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ABSTRACT
THE EFFECT OF A RURAL HIGH SCHOOL COMBINATION
SUPPLEMENTAL LITERACY PROGRAM ON EMERGING READERS'’
ACHIEVEMENT, ENGAGMENT, AND BEHAVIOR OUTCOMES
Mark L. Adler
University of Nebraska
Advisor: Dr. John W. Hill
Beginning rural high school students with emerging literacy
needs (n = 10) who participated in regular classroom
reading coursework used in combination with a Foundations,
Adventures, Mastery, and Explorations supplemental literacy
program and beginning rural high school students with
emerging literacy needs (n = 10) who participated in
regular classroom reading coursework alone all realized
pretest-posttest gains in their reading comprehension,
reading vocabulary, and reading composite Normal Curve
Equivalent and grade equivalent test score performance.
Overall grade point average statistical comparisons were in
the direction of improvement with no statistically
significant differences between groups. At posttest
students had increased absences in both study arms despite
reading test score and grade improvement indicating that
absence frequencies remain a concern in small rural high

schools. In both arms of the study student absence



iii

frequencies were above the parent contact absence policy

threshold. Students in both arms of the study participated
in extracurricular activities including sports, clubs, and
activities with no pretest-posttest or posttest-posttest

frequency differences observed. Teachers received ongoing
training in phonemic awareness and content based scripted
reading interventions throughout the study. The importance

of program continuance was discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Concerns for Rural Students

Reading and literacy concerns are not confined to our
urban areas. To illustrate, the dropout rate for rural high
school students is about 20% and reaches as high as 40% in
some extremely rural locations (Colangelo, Assouline, &
New, 1999; D’'Amico, Matthes, Shukar, Merchant, & Zurita,
1996; McGranahan, 1994; National Center for Education
Statistics [NCES], 2001; Stern, 1994). Furthermore, rural
students who do decide to drop out of school seldom return
to complete their education (Sherman, 1992; Stern, 1994).
In the Schools and Staffing Survey (2003-2004), schools in
rural areas reported that fewer than 50% of their graduates
intended to continue their education at either a two or
four year institution (National Center for Education
Statistics [NCES], 2005). Moreover, six percent of students
in rural areas had no plans to attend college at all
(Snyder, Hoffman, & Geddes, 1996).
Rural Education

Many rural students face challenges associated with
achievement and dropout risk, such as low socioeconomic
status, single-parent families, low parental education, and

low parental and community valuing of education (Fowler &



Walberg, 1991; Haller & Virkler, 1993; Murray & Keller,
1991). Over time and examining the sheer number of students
not continuing their education, it is believed rural areas
will continue to suffer both economically and educationally
(Gibbs, 2005; Woods, Doeksen, & St. Clair, 2005).

It is very hard to ignore the issue of teacher
preparedness and quality in rural schools. The quality of
school staff has been identified as a key factor in
influencing student outcomes (Lee, Bryk, & Smith, 1993;
U.S. Department of Education [USDOE] 2002). Teacher
experience, recruitment, and training are frequently cited
as problems in rural areas (Ballou & Podgursky, 1995;
Berliner & Scherer, 2001; Larsen, 1993). Recruiting,
training, and retaining quality teachers to rural schools
are key components to quality instruction for students in
reading (Ballou & Podgursky, 1998; Berliner & Scherer,
2001; Lazarus, 2005).

Considering the skills required today to succeed in an
increasingly complex and technological world, it may be
said that never before has there been a time when high
school students needed expert literacy skills more (Jago,
2000; McEwan, 2004; National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development [NICHD], 2000). Expecting students with

emerging reading abilities to navigate the rigor and



expectations of a demanding high school curriculum without
expert literacy skills is unrealistic and even unfair
(Denti & Guerin, 2004; McGill-Franzen, 2000).
Epidemiological data comparing growth in reading
achievement between normal readers and poor readers
indicate that while most children reach a plateau in basic
reading skills by about the age of 12, deficient readers do
so at significantly lower levels (Francis, Shaywitz,
Stuebing, Shaywitz, & Fletcher, 1994). Using the skill of
reading to learn content is critical as more and more
states implement content area tests for high school
graduation. Simultaneously, national legislation such as
the Individuals with Disabilities Act (IDEA, 1997)
amendments and the No Child Left Behind Act (2001) have
established accountability and mastery standards for all
students, both with and without disabilities. Parents,
educators, and policy makers are calling for change and
action for the students under their care (McGill-Franzen,
2000; Moore, Bean, Birdyshaw, & Rycik, 1999; Valencia &
Wixson, 2000).

