ameliorate those deficits for such a large -
population of students. Possible options include a special semester-long or year-long course on
reading comprehension for selected students. The effects of the current intervention.combined
with a reading comprehension intervention need to be determined with regard to whether
students pass their state competency test for reading. Only when comprehensive interventions
like these are in place will students have a chance to succeed in required courses within the
general education curriculum and pass high-stakes gréduation tests.
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Table 1 .
Grade level scores on standardized decoding test for male students
Demographic
- Information Control Group Experimental Group
Student# Gender Ethnicity! Pre Post Pre Post
1 M 2 - 2.7 2.6 . 2.8 7.7
2 M 2 39 4.6 33 7.9
3 M 2 4.8 5.8 4.3 8.1
4 M 2 49 6.3 4.5 7.9
5 M 2 54 5.7 53 8.7 -
6 M 2 56 63 5.4 85
7 M 2 59 6.3 57 10.1
8 M 2 6.1 7.1 57 8.3
9 M 2 6.7 6.7 5.8* 8.7
10 M 2 7.1 6.5 6.1 11.1
11 M 2 7.1 7.1 6.5 10.1
12 M 2 7.3 7.4 6.8 10.8
13 M 2 8.1 7.7 7.3 10.1
14 M 4 55 3.8 4,1* 8.1
15 M 4 58 5.8 5.7 7.4
16 M 4 7.1. 6.5 6.1 9.1
17 M 4 7.6 6.9 : 6.7 9.5
18 M 5 5.1 5.7 2.7* 8.1
19 M 5 53 6.1 3.9 8.3
20 .M 5 56 5.9 4.4* 9.1
21 M 5 59 7.1 5.1 9.8
22 M 5 6.1 6.9 5.1 8.6
23 M 5 6.1 6.7 5.1* 8.5
24 M 5 6.3 6.6 - 53 95
25 M 5 65 17 5.4* 74
26 M 5 6.5 57 56 10.1
27 M 5 6.6 5.7 - 5.9 10.1
28 M 5 6.8 8.5 5.9* 10.1
29 M 5 7.1 7.4 6.5 9.1
30 M 5 7.3 6.9 6.5 8.7
31 M 5 7.3 6.7 6.8 85 .
32 M 5 8.1 8.1 73 10.5

Mean 6.2 6.4 5.4 9
IEthnicity codes are: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian -
*Indicates a student with a learning disability
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Table 2 :
Grade level scores for standardized decoding test for female students
Demographic
Information Control Group Experimental Group

‘Student# Gender  Ethnicity' Pre Post Pre Post
1 F 2 2.8 29 2.7* 6.5
2 F 2 3.6 3.5 3.6 10.1
3 F 2 3.9 49 43 11.1
4 F 2 5.1 4.6 5.4 8.9
5 F 2 53 5.8 5.5 8.5
6 F 2 5.7 6.1 5.7 87
7 F 2 63 - 5.6 6.3 . 8.7
8 F 2 6.7 64 7.1 9.5
9 F 2 71 8l 15 9.5
10 F 2 73 6.5 7.3 10.5
11 F 2 7.3 8.3 7.6 10.1
12 F 2 7.8 6.7 76 9.1
13 F 4 4.9 57 4.9* 5.7
14 F 4 5.5 5.5 5.9 9.8
15 F 4 5.8 49 7.1 10.5
16 F 4 7.1 53 7.6 11.9
17 F 4 73 87 8.1 95
18 F 5 5.1 58 47 9.8
19 F 5 5.7 5.7 5.1* 10.8
20 F 5 5.7 6.1 5.4 9.8
21 F 5 5.8 6.5 5.7 8.1
22 F 5 5.8 6.8 57 8.9
23 F 5 6.1 7.1 58% - 119
24 F 5 6.5 6.8 6.1 7.4
25 F 5. 6.6 6.7 73 11.5
26 F 5 6.7 6.8 7.4 10.1
27 F 5 6.8 6.9 76 9.1
28 F 5 7.3 74 8.1 11.1
29 F 5 73 74 8.3 9.5
30 F 5 7.8 7.9 8.5 9.8

Mean 6.1 6.2 6.3 9.5

'Ethnicity codes are: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian
*Indicates a student w1th a learning disability

12
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Table 3

Grade level scores on standardized decoding test for students with learning dzsabzlttzes in the experzmental group and
their matched peers in the control group

-Experimental Group : N Control Gfoup

Student # Ethnicity' Gender Pre ~ Post | Student # Ethniéity' Gender Pre Post
12 M 5.8 87 12 2 Mo 6.7 67
2 2 M 68 108 - 13 2 M 73 74
3 4 M 4.1 - 8.1 14 4 M 55 338
4 5 M 2.7 8.1 15 . 5 M 5.1 5.7
5 5 M a4 ol 16 5 M 56 59

6 5 M 54 . T4 17 s M 6.5 77
7 5 M 59 10.1 18 s M 6.8 8.5
8 2 F 2.7 65 19 2 . F 5.1 4.6
9 4 F 49 57 20 4 F 4.9 5.7
0 s F 5.1 108 Y | 5 F 57 57
s F 58 e - 2 s F o 61 .

Mean 49 8.8 | . 5.9 6.3-

'Ethnicity codes: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian -

13
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Abstract
Results of previous research have indicated that high-school personnel tend to be

more concerned about at-risk students than about students with disabilities.
Nevertheless, both groups are entering high school with severe reading deficits. Many
of them are reading around the fourth- and fifth-grade levels, while high school
textbooks are written at the ninth-grade level and above. Observational data collected in
special education classrooms indicate that special education teachers are not teaching
students with disabilities the reading skills that they need in order to meet the reading
demands of rigorous general education classes. Service delivery models are needed for
quickly teaching students with disabilities and other at-risk readers the reading skills.
that they need. Thus, this study involved the identification of all students entering ninth |
grade in two high schools who were reading one or more grade levels below the ninth-
grade level. Next, identified students in the experimental school (N = 62) were removed
from their English classes for periods of time ranging between four to eight weeks,
depending on the time fequired by each student to reach the mastery level. They
received instruction in the Word Identification Strategy, a learning strategy for
decoding multisyllabic words, in small groups of four to six students. Students in the
comparison school received traditional reading instruction in their English classes.
~ Results of the posttests revealed that students with LD in the experimental school (N =

11) had gained an average of 3.9 grade levels in reading decoding skills. Matched
“students in the comparison school had made an average gain of .4 of a grade level. The
whole group of experimental students (N = 62) had made an average gain of 3.4 grade

levels in reading decoding skills. Matched students in the compariSon school made an
average gain of .2 of a grade level. These results indicate that intense strategy |

instruction within a relatively short period of time can boost students’ decoding skills
by several grade levels.
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In recent efforts at school reform, two major changes have been made. First, the
complexity of what is taught has increased dramatically. This is nowhere more apparent than at
the secondary level. Over the past decade, textbooks have become thicker, and the content in
them has become more and more complex. In some cases, the content is similar in complexity to
the content that is delivered at the college level. The readability level of these textbooks has
increased with the complexity of the content as more and more difficult-to-read words are
included in them. Along with the increase in the amount of content to be taught as represented by
these changes in course textbooks, teachers of subject-matter courses feel like they are under
pressure to teach more content than they have ever taught.

The second change, which is closely tied to the first, has been an increased emphasis on
accountability within education. As a result, all of the states have adopted curriculum standards,
and 48 states have created assessment tools to measure students’ performance in relation to the
standards that have been adopted (Council of Chief State School Officers,, 1998). In 46 of these
states, student reading performance is assessed (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1999). In
addition, 18 of these states have approved a policy stating that students must meet certain
standards before they can be promoted to a certain grade and/or allowed to graduate from high
school (Olson, 2000). Naturally, these changes in today’s educational climate have implications |
for students who are at-risk for failure in required subject-matter courses and on state assessment

“exams. Indeed, research studies are showing that many students enrolled in general education
subject-matter courses are failing those courses (e.g., Bulgren, Schumaker, Deshler, 1988) and
that they are reading several years below grade level. For example, tenth-grade students with
learning disabilities are reading, on average, at the fourtthrade level, completing math tasks at
the sixth grade level, and writing at the fourth-grade level (e.g., Warner, Schumaker, Alley, &
Deshler, 1980). Not surprisingly, a large proportion (38% on average and as high as 85% in
some states) of students with disabilities are dropping out of school (Wagner, Blackorby, &
Hebbeler, 1993). In California in 2001, 91% of students with disabilities (including students with
learning disabilitiés) failed the math section and 82% of students with disabilities failed the
language arts section of a high school exit exam (Egelko, 2002).

Since these data show that large numbers of students are not performing well in high
school courses and on competency exams, instructional programs are needed that will help these
students remediate their skill deficits. A useful program would, of necessity, be short in duration
while being powerfiil enough to ameliorate deficits because high school students need to realize
immediate gains if they are to succeed in required courses. Unfortunately, no such programs are
widely used or available.
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. One instructional program that shows promise is an instructional program for teaching
students how to decode multisyllabic words. Within this‘progr'am, students are taught a strategy,
called the Word Identification Strategy (Lenz, Schumaker, Deshler, & Beals, 1984), which they
use each time they encounter an unknown word. Research has shown that when students are .
taught this strategy, the number of errors that they make in materials written at their grade level
decrease dramatically. Twelve students with reading disabilities, who made between 13 and 37
decoding errors while orally reading a new passage before instruction in the strategy, made
between 3 and 8 errors while reading a new passage after the instruction (Lenz & Hughes, 1990).

. They made these gains within six weeks of instruction (one hour per day). Although this program

was designed initially for students with reading disabilities, it conceivably could be used
effectively with a wide variety of students who exhibit decoding deficits. Thus, the purpose of
this study was to test that p0551b111ty

- Subjects

Participants were a total of 124 students attending two high schools in a northeastern
state. School A served as the experimental site, and School B served as the comparison site. The
subjects were selected in each school by first administering all entering ninth-grade students the
Word Identification Subtest of the Slosson Diagnostic Screening Test for Reading using Form A.
All students in Schools A and B who earned a grade-equivalent score on the test that was below
grade level (i.e., below the 9.0 grade level) were entered into the subject pool in each school.
Then, students in the School B subject pool were matched with the students in the School A
subject pool by grade level, age, sex, and race. If at all possible, they were also matched
according to their grade-equivalent reading score within one grade level.

Subjects in School A included a total of 62 students. Thlrty-two of them were males; 30
were females. Thirteen were African-American males, four were Hispanic males, and 15 were
Caucasian males. Twelve were African-American females, five were Hispanic females, and 13
were Caucasian females. Students in School B matched the students in School Ain numbers
exactly. Among the students in School A, there were 11 youths who had been formally

. diagnosed as having learning disabilities.

" The mean grade-equivalent reading score for the selected ninth-grade students in School
A at the beginning of the study was 5.9 (range = 2.7 to 8.5). The mean grade- equlvalent reading
score for students in School B was 6.1 (range = 2.7 to 8. 1).
Settings
The two schools were roughly equivalent in size and composition of the student
populatlon School A had 1360 students; School B had 1421 students. The percentages of
students receiving free and reduced-price lunches in Schools A and B were 53% and 47%,
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respectively. The percentages of students who represent minority populations in Schools A and B
were 59% and 53%, respectively.