In secondary schools the print or on-line textbook
becomes the major source of knowledge. Reading
comprehension, that is sharing meaning with the author, is

a mediating process that results in understanding



(Smagorinsky, 2001). The emphasis in elementary schools is
on teaching students the codes of reading including
phonics, blends, digraphs, and sight words while in
secondary schools teachers expect students to use their
mastered reading skills to learn (Allington, 2002). This
transformation from learning to read in elementary school
to reading to learn in middle and high school is critical.
Student success in the classroom is therefore dependent on
proficient reading skills (Allington, 2002). Many secondary
students who are struggling readers may have been taught
reading skills but may not be able to access these skills
with sufficient automaticity to successfully complete high
school level assignments (Dieker & Little, 2005).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this exploratory two-group pretest-
posttest comparative survey study was to determine the
impact of the Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program
(CSLP) used in combination with the Foundations,
Adventures, Mastery, and Explorations (FAME) Supplemental
Literacy Program on the achievement, behavior outcomes, and
school engagement of rural high school students who began
high school as emerging readers compared to rural high
school students who began high school as emerging readers

who participated in the Classroom Supplemental Literacy



Program (CSLP) alone. The study analyzed students’ Normal
Curve Equivalent and Grade Equivalent national standardized
achievement test subtests scores for reading comprehension,
reading vocabulary, and reading composite performance,
grade point averages, absence frequencies, and
participation in sports, clubs, and activities.

All study achievement data related to each of these
dependent variables were retrospective, archival, and
routinely collected school information. Permission from the
appropriate school research personnel was obtained before
data were collected and analyzed.

Research Questions

The study was guided by the following 13 research
questions and sub-questions:

Overarching Pretest-Only Achievement Research Question
#1. Do high school students who qualified for participation
in the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP have
congruent or different beginning high school reading
comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading composite
NRT NCE scores?

Overarching Pretest-Only Achievement Research Question
#2. Do high school students who qualified for participation

in the CSLP have congruent or different beginning high



school reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and
reading composite NRT NCE scores?

Overarching Posttest-Only Achievement Research
Question #3. Do high school students who qualified for
participation in the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP
have congruent or different end of 10th-grade high school
reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading
composite NRT NCE scores?

Overarching Posttest-Only Achievement Research
Question #4. Do high school students who qualified for
participation in the CSLP have congruent or different end
of 10th-grade high school reading comprehension, reading
vocabulary, and reading composite NRT NCE scores?

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Achievement Research
Question #5. Do high school students who participated in
the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP lose, maintain,
or improve their end of 8th-grade pretest compared to their
end of 10th-grade posttest reading comprehension, reading
vocabulary, and reading composite NRT NCE scores, reading
comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading composite
Grade Equivalent scores, and Grade Point Average?

Sub-Question 5a. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest NCE reading comprehension score

difference for high school students following their



participation in the CSLP used in combination with the
FSLP?

Sub-Question 5b. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest NCE reading vocabulary score
difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP used in combination with the
FSLP?

Sub-Question 5c. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest NCE reading composite score difference
for high school students following their participation in
the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP?

Sub-Question 5d. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Equivalent reading comprehension
score difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP used in combination with the
FSLP?

Sub-Question 5e. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Equivalent reading vocabulary
score difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP used in combination with the
FSLP?

Sub-Question 5f. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Equivalent reading composite

score difference for high school students following their



participation in the CSLP used in combination with the
FSLP?

Sub-Question 5g. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Point Average score difference
for high school students following their participation in
the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP?

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Achievement Research
Question #6. Do high school students who participated in
the CSLP lose, maintain, or improve their end of 8th-grade
pretest compared to their end of 10th-grade posttest
reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading
composite NRT NCE scores, reading comprehension, reading
vocabulary, and reading composite Grade Equivalent scores,
and Grade Point Average?

Sub-Question 6a. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest NCE reading comprehension score
difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 6b. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest NCE reading vocabulary score
difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 6c. Is there a significant pretest

compared to posttest NCE reading composite score difference



for high school students following their participation in
the CSLP?

Sub-Question 6d. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Equivalent reading comprehension
score difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 6e. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Equivalent reading vocabulary
score difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 6f. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Equivalent reading composite
score difference for high school students following their
participation in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 6g. Is there a significant pretest
compared to posttest Grade Point Average score difference
for high school students following their participation in
the CSLP?

Overarching Posttest-Posttest Achievement Research
Question #7. Do high school students who participated in
the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP have congruent
or different posttest reading comprehension, reading
vocabulary, and reading composite NRT NCE scores, reading

comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading composite
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NRT Grade Equivalent scores and Grade Point Average scores
compared to high school students who participated in the
CSLP?