Students in School A were taught in typical classrooms containing desks, chairs, an
overhead projector, a chalkboard, and a screen.

Measurement

The Slossen Diagnostic Battery was administered to all students at the beginning and end
of the study which spanned seven months. This test requires students to read sets of words aloud.
The student is directed to read aloud each word separately and distinctly from left to right across
the page. Testing continues until a student does not read all the words in a given row correctly.
The reliability of the test forms for the ninth-grade level ranges from .90 to .94 (Gnagey &
Gnagey, 1994).

The tester scored the student responses during each testing session which lasted
approximately 5 to 10 minutes with each student. In order to assess interscorer reliability, 10%
of the students' responses were tape recorded. A second scorer scored the student responses
independently. The two scorers’ records were compared item-by-item. An agreement was tallied
when both scorers recorded the same symbol for an item to indicate whether the student
pronounced the word correctly or not. The percentage of agreement was calculated by dividing
the number of agreements by the total number of items and multiplying by 100. The percentage
of agreement between the two scorers was 94%

Procedures

. Word Identification Strategy instruction. The participating students in School A were
taught the Word Identification Strategy, a strategy for decoding words (Lenz, Schumaker, Alley,
& Beals, 1984). The instruction for this strategy had been previously validated in another study
(Lenz & Hughes, 1990). Students follow six steps in sequence when they encounter an unknown
word. First, they read the sentence in which the word is located to determine the context for the
word (Discover the context) and whether or not they can guess the pronunciation of the word,
once they understand its context. If they cannot guess the pronunciation, they begin taking the
word apart. First, they pronounce the prefix (Isolate the prefix). Next, they pronounce the suffix
(Separate the suffix). Following that, they try to say the remaining part of the word (Say the
stem). If they cannot pronounce the stem, they take it apart using some basic rules (Examine the
stem) and then try to pronounce it. If they are still not successful, they can either ask someone to
pronounce the word for them (Check with someone) or refer to the pronunciation key in a
dictionary for help (Try the dictionary). '

School A students were taught to use this strategy according to the instructions in an
instructor’s manual (Lenz et al., 1984). To summarize these instructions, a seven-stage
instructional methodology was used. First, the student’s test score was shared with the student,
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rationales were given to the student as to why he/she might want to learn a strategy for decoding
words. The student was asked for his/her commitment to learn the strategy, and the student wrote
a goal to that effect. Second, the steps of the strategy were described to the student as well as
when and why the student might want to use the strategy. Third, the strategy was modeled for the
student; this demonstration included a model of everything the student should think and do while
performing the steps of the strategy. Fourth, the students learned to name the steps of the strategy
so that they could instruct themselves to use the steps. Fifth, the student practiced using the
strategy to mastery in materials written at the student’s reading ability level. Mastery was
defined as reading 98% of the words in a five-paragraph passage correctly. Sixth, the student
practiced using the strategy in progressively more difficult reading materials until the student had
mastered using the strategy in materials written at his/her grade level (ninth grade). Finally, the
student was instructed on how to use the strategy ina variety of materials and contexts in and out
of school so that the student knew how to use the strategy in a generative way.

Logistics. Participating students in School A were taken from their regularly scheduled
ninth-grade English classes in groups of four to six students for the Word Identification Strategy
instruction. They received the instruction daily for the whole class hour from one of two teachers
who had been trained to teach the strategy and who had taught the strategy for one year prior to
the study. Both teachers were about 45 years old at the time of the study. One of the teachers-has
a Master’s degree in the teaching of reading. The other teacher holds an elementary teaching
certificate and had worked with college students deficient in reading and writing skills.

The students met mastery on use of the strategy in grade-level materials within four to
eight weeks of instruction. Then they returned to attending their English class for the rest of the
school year. While they participated in the strategy instruction, their English grades were based
on their performance in the strategy class.

Once one group of students had met mastery, another group of students began the
instruction. The teacher taught one group of students during each class hour of the school day.
This continued through the whole school year until all of the participating students had learned
the strategy to mastery.

School B procedures. Selected students in School B attended their normally scheduled
English, reading, and other classes. No special instruction was provided to them in a reading
strategy. :
Results

Results for the male students are shown in Figure 1 and for the female students in Figure
2. Male students in School A made average gains in reading decoding ranging between 2.8 and
3.8 grade levels; female students made average gains ranging between 2.8 and 3.4 grade levels in
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decoding. In both cases of males and females in School A, the African-American students made
the largest mean gains, and the Hispanic students made the lowest mean gains.

The matched students in School B, on the other hand, made minimal gains. The largest
mean gain for both males and females was .4 of a grade level; in both cases, this gain was
experienced by the Caucasian students. Both male and female Hispanic students lost ground
across the school year, with the scores of the males decreasing by .7 of a grade level, and the
scores of females decreasing by .1 of a grade level.

The results for students with LD in School A and their matched partners in School B are

'shown in Figure 3. The mean gain for the students with LD in School A was 3.9 grade levels (the

mean pretest grade-level score was 4.9, and the mean posttest-grade level score was 8.8). The
mean gain for their matched peers was .3 of a grade level (the mean pretest grade-level score was
5.9, and the mean posttest-grade level score was 6.3).

Results for individual students are shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3. These results show that
every participating student in School A (62 students) earned a score on the posttest that
represented a gain over the pretest score. Individual gains ranged from .6 to 6.1 grade levels. The
overall mean gain by School A students in reading decoding was 3.4 grade levels (the mean
pretest grade-level score was 5.9 and the mean posttest-grade level score was 9.3). In contrast, 38
students in School B made gains. Those gains ranged from .1 of a grade level to 1.7 grade levels.
The overall mean gain by School B students in reading decoding was .2 of a grade level (the
mean pretest grade-level score was 6.1 and the mean posttest-grade level score was 6.3).

The raw scores of students in School A and School B were compared using ANCOVAs.
The pretest scores served as the covariate and the posttest scores served as the dependent
variable in each comparison. The ANCOVA for the whole group revealed statistical differences
between the students in Schools A and B, F (1, 121) =272.1, MSE =31.078, p. <.001,n 2
=,692. The mean raw score for the students in School A on the pretest was 49.3 and on the
posttest was 72.6 (the adjusted mean posttest score was 73.11). The mean raw score for the
students in School B on the pretest was 51.2 and on the posttest was 57 (the adjusted mean
posttest score was 56.5). The ANCOVA which compared the posttest scores of the students with
LD in School A and their matched peers also revealed significant differences between the
posttest scores, F (1, 19) =29.673, MSE = .43.94, p. <.001, 1 2 =.610. The mean raw score for
the students with LD in School A on the pretest was 41.1 and on the posttest was 69.2 (the
adjusted mean posttest score was 73.654). The mean raw score for their matched peers on the
pretest was 50.4 and on the posttest was 56.7 (the adjusted mean posttest score was 57.7).

Discussion '

The results of this study show that a four- to six-week intensive intervention with ninth-

grade students that involves instruction in the Word Identification Strategy is effective in
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producing mean gains in reading decoding as large as 6 grade levels. In addition, students with
and without learning disabilities can all benefit from the instruction.

The gains produced in this study were comparable to the gains produced in the original
study which validated the instructional methods for teaching the Word Identification Strategy
with 12 students with learning disabilities (Lenz & Hughes, 1990). At the end of that study, the
students with LD were able to read grade-level passages that.were about 400 words long with six
or fewer errors. Thus, this study replicates the findings of the original study and extends them by
focusing the instruction on a group of students who were not skilled at decoding but who were
- not diagnosed as having learning disabilities as well as students with LD. It also extends the
findings by showing that students reading as low as the 2.7 grade level can benefit from the
instruction. In the previous study, student participants were reading at or above the 3.5 grade
level on the pretest. Additionally, it extends the ﬁndings of the original study by showing that
students from different ethnic backgrounds can benefit from the instruction. Finally, it extends
the ﬁndirigs of the previous study by showing that large numbers of students can be given the
instruction, albeit in small groups, and the same kinds of results are achieved.

This study is limited by the fact that the students were not randomly selected into the
groups. The use of a comparison school was necessary because personnel in School A were
unwilling to instruct only half of the students who needed the instruction. The matching of
subjects within two comparable schools was chosen as the best method to compensate for the
inability to randomly select students within the same school.

Future research is needed to determine the long-term effects of this intervention. In
addition, many of the students still had deficits in reading comprehension at the end of this study,
so future research is needed to determine how to ameliorate those deficits for such a large
bopulation of students. Possible options include a special semester-long or year-long course on
reading comprehension for selected students. The effects of the current intervention combined
with a reading comprehension intervention need to be determined with regard to whether
students pass their state competency test for reading. Only when comprehensive interventions
like these are in place will students have a chance to succeed in required courses within the
general education curriculum and pass high-stakes graduation tests.
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Table 1
Grade level scores on standardized decoding test for male students
Demographic _ ‘
Information , Control Group Experimental Group
Student# Gender Ethnicity’ Pre Post Pre Post
1 M -2 2.7 2.6 2.8 7.7
2 M 2 3.9 4.6 3.3 7.9
3 M 2 4.8 5.8 4.3 8.1
4 M 2 4.9 6.3 4.5 7.9
5 M 2 5.4 5.7 5.3 8.7
6 M 2 5.6 6.3 5.4 8.5
7 M 2 59 6.3 5.7 10.1
8 M- 2 6.1 7.1 57 8.3
9 M 2 6.7 6.7 5.8* 8.7
10 M -2 7.1 6.5 6.1 11.1
11 M 2 7.1 7.1 6.5 10.1
12 M 2 7.3 7.4 6.8 10.8
13 M 2 8.1 1.7 7.3 10.1
14 M 4 5.5 3.8 4.1* 8.1
15 M 4 5.8 5.8 5.7 7.4
16 M 4 71. 6.5 - 6.1 9.1
17 M 4 7.6 6.9 : 6.7 9.5
18 M ) 5.1 5.7 2.7* 8.1
19 M 5 5.3 6.1 -39 8.3
20 M 5 5.6 59 4.4* 9.1
21 M 5 5.9 7.1 5.1 9.8
22 M 5 6.1 6.9 _ 5.1 8.6
23 M 5 6.1 6.7 5.1* 85
24 M 5 6.3 6.6 5.3 95
25 M 5 65 17 5.4* 7.4
26 M 5 6.5 5.7 5.6 10.1
27 M 5 6.6 5.7 59 10.1
28 M 5 6.8 8.5 5.9* '10.1
29 M 5 7.1 7.4 6.5 9.1
30 M 5 7.3 6.9 6.5 8.7
31 M 5 7.3 6.7 6.8 8.5
32 M 5 8.1 8.1 7.3 10.5
Mean - 6.2 6.4 54 - 9