Sub-Question 7a. Is there a significant posttest
compared to posttest NRT NCE reading comprehension score
difference for high school students who participated in the
CSLP used in combination with the FSLP compared to high
school students who participated in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 7b. Is there a significant posttest
compared to posttest NRT NCE reading vocabulary score
difference for high school students who participated in the
CSLP used in combination with the FSLP compared to high
school students who participated in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 7c. Is there a significant posttest
compared to posttest NRT NCE reading composite score
difference for high school students who participated in the
CSLP used in combination with the FSLP compared to high
school students who participated in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 7d. Is there a significant posttest
compared to posttest NRT Grade Equivalent reading
comprehension score difference for high school students who
participated in the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP
compared to high school students who participated in the

CSLP?
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Sub-Question 7e. Is there a significant posttest
compared to posttest NRT Grade Equivalent reading
vocabulary score difference for high school students who
participated in the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP
compared to high school students who participated in the
CSLP?

Sub-Question 7f. Is there a significant posttest
compared to posttest NRT Grade Equivalent reading composite
score difference for high school students who participated
in the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP compared to
high school students who participated in the CSLP?

Sub-Question 7g. Is there a significant posttest
compared to posttest Grade Point Average score difference
for high school students who participated in the CSLP used
in combination with the FSLP compared to high school
students who participated in the CSLP?

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Behavior Research
Question #8. Do high school students who participated in
the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP lose, maintain,
or improve 9th-grade behavior compared to 10th-grade
behavior as measured by their absence frequencies?

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Behavior Research

Question #9. Do students who participated in the CSLP lose,
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maintain, or improve 9th-grade behavior compared to 10th-
grade behavior as measured by their absence frequencies?

Overarching Posttest-Posttest Behavior Research
Question #10. Do students who participated in the CSLP used
in combination with the FSLP compared to students who
participated in the CSLP have congruent or different end of
10th-grade behavior as measured by their absence
frequencies?

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Student Engagement
Research Question #11. Do the students who participated in
the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP lose, maintain,
or improve 9th-grade student engagement compared to 10th-
grade student engagement as measured by their participation
in (a) sports, (b) clubs, and (c) activities frequencies?

Overarching Pretest-Posttest Student Engagement
Research Question #12. Do the students who participated in
the CSLP lose, maintain, or improve 9th-grade student
engagement compared to 10th-grade student engagement as
measured by their participation in (a) sports, (b) clubs,
and (c) activities frequencies?

Overarching Posttest-Posttest Student Engagement
Research Question #13. Do the high school students who
participated in the CSLP used in combination with the FSLP

have congruent or different 10th-grade student engagement
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compared to high school students who participated in the
CSLP 10th-grade student engagement as measured by their
participation in (a) sports, (b) clubs, and (c) activities
frequencies?

Importance of the Study

This study contributes to research, practice, and
policy. It is of significant interest to reading
researchers and school administrators who must provide
quality interventions to aid rural students entering high
school with serious reading skill deficits. The
implementation of two research based, highly scripted
reading interventions, FSLP and CSLP, for secondary
students with emerging literacy skills in a large rural
Midwestern high school contributes to our understanding of
how best to provide immediate and in many cases emergency
literacy program interventions. This research helps
determine if participation in highly scripted reading
interventions results in improved academic achievement,
behavior, and engagement.

The Nebraska City Public Schools, the research school
district, has formally recognized that too many students
are entering high school with emerging reading skills and
that teachers and administrators, alike, express this

concern. During the 2005-2006 school year the research high
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school developed and implemented two literacy instruction
courses for their high school students identified with
emerging literacy skills. While both instructional courses
were based on research supported best reading and literacy
intervention practices, no study has been conducted within
the research school district to identify the impact of
these programs on student outcomes over time and compared
to each other. Furthermore, the research school district
has as its primary North Central Association accreditation
goal reading improvement for all students. This local
school mandate dovetails with the federal No Child Left
Behind (2001) legislation that requires improved levels of
student literacy proficiency over time in order to avoid
being identified as a school in need of improvement.
Assumptions

This study has several strong features. Participating
teachers were provided two weeks of initial summer FSLP and
CSLP literacy training sufficient to ensure intervention
fidelity and implementation consistency. Moreover, literacy
staff development and outside the school district expert
consultation was provided throughout the school year in
order to insure teachers were using the prescribed and
scripted intervention methodology. Student attendance in

literacy learning activities was sufficient to insure
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exposure to all of the skill mastery domain lessons. It is
assumed that all teachers in the research school followed
the reading instruction interventions. Participating
teachers received on-going administrative support on
literacy implementation through walk-through observations
and reflective conversations throughout the process.
Delimitations of the Study