IEthnicity codes are: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian
*Indicates a student with a learning disability
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Table 2
Grade level scores for standardized decoding test for female students
Demographic :
Information Control Group Experimental Group
Student#  Gender  Ethnicity' Pre Post Pre Post
1 F 2 2.8 29 2.7* 6.5
2 F 2 3.6 3.5 3.6 10.1
3 F 2 39 49 43 11.1
4 F 2 5.1 4.6 5.4 8.9
5 F 2 53 58 5.5 8.5
6 F 2 5.7 6.1 5.7 8.7
7 F 2 63 5.6 6.3 8.7
8 F 2 6.7 64 7.1 95
9 F 2 7.1 8.1 7.5 9.5
10 F 2 7.3 6.5 7.3 10.5
11 F 2 7.3 83 7.6 10.1
12 F 2 7.8 6.7 7.6 9.1
13 F 4 49 5.7 4.9* 5.7
14 F 4 5.5 5.5 5.9 9.8
15 F 4 5.8 49 7.1 10.5
16 F 4 7.1 53 7.6 11.9
17 F 4 7.3 87 8.1 9.5
18 F 5 5.1 5.8 47 9.8
19 F 5 5.7 5.7 5.1* 10.8
20 F 5 5.7 6.1 5.4 9.8
21 F 5 5.8 6.5 5.7 8.1
22 F 5 5.8 6.8 5.7 8.9
23 F 5 6.1 7.1 58% - 119
24 F 5 6.5 6.8 6.1 7.4
25 F 5 6.6 6.7 7.3 11.5
26 F 5 6.7 6.8 7.4 10.1
27 F 5 6.8 6.9 7.6 ' 9.1
28 F 5 7.3 .14 8.1 11.1
29 F 5 7.3 7.4 83 - 9.5
30 - F 5 7.8 7.9 8.5 9.8
Mean 6.1 6.2 6.3 9.5

'Ethnicity codes are: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian
*Indicates a student with a learning disability
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Table 3

Grade level scores on standardized decoding test for students with learning dzsabllmes in the experzmental group and
* their matched peers in the control group

‘Experimental Group : : ‘ - Control Gfoup

Student # Ethnicity' Gender Pre ~ Post | Student # EthniAcityl Gender Pre Post
! 2 . M 538 87 12 2 M 67 67

2 2 M 68 . 108 13 2 M 73 7.4

3 4 M 4.1 8.1 14 4 M 55 38

4 5 M 27 81 s 5 M 5.1 5.7

5 5 M 44 9 16 5 M 56 59

6 5 M 54 74 7 s M 65 17

7 5 M 59 o1 18 s M 68 85

8 2 F . 27 6.5 19 2 F 5.1 4.6

9 4 F 49 5.7 20 4 F 4.9 5.7

10 s F 5.1 108 | o | 5 F 5.7 5.7
T 5 F 5.8 11.9 » s F 61 11
Mean 49 8.8 | 5.9 6.3-

'Ethnicity codes: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian
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Abstract
Results of previous research have indicated that high-school personnel tend to be
more concerned about at-risk students than about students with disabilities.
Nevertheless, both groups are entering high school with severe reading deficits. Many
of them are reading around the fourth- and fifth-grade levels, while high school
textbooks are written at the ninth-grade level and above. Observational data collected in
special education classrooms indicate that special education teachers are not teaching
students with disabilities the reading skills that they need in order to meet the reading
demands of rigorous general education classes. Service delivery models are needed for
quickly teaching students with disabilities and other at-risk readers the reading skills
that they need. Thus, this study involved the identification of all students entering ninth |
grade in two high schools who were reading one or more grade levels below the ninth-
- grade level. Next, identified students in the experimental school (N = 62) were removed
“from their English classes for periods of time ranging between four to eight weeks,
depending on the time required by each student to reach the mastery level. They
received instruction in the Word Identification Strategy, a learning strategy for
decoding multisyllabic words, in small gfoups of four to six students. Students in the
comparison school received traditional reading instruction in their English classes.
~ Results of the posttests revealed that students with LD in the experimental school (N =
11) had gained an average of 3.9 grade levels in reading decoding skills. Matched
" students in the comparison school had made an average gain of .4 of a grade level. The
whole group of experimental students (N = 62) had made an average gain of 3.4 grade
levels in reading decoding skills. Matched students in the comparisbn school made an
average gain of .2 of a grade level. These results indicate that intense strategy |
instruction within a relatively short period of time can boost students’ decoding skills
by several grade levels. ' '
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In recent efforts at school reform, two major chariges have been made. First, the
complexity of what is taught has increased dramatically. This is nowhere more apparent than at
the secondary level. Over the past decade, textbooks have become thicker, and the content in
them has become more and more complex. In some cases, the content is similar in complexity to
the content that is delivered at the college level. The readability level of these textbooks has
increased with the complexity of the content as more and more difficult-to-read words are
included in them. Along with the increase in the amount of content to be taught as represented by
these changes in course textbooks, teachers-of subject-matter courses feel like they are under
pressure to teach more content than they have ever taught.

The second change, which is closely tied to the first, has been an increased emphasis on
accountability within education. As a result, all of the states have adopted curriculum standards,
and 48 states have created assessment tools to measure students’ performance in relation to the
standards that have been adopted (Council of Chief State School Officers,, 1998). In 46 of these
states, student reading performance is assessed (Council of Chief State School Officers, 1999). In
addition, 18 of these states have approved a policy stating that students must meet certain
standards before they can be promoted to a certain grade and/or allowed to graduate from high
school (Olson, 2000). Naturally, these changes in today’s educational climate have implications '
for students who are at-risk for failure in required subject-matter courses and on state assessment

_exams. Indeed, research studies are showing that many students enrolled in general education
subject-matter courses are failing those courses (e.g., Bulgren, Schumaker, Deshler, 1988) and
that they are reading several years below grade level. For example, tenth-grade students with
learning disabilities are reading, on average, at the fourth-grade level, completing math tasks at
the sixth grade level, and writing at the fourth-grade level (e.g., Warner, Schumaker, Alley, &
Deshler, 1980). Not surprisingly; a large proportion (38% on average and as high as 85% in

- some states) of students with disabilities are dropping out of school (Wagner, Blackorby, &

Hebbeler, 1993). In California in 2001, 91% of students with disabilities (including students with
learning disabilitiés) failed the math section and 82% of students with disabilities failed the
language arts section of a high school exit exam (Egelko, 2002). ,

Since these data show that large numbers of students are not performing well in high
school courses and on competency exams, instructional programs are needed that will help these
students remediate their skill deficits. A useful program would, of necessity, be short in duration
while being powerfhl enough to ameliorate deficits because high school students need to realize
immediate gains if they are to succeed in required courses. Unfortunately, no such programs are
widely used or available.
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One instructional program that shows promise is an instructional program for teaching
students how to decode multisyllabic words. Within this progfam, students are taught a strategy,
called the Word Identification Strategy (Lenz, Schumaker, Deshler, & Beals, 1984), which they
use each time they encounter an unknown word. Research has shown that when students are
taught this strategy, the number of errors that they make in materials written at their grade level
decrease dramatically. Twelve students with reading disabilities, who made between 13 and 37
- decoding errors while orally reading a new passage before instruction in the strategy, made
between 3 and 8 errors while reading a new passage after the instruction (Lenz & Hughes, 1990).
They made these gains within six weeks of instruction (one hour per day). Although this program
was designed initially for students with reading disabilities, it conceivably could be used
effectively with a wide variety of students who exhibit decoding deficits. Thus, the purpose of
this study was to test that possibility. .
Subjects

Participants were a total of 124 students attending two high schools in a northeastern
state. School A served as the experimental site, and School B served as the comparison site. The
subjects were selected in each school by first administering all entering ninth-grade students the
Word Identification Subtest of the Slosson Diagnostic Screening Test for Reading using Form A.
All students in Schools A and B who earned a grade-equivalent score on the test that was below
grade level (i.e., below the 9.0 grade level) were entered into the subject pool in each school.
Then, students in the School B subject pool were matched with the students in the School A
subject pool by grade level, age, sex, and race. If at all possible, they were also matched
according to their grade-equivalent reading score within one grade level. ,

Subjects in School A included a total of 62 students. Thirty-two of them were males; 30
were females. Thirteen were African-American males, four were Hispanic males, and 15 were
Caucasian males. Twelve were African-American females, five were Hispanic females, and 13
were Caucasian females. Students in School B matched the students in School A in numbers
exactly. Arhong the students in School A, there were 11 youths who-had been formally
diagnosed as having learning disabilities.

The mean grade-equivalent reading score for the selected ninth-grade students in School
A at the beginning of the study was 5.9 (range = 2.7 to 8.5). The mean grade-equivalent reading
score for students in School B was 6.1 (ranée =2.7t08.1).

Settings ‘

The two schools were roughly equivalent in size and compbs’ition of the student
population. School A had 1360 students; School B had 1421 students. The percentages of
students receiving free and reduced-price lunches in Schools A and B were 53% and 47%,
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respectively. The percentages of students who represent minority populations in Schools A and B
were 59% and 53%, respectively.

Students in School A were taught in typical classrooms containing desks, chairs, an
overhead projector, a chalkboard, and a screen.

Measurement _

The Slossen Diagnostic Battery was administered to all students at the beginning and end
of the study which spanned seven months. This test requires students to read sets of words aloud.
The student is directed to read aloud each word separately and distinctly from left to right across
the page. Testing continues until a student does not read all the words in a given row correctly.
The reliability of the test forms for the ninth-grade level ranges from .90 to .94 (Gnagey &
Gnagey, 1994).

The tester scored the student responses during each testing session which lasted
approximately 5 to 10 minutes with each student. In order to assess interscorer reliability, 10%
of the students' responses were tape recorded. A second scorer scored the student responses
independently. The two scorers’ records were compared item-by-item. An agreement was tallied
when both scorers recorded the same symbol for an item to indicate whether the student
pronounced the word correctly or not. The percentage of agreement was calculated by dividing
the number of agreements by the total number of items and multiplying by 100. The percentage
of agreement between the two scorers was 94%

Procedures

Word Identification Strategy instruction. The participating students in School A were
taught the Word Identification Strategy, a strategy for decoding words (Lenz, Schumaker, Alley,
& Beals, 1984). The instruction for this strategy had been previously validated in another study
(Lenz & Hughes, 1990). Students follow six steps in sequence when they encounter an unknown
word. First, they read the sentence in which the word is located to determine the context for the
word (Discover the context) and whether or not they can guess the pronunciation of the word,
once they understand its context. If they cannot guess the pronunciation, they begin taking the
word apart. First, they pronounce the prefix (Isolate the prefix). Next, they pronounce the suffix
(Separate the suffix). Following that, they try to say the remaining part of the word (Say the

~ stem). If they cannot pronounce the stem, they take it apart using some basic rules (Examine the

stem) and then try to pronounce it. If they are still not successful, they can either ask someone to
pronounce the word for them (Check with someone) or refer to the pronunciation key in a
dictionary for help (Try the dictionary). ‘

School A students were taught to use this strategy according to the instructions in an
instructor’s manual (Lenz ef al., 1984). To summarize these instructions, a seven-stage '
instructional methodology was used. First, the student’s test score was shared with the student,
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~ rationales were given to the student as to why he/she might want to learn a strategy for decoding

words. The student was asked for his/her commitment to learn the strategy, and the student wrote

- a goal to that effect. Second, the steps of the strategy were described to the student as well as

when and why the student might want to use the strategy. Third, the strategy was modeled for the

“student; this demonstration included a model of everything the student should think and do while

performing the steps of the strategy. Fourth, the students learned to name the steps of the strategy
so that they could instruct themselves to use the steps. Fifth, the student practiced using the
strategy to mastery in materials written at the student’s reading ability level. Mastery was _
defined as reading 98% of the words in a five-paragraph passage correctly. Sixth, the student
practiced using the strategy in progressively more difficult reading materials until the student had
mastered using the strategy in materials written at his/her grade level (ninth grade). Finally, the
student was instructed on how to use the strategy in a variety of materials and contexts in and out
of school so that the student knew how to use the strategy in a generative way.