The unit of analysis for this study was confined to
one group of 9th-grade students with literacy skill
deficits attending a large rural Midwestern high school.
The results, conclusions, and discussion were confined,
therefore, to only these students and not generalized to
larger schools and urban areas.
Limitations of the Study

Students' parental support at home was not used as a
variable controlled for in this study. Because some parents
provide home study time for their high school student and
some parents do not provide home study for their high
school student, this difference may contribute to outcome
variance. Furthermore, students participating with literacy
issues at the beginning of the study may not have been
taught these skills while other students participating in
the study may have been taught reading skills but have

refused to use them or simply need more practice. The small
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number of participants could also skew the study results.
These study limitations were taken into consideration when
analyzing, interpreting, and discussing the results.
Definitions of Terms

Behavior. Behavior is determined by attendance
frequencies for each participant. This dependent measure is
a direct result of the participants’ behavior as recorded
and available in the school database.

Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program (CSLP). The
CSLP is the scripted reading instruction standard required
of all staff in the research school district for all
secondary students literacy and reading instruction. The
basic expectations of the CSLP include regular vocabulary
instruction infused into every subject as well as research
based interventions to support reading comprehension.

CSLP students. Students included in the CSLP were all
students enrolled at the research school. This group of
students will be instructed based upon prescribed
curriculum for literacy development appropriate for all
students.

Engagement. Engagement is determined by student
participation in (a) clubs, (b) sports, and (c) activities.
Clubs include participation in Future Farmers of America,

Future Business Leaders of America, National Honor Society,
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and student drug free association. Sports include
participation in football, basketball, baseball, softball,
track, golf, tennis, and wrestling. Activities include
participation in one-act play productions, varsity chorus,
art show, speech team, and musical.

FAME Supplemental Literacy Program (FSLP). The FSLP is
based on the Boys and Girls Town FAME Supplemental Literacy
Program (1996). The FAME acronym stands for Foundations of
Reading, Adventures in Reading, Mastery of Meaning, and
Explorations. FSLP is a research based highly scripted
reading intervention developed to reverse reading
difficulties in adolescents. FSLP is based on Chall’s
Stages of Reading Development (1996). Curtis and Longo
(1996) developed the program under the direction of the
Girls and Boys Town in Boys Town, Nebraska.

FSLP students. Students included in the FSLP are
students that have been identified as emerging high school
readers either through analysis of assessment scores or by
being referred from an instructor that has worked closely
with the student. Students in the FSLP will be engaged in
the highly scripted reading intervention daily as well as
being a part of the CSLP required of all students.

Grade equivalent. Grade equivalent is a derived score

that expresses a student’s performance as the average (the
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median or mean) performance for a particular grade; grade
equivalents are expressed in grades and months; a decimal
point is used in grade scores (for example, 7.1 is grade 7
and one month).

Grade point average (GPA). Grade point average is a
numerical scale where a grade of 4 equals the term
outstanding, a numerical grade of 3 equals the term above
average, a numerical grade of 2 equals the term average,
and a numerical grade of 1 equals the term below average.

No Child Left Behind. Public Law 107-110, the No Child
Left Behind Amendments to the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1964 were signed into law by President
George W. Bush on January 8, 2002. This federal statute
outlines definitive expectations of all schools in the
United States in relation to student achievement and
accountability.

Normal curve equivalents (NCE). Normal curve
equivalents are standard scores with a mean equal to 100
and a standard deviation equal to 21.06. This scale divides
the normal curve into 100 equal intervals.

Norm referenced achievement. Norm referenced
achievement is determined by student performance on three
different subtests of the Terra Nova Achievement Test

including (a) reading comprehension, (b) reading
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vocabulary, and (c) reading composite Normal Curve
Equivalent scores.

Norm-referenced tests (NRTs). Norm-referenced tests
are “tests that compare an individual’s performance to the
performance of his or her peers” (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2004,
p. 691).

Stanines. Stanines are standard-score bands that
divide a distribution into nine parts; the middle seven
stanines are each 0.50 standard deviations wide, and the
fifth stanine is centered on the mean (Salvia & Ysseldyke,
2004, p. 693). Stanines 1, 2, and 3 fall within the below
average range; stanines 4,5, and 6 fall within the average
range; and stanines 7,8, and 9 fall within the above
average range.

Terra Nova Achievement Test. “The Terra Nova-Second
Edition is a group administered, multiple-skill battery
that provides norm-referenced and objective-mastery scores”
(Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2004, p. 420).

Contribution to Research

There is little research to date regarding the
achievement of rural high school students participating in
the Girls and Boys Town FAME literacy recovery program
(Curtis & Longo, 1999). Moreover, achievement, behavior,

and engagement outcomes for students participating in the
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CSLP used in combination with the FSLP, a pull out program,
was compared directly to students participating in the CSLP
only where literacy skills are scripted and presented
systematically to students in the regular classroom. The
results of this study may inform theoretical literature on
the effectiveness of literacy programs for students
entering high school with delimited reading skills.
Contribution to Practice

The results of this study can assist researchers,
practitioners, and other stakeholders in furthering the
development and quality of reading interventions and
programs for all students in rural high schools. This study
will also outline best practice reading interventions for
all students as well as recommend action steps for future
development and research. Based on the outcomes of this
study, the district may decide whether to expand the FSLP
or CSLP to more students within the district.
Contribution to Policy

The policies encompassing curriculum and program
design are generated from several entities. Individual
districts determine curriculum expectations, what is
written, taught, and assessed. This determination by each
school district is a reflection of both State and National

guidelines and expectations. This study will aid









Table 13

Pretest-Posttest Terra Nova Achievement Test Grade
Equivalent Scores for Individual 10th-Grade Students who
Started High School in the 9th-Grade who Participated in

the Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program Alone (a)

133

Student Reading Reading Reading
Number Comprehension Vocabulary Composite
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
1. 8.0 10.0 8.0 9.4 8.1 9.6
2. 5.5 9.2 5.0 10.4 5.2 9.9
3. 6.5 10.2 6.2 10.2 6.3 10.0
4. 1.7 7.9 3.4 12.0 2.6 10.7
5. 3.2 12.0 8.6 12.8 5.5 12.0
6. 3.6 11.9 11.1 5.0 6.8 8.1
7. 8.4 10.4 8.2 10.5 8.5 10.3
8. 6.5 11.3 6.3 12.0 6.4 12.0
9. 5.6 1.3 11.3 12.0 8.6 12.0
10. 5.6 11.1 11.0 8.9 8.2 10.0

(a) Note: Student numbers correspond with Table 2.
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Table 14

Pretest 9th-Grade Compared to Posttest 10th-Grade Terra
Nova Grade Equivalent Reading Scores for 10th-Grade
Students who Participated in the Classroom Supplemental
Literacy Program Used in Combination with the FAME

Supplemental Literacy Program

Pretest Posttest
Scores Scores
Source
of Effect
Data (a) Mean SD Mean SD Size t p
A 3.52 (1.24) 8.72 (2.98) 2.46 5.99 .0001**+*
B 5.66 (1.16) 8.63 (2.83) 1.49 3.83 .002%*
C 4.57 (1.13) 8.78 (2.89) 2.09 4.79 .0005%**

(a) Note: A = Reading Comprehension. B = Reading Vocabulary.
C = Reading Composite.

*p = .002. **p = .0005. ***p = ,0001.
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Pretest 9th-Grade Compared to Posttest 10th-Grade Terra

Nova Grade Equivalent Reading Scores for 10th-Grade

Students who Participated in the Classroom Supplemental

Literacy Program Alone

Pretest Posttest
Scores Scores
Source
of Effect
Data (a) Mean SD Mean SD Size t p
A 5.46 (2.11) 9.53 (3.15) 1.54 3.44 .004=**
B 7.91 (2.71) 10.32 (2.26) 0.97 1.80 .05*
C 6.62 (1.88) 10.46 (1.26) 2.44 5.18 .0003**%*

(a) Note: A = Reading Comprehension. B

C = Reading Composite.

*p:

.05.

*%p = .004.

***p =

.0003.

Reading Vocabulary.
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Table 16

Posttest 10th-Grade Compared to Posttest 10th-Grade Terra
Nova Grade Equivalent Reading Scores for 10th-Grade
Students who Participated in the Classroom Supplemental
Literacy Program Used in Combination with the FAME
Supplemental Literacy Program and Students who Participated

in the Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program Alone

FSLP CSLP
Posttest Posttest
Scores Scores
Source
of Effect
Data (a) Mean SD Mean SD Size t p
A 8.72 (2.98) 9.53 (3.15) 0.26 0.59 .28%*
B 8.63 (2.83) 10.32 (2.26) 0.66 1.48 .08*
C 8.78 (2.89) 10.46 (1.26) 0.81 1.68 .05**

(a) Note: A = Reading Comprehension. B = Reading Vocabulary.
C = Reading Composite.

*ns. **p = ,05.
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Table 17

Pretest-Posttest Total Days Absent for All Students

Student
Number FSLP (a) CSLP (b)
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest

1. 4 5 4 7
2. 3 1 2.5 21.5
3. 26 11 9.25 2
4. 8 14 21.5 29.5
5. 7 6.5 6 26
6. 16 25 12 9
7. 7.5 13.5 9.25 8
8. 7.5 6 .25 2.5
9. 10.5 20 5.5 2.5
10. 22.5 23 7 8.5

(a) Note: Student numbers correspond with Table 1.

(b) Note: Student numbers correspond with Table 2.
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Table 18

Pretest 9th-Grade Compared to Posttest 10th-Grade Absences
for 10th-Grade Students who Participated in the Classroom
Supplemental Literacy Program Used in Combination with the
FAME Supplemental Literacy Program and Students who

Participated in the Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program

Alone
Pretest Posttest
Scores Scores
Source
of Effect
Data (a) Mean SD Mean SD Size t p
A 7.73 (5.95) 11.65 (10.19) 0.48 1.35 .10*
B 11.20 (7.78) 12.50 (8.13) 0.16 0.58 .29%*

(a) Note: A = CSLP. B = FSLP.

*ns.
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Table 19

Posttest 10th-Grade Compared to Posttest 10th-Grade
Absences for 10th-Grade Students who Participated in the
Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program Used in Combination
with the FAME Supplemental Literacy Program and Students
who Participated in the Classroom Supplemental Literacy

Program Alone

FSLP CSLP
Posttest Posttest
Scores Scores
Source
of Effect
Data (a) Mean SD Mean SD Size t p
A 12.50 (8.13) 11.65 (10.19) 0.09 0.21 .42+

(a) Note: A = Absences.

*ns.



140

Table 20

Pretest-Posttest Participation in Sports, Clubs, and
Activities of 10th-Grade Students who Participated in the
Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program Used in Combination

with the FAME Supplemental Literacy Program

Student Activities

A B C
Group N % N % N 3 )'d
Pretest 8 (67) 12 (75) 3 (50)
Posttest 4 (33) 4 (25) 3 (50)
Totals 12 (100) 16 (100) 6 (100) 1.22%*

A = Sports; B = Clubs; C = Activities.

*ns.
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Pretest-Posttest Participation in Sports, Clubs, and

Activities of 10th-Grade Students who Participated in the

Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program Alone
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Student Activities

A B C
Group N % N % N 2 )'d
Pretest 10 (53) 17 (50) 12 (55)
Posttest 9 (47) 17 (50) 10 (45)
Totals 19 (100) 34 (100) 22 (100) 0.08%*
A = Sports; B = Clubs; C = Activities.

*ns.
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Table 22

Posttest-Posttest Participation in Sports, Clubs, and
Activities of 10th-Grade Students who Participated in the
Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program Used in Combination
with the FAME Supplemental Literacy Program and 10th-Grade
Students who Participated in the Classroom Supplemental

Literacy Program Alone

Student Activities

A B C
Group N % N % N 2 )'d
CSLP 9 (70) 17 (81) 12 (80)
FSLP 4 (30) 4 (19) 3 (20)
Totals 13 (100) 21 (100) 15 (100) 0.68%*

A = Sports; B = Clubs; C = Activities.

*ns.
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CHAPTER FIVE
Conclusions and Discussion

The purpose of this exploratory two-group pretest-
posttest comparative survey study was to determine the
impact of the Classroom Supplemental Literacy Program
(CSLP) used in combination with the Foundations,
Adventures, Mastery, and Explorations (FAME) Supplemental
Literacy Program on the achievement, behavior outcomes, and
school engagement of rural high school students who began
high school as emerging readers compared to rural high
school students who began high school as emerging readers
who participated in the Classroom Supplemental Literacy
Program (CSLP) alone.

The study analyzed students’ Normal Curve Equivalent
and Grade Equivalent national standardized achievement test
subtests scores for reading comprehension, reading
vocabulary, and reading composite performance, grade point
averages, absence frequencies, and participation in sports,
clubs, and activities. All study achievement data related
to each of these dependent variables were retrospective,
archival, and routinely collected school information.
Permission from the appropriate school research personnel

was obtained before data were collected and analyzed.
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Pretest Student Achievement was measured by: (a) Terra
Nova Norm Referenced Test (NRT) Normal Curve Equivalent
(NCE) scores for entering 9th-grade students (i) reading
comprehension, (ii) reading vocabulary, and (iii) reading
composite scores, (b) end of 9th-grade school year
cumulative Grade Point Average based on report card grades,
and (c) entering 9th-grade students Terra Nova Norm
Referenced Test (NRT) Grade Equivalent scores for (i)
reading comprehension, (iIi) reading vocabulary, and (1iii)
reading composite. 2. Pretest Student Behavior as measured
by end of 9th-grade school year cumulative absence
frequencies. 3. Pretest School Engagement as measured by
end of 9th-grade school year cumulative participation in
(a) sports, (b) clubs, and (c) activities.

Posttest Student Achievement was measured by: (a) end
of 10th-grade Terra Nova Norm Referenced Test (NRT) Normal
Curve Equivalent (NCE) scores for (1I) reading
comprehension, (ii) reading vocabulary, and (iii) reading
composite scores, (b) end of 10th-grade school year
cumulative Grade Point Average based on report card grades,
and (c) end of 10th-grade Terra Nova Norm Referenced Test
(NRT) Grade Equivalent scores for (i) reading
comprehension, (ii) reading vocabulary, and (iii) reading

composite scores. 2. Posttest Student Behavior as measured
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by end of 10th-grade school year cumulative absence
frequencies. 3. Posttest School Engagement as measured by:
End of 10th-grade school year cumulative participation in
(a) sports, (b) clubs, and (c) activities.
Conclusions
Research Question #1

Overall, findings indicate that 10th-grade students
who started high school in the 9th-grade who participated
in the FSLP began high school with a reading comprehension
NCE mean score of 23.90, a reading vocabulary NCE mean
score of 34.80, and a NCE mean reading composite score of
27.60. Comparing students’ reading norm referenced NCE
scores with other normative derived scores puts their
pretest performance in perspective. A pretest reading
comprehension NCE mean score of 23.90 is congruent with a
standard score of 81, a percentile rank of 10, a stanine of
2, and a stanine description of below average. A pretest
reading vocabulary NCE mean score of 34.80 is congruent
with a standard score of 89, a percentile rank of 23, a
stanine of 4, and a stanine description of average. A
pretest reading composite NCE mean score of 27.60 is
congruent with a standard score of 84, a percentile rank of
14, a stanine of 3, and a stanine description of below

average. Based on the stanine descriptions these entering



146

high school 9th-grade students participating in FSLP
identified with emerging literacy needs were performing at
the lowest stanine of the average range in reading
vocabulary, and the highest stanine of the below average
range in reading comprehension and reading composite
subtests.
Research Question #2

Overall, findings indicate that 10th-grade students
who started high school in the 9th-grade who participated
in the CSLP began high school with a reading comprehension
NCE mean score of 34.80, a reading vocabulary NCE mean
score of 44.80, and a NCE mean reading composite score of
39.20. Comparing students’ reading norm referenced NCE
scores with other normative derived scores puts their
pretest performance in perspective. A pretest reading
comprehension NCE mean score of 34.80 is congruent with a
standard score of 89, a percentile rank of 23, a stanine of
4, and a stanine description of average. A pretest reading
vocabulary NCE mean score of 44.80 is congruent with a
standard score of 96, a percentile rank of 39, a stanine of
4, and a stanine description of average. A pretest reading
composite NCE mean score of 39.20 is congruent with a
standard score of 92, a percentile rank of 30, a stanine of

4, and a stanine description of average. Based on the
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stanine descriptions these entering high school 9th-grade
students participating in CSLP identified with emerging
literacy needs were performing at the lowest stanine of the
average range in reading comprehension, reading vocabulary,
and reading composite subtests.
Research Question #3

Overall, findings indicate that 10th-grade students
who started high school in the 9th-grade who participated
in the FSLP completed 10th-grade with a reading
comprehension NCE mean score of 38.80, a reading vocabulary
NCE mean score of 39.70, and a NCE mean reading composite
score of 38.20. Comparing students’ reading norm referenced
NCE scores with other normative derived scores puts their
posttest performance in perspective. A posttest reading
comprehension NCE mean score of 38.80 is congruent with a
standard score of 91, a percentile rank of 27, a stanine of
4, and a stanine description of average. A posttest reading
vocabulary NCE mean score of 39.70 is congruent with a
standard score of 92, a percentile rank of 30, a stanine of
4, and a stanine description of average. A posttest reading
composite NCE mean score of 38.20 is congruent with a
standard score of 91, a percentile rank of 27, a stanine of
4, and a stanine description of average. Based on the

stanine descriptions these high school students who
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completed 10th-grade participating in FSLP identified with
emerging literacy needs were at the completion of 10th-
grade performing at the lowest stanine of the average range
in reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading
composite subtests.
Research Question #4

Overall, findings indicate that 10th-grade students
who started high school in the 9th-grade who participated
in the CSLP completed 10th-grade with a reading
comprehension NCE mean score of 46.90, a reading vocabulary
NCE mean score of 47.60, and a NCE mean reading composite
score of 46.60. Comparing students’ reading norm referenced
NCE scores with other normative derived scores puts their
posttest performance in perspective. A posttest reading
comprehension NCE mean score of 46.90 is congruent with a
standard score of 97, a percentile rank of 42, a stanine of
5, and a stanine description of average. A posttest reading
vocabulary NCE mean score of 47.60 is congruent with a
standard score of 98, a percentile rank of 45, a stanine of
5, and a stanine description of average. A posttest reading
composite NCE mean score of 46.60 is congruent with a
standard score of 97, a percentile rank of 42, a stanine of
5, and a stanine description of average. Based on the

stanine descriptions these high school students who
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completed 10th-grade participating in CSLP identified with
emerging literacy needs were at the completion of 10th-
grade performing at the middle stanine of the average range
in reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading
composite subtests.
Research Question #5

Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated that 10th-
grade students who started high school in the 9th-grade and
participated in FSLP significantly improved their reading
comprehension and reading composite Terra Nova NCE scores
but did not significantly improve their reading vocabulary
Terra Nova NCE scores and grade point average scores.
However, all pretest-posttest comparisons for reading
comprehension, reading vocabulary, reading composite, and
grade point average scores were in the direction of
pretest-posttest improvement. Based on the stanine
descriptions for the NCE scores these high school students
who completed 10th-grade participating in FSLP identified
with emerging literacy needs were at the completion of
10th-grade performing at the lowest stanine of the average
range in reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and
reading composite subtests. Students who completed 10th-

grade participating in FSLP posttest mean grade point
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average following completion of the 10th-grade would
translate into a letter grade of C.

Overall, pretest-posttest results also indicated that
10th-grade students who started high school in the 9th-
grade and participated in FSLP significantly improved their
reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading
composite Terra Nova Grade Equivalent scores. Furthermore,
all pretest-posttest comparisons for reading comprehension,
reading vocabulary, and reading composite scores were in
the direction of pretest-posttest improvement. Reading
comprehension pretest-posttest Grade Equivalent mean
improvement was 5 years and 2 months, reading vocabulary
pretest-posttest Grade Equivalent mean improvement was 2
years and 9 months, and reading composite pretest-posttest
Grade Equivalent mean improvement was 4 years and 2 months.
High school students who completed 10th-grade participating
in FSLP identified with emerging literacy needs at the
completion of 10th-grade had improved reading Grade
Equivalent scores consistently measured within the middle
to upper 8th-grade range.

Research Question #6

Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated that 10th-

grade students who started high school in the 9th-grade and

participated in CSLP significantly improved their reading
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comprehension but did not significantly improve their
reading vocabulary Terra Nova NCE scores, reading composite
Terra Nova NCE scores, and grade point average scores.
However, all pretest-posttest comparisons for reading
comprehension, reading vocabulary, reading composite, and
grade point average scores were in the direction of
pretest-posttest improvement. Based on the stanine
descriptions for the NCE scores these high school students
who completed 10th-grade participating in CSLP identified
with emerging literacy needs were at the completion of
10th-grade performing at the middle stanine of the average
range in reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and
reading composite subtests. Students who completed 10th-
grade participating in CSLP posttest mean grade point
average following completion of the 10th-grade would
translate into a letter grade of C.

Overall, pretest-posttest results also indicated that
10th-grade students who started high school in the 9th-
grade and participated in CSLP significantly improved their
reading comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading
composite Terra Nova Grade Equivalent scores. Furthermore,
all pretest-posttest comparisons for reading comprehension,
reading vocabulary, and reading composite scores were in

the direction of pretest-posttest improvement. Reading
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comprehension pretest-posttest Grade Equivalent mean
improvement was 4 years and 0 months, reading vocabulary
pretest-posttest Grade Equivalent mean improvement was 2
years and 4 months, and reading composite pretest-posttest
Grade Equivalent mean improvement was 3 years and 8 months.
High school students who completed 10th-grade participating
in CSLP identified with emerging literacy needs at the
completion of 10th-grade had improved reading Grade
Equivalent scores measured within the middle 9th-grade to
middle 10th-grade range.
Research Question #7

Overall, students who completed FSLP had posttest NCE
reading and grade point average scores lower than students
who completed CSLP who had higher posttest reading and
grade point average scores although these were not
statistically significantly greater. Given the consistently
lower mean NCE score results for the students who completed
10th-grade