Logistics. Participating students in School A were taken from their regularly scheduled
ninth-grade English classes in groups of four to six students for the Word Identification Strategy
instruction. They received the instruction daily for the whole class hour from one of two teachers
who had been trained to teach the strategy and who had taught the strategy for one year prior to
the stﬁdy. Both teachers were about 45 years old at the time of the study. One of the teachers has
a Master’s degree in the teaching of reading. The other teacher holds an elementary teaching
certificate and had worked with college students deficient in reading and writing skills.

The students met mastery on use of the strategy in grade-level materials within four to
eight weeks of instruction. Then they returned to attending their English class for the rest of the
school year. While they participated in the strategy instruction, their English grades were based
on their performance in the strategy class.

Once one group of students had met mastery, another group of students began the
instruction. The teacher taught one group of students during each class hour of the school day.
This continued through the whole school year until all of the participating students had learned
the strategy to mastery. :

School B procedures. Selected students in School B attended their normally scheduled
English, reading, and other classes. No special instruction was provided to them in a reading
strategy.

Results :

Results for the male students are shown in Figure 1 and for the female students in Figure
2. Male students in School A made average gains in reading decoding ranging between 2.8 and
3.8 grade levels; female students made average gains ranging between 2.8 and 3.4 grade levels in
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decoding. In both cases of males and females in School A, the African-American students made
the largest mean gains, and the Hispanic students made the lowest mean gains.

The matched students in School B, on the other hand, made minimal gains. The largest .
mean gain for both males and females was .4 of a grade level; in both cases, this gain was
experienced by the Caucasian students. Both male and female Hispanic students lost ground
across the school year, with the scores of the males decreasing by .7 of a grade level, and the
scores of females decreasing by .1 of a grade level.’

The results for students with LD in School A and their matched partners in School B are
shown in Figure 3. The mean gain for the students with LD in School A was 3.9 grade levels (the
mean pretest grade-level score was 4.9, and the mean posttest-grade level score was 8.8). The
mean gain for their matched peers was .3 of a grade level (the mean pretest grade-level score was
5.9, and the mean posttest-grade level score was 6.3).

Results for individual students are shown in Tables 1, 2, and 3. These results show that
every participating student in School A (62 students) earned a score on the posttest that
represented a gain over the pretest score. Individual gains ranged from .6 to 6.1 grade levels. The
overall mean gain by School A students in reading decoding was 3.4 grade levels (the mean
pretest grade-level score was 5.9 and the mean posttest-grade level score was 9.3). In contrast, 38
students in School B made gains. Those gains ranged from .1 of a grade level to 1.7 grade levels.
The overall mean gain by School B students in reading decoding was .2 of a grade level (the
mean pretest grade-level score was 6.1 and the mean posttest-grade level score was 6.3).

The raw scores of students in School A and School B were compared using ANCOV As.
The pretest scores served as the covariate and the posttest scores served as the dependent
variable in each comparison. The ANCOVA for the whole group revealed statistical differences
between the students in Schools A and B, F (1, 121) =272.1, MSE =31.078, p. <.001,m 2
=.692. The mean raw score for the students in School A on the pretest was 49.3 and on the
posttest was 72.6 (the adjusted mean posttest score was 73.11). The mean raw score for the
students in School B on the pretest was 51.2 and on the posttest was 57 (the adjusted mean
posttest score was 56.5). The ANCOVA which compared the posttest scores of the students with
LD in School A and their matched peers also revealed significant differences between the
posttest scores, F (1, 19) =29.673, MSE = .43.94, p. <.001, 2 =.610. The mean raw score for
the students with LD in School A on the pretest was 41.1 and on the posttest was 69.2 (the
adjusted mean posttest score was 73.654). The mean raw score for their matched peers on the
pretest was 50.4 and on the posttest was 56.7 (the adjusted mean posttest score was 57.7).

Discussion
The results of this study show that a four- to six-week intensive intervention with ninth-

_ grade students that involves instruction in the Word Identiﬁcation'Strategy is effective in

6 36



Decoding Study

producing mean gains in reading decoding as large as 6 grade levels. In addition, students with
and without learning disabilities can all benefit from the instruction.

The gains produced in this study were comparable to the gains produced in the original
study which validated the instructional methods for teaching the Word Identification Strategy
with 12 students with learning disabilities (Lenz & Hughes, 1990). At the end of that study, the
students with LD were able to read grade-level passages that were about 400 words long with six
or fewer errors. Thus, this study replicates the findings of the original study and extends them by
focusing the instruction on a group of students who were not skilled at decoding but who were
" not diagnosed as having learning disabilities as well as students with LD. It also extends the
findings by showing that students reading as low as the 2.7 grade level can benefit from the
instruction. In the previous study, student participants were reading at or above the 3.5 grade
level on the pretest. Additionally, it extends the ﬁndings of the original study by showing that
students from different ethnic backgrounds can benefit from the instruction. Finally, it extends
the ﬁndirigs of the previous study by showing that large numbers of students can be given the
instruction, albeit in small groups, and the same kinds of results are achieved. .

This study is limited by the fact that the students were not randomly selected into the
groups. The use of a comparison school was necessary because personnel in School A were
unwilling to instruct only half of the students who needed the instruction. The matching of
subjects within two comparable schools was chosen as the best method to compensate for the
inability to randomly select students within the same school.

Future research is needed to determine the long-term effects of this intervention. In
addition, many of the students still had deficits in reading comprehension at the end of this study,
so future research is needed to determine how to ameliorate those deficits for such a large
population of students. Possible options include a special semester-long or year-long course on
reading comprehension for selected students. The effects of the current intervention combined
with a reading comprehension intervention need to be determined with regard to whether
students pass their state competency test for reading. Only when comprehensive interventions
like these are in place will students have a chance to succeed in required courses within the
general education curriculum and pass high-stakes graduation tests. ‘
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Table 1 : :
Grade level scores on standardized decoding test for male students
Demographic
Information Control Group Experimental Group
Student# Gender Ethnicity' Pre Post Pre “Post
1 M -2 2.7 2.6 2.8 7.7
2 M 2 3.9 4.6 33 7.9
3 M 2 4.8 5.8 4.3 8.1
4 M 2 49 6.3 4.5 7.9
5 M 2 5.4 5.7 53 8.7
6 M 2 5.6 6.3 54 8.5
7 M 2 59 6.3 5.7 10.1
8 M 2 6.1 7.1 57 8.3
9 M 2 6.7 6.7 5.8* 8.7
10 M -2 7.1 6.5 6.1 11.1
11 M 2 71 7.1 6.5 10.1
12 M 2 73 7.4 6.8 10.8
13 M 2 8.1 7.7 7.3 10.1
14 M 4 55 3.8 4.1* 8.1
15 M 4 58 5.8 5.7 7.4
16 M 4 7.1. 6.5 - 6.1 9.1
17 M 4 7.6 6.9 - 6.7 9.5
18 M 5 5.1 5.7 2.7* 8.1
19 M 5 53 6.1 3.9 8.3
20 M 5 5.6 5.9 4.4* 9.1
21 M 5 5.9 7.1 5.1 9.8 .
22 M 5 6.1 69 » 5.1 8.6
23 M 5 6.1 6.7 5.1* 8.5
24 M 5 63 6.6 53 95
25 M 5 65 17 5.4* 7.4
26 M 5 6.5 5.7 5.6 10.1
27 M 5 6.6 5.7 5.9 10.1
28 M 5 6.8 8.5 5.9* 10.1
29 M 5 7.1 7.4 6.5 9.1
30 M 5 7.3 6.9 6.5 8.7
31 M 5 7.3 6.7 6.8 8.5
32 M 5 8.1 8.1 7.3 10.5
Mean 6.2 6.4 5.4 9

lEthnicity codes are: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian
*Indicates a student with a learning disability
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| Table 2

Grade level scores for standardized decoding test for female students
Demographic
Information Control Group Experimental Group
Student# Gender  Ethnicity’ Pre Post Pre Post
1 F 2 2.8 29 2.7* 6.5
2 F 2 3.6 - 35 3.6 10.1
3 F 2 39 4.9 4.3 11.1
4 F 2 5.1 4.6 5.4 8.9
5 F 2 5.3 5.8 5.5 8.5
6 " F 2 5.7 6.1 5.7 8.7
7 F 2 63 5.6 6.3 8.7
8 F 2 6.7 64 7.1 9.5
9 F 2 71 8l 7.5 9.5
10 F 2 7.3 6.5 7.3 10.5
11 F 2 73 8.3 7.6 10.1
12 F 2 7.8 6.7 7.6 9.1
13 F 4 4.9 5.7 4.9* 5.7
14 F 4 5.5 ' 5.5 5.9 9.8
15 F 4 5.8 4.9 7.1 10.5
16 F 4 7.1 5.3 7.6 11.9
17 F 4 7.3 87 8.1 9.5
18 F 5 5.1 5.8 47 93
19 F 5 5.7 5.7 5.1* 10.8
20 F 5 5.7 6.1 5.4 9.8
21 F 5 58 6.5 5.7 8.1
22 F 5 5.8 6.8 5.7 - 89
23 F 5 6.1 7.1 58 119
24 F 5 6.5 6.8 : 6.1 7.4
25 F 5 6.6 6.7 7.3 11.5
26 F 5 . 6.7 6.8 7.4 10.1
27 F 5 6.8 - 6.9 76 9.1
28 F 5 7.3 7.4 8.1 11.1
29 F 5 7.3 7.4 8.3 9.5
30 F 5 7.8 7.9 8.5 9.8
Mean 6.1 6.2 6.3 9.5

"Ethnicity codes are: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian
*Indicates a student with a learning disability
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Table 3

Grade level scores on standardized decoding test for students with learning disabilities in the experimental group and
their matched peers in the control group '

-Experimental Group : - ~__Control Group

Student # Ethnicity! Gender Pre ~ Post | ‘Student # Ethnicity' Gender Pre Post
1 2 ‘M 5.8 87 12 2 M 67 67 .
2 2 M 68 108 13 2 M 73 - 74
3 4 M 41 S 8.1 14 4 M 55 38
4 5 M 2.7 8.1 15 5 M 5.1 5.7
5 5 M 44 91 16 5 M 56 59
6 s M 5.4 7.4 17 5 M 65 -~ 17
7 5 M 59 10.1 18 s M 68 8.5
8 2 F 2.7 6.5. 19 2 F 5.1 4.6
9 4 F 4.9 5.7 20 4 F 4.9 5.7
10 -5 F 5.1 108 Y 5 F . 57 © 57
1 -5 F 5.8 19 P 5 F 61 71

Mean 4.9 8.8 5.9 6.3-

'Ethnicity codes: 2=African American, 4=Hispanic, and 5=Caucasian
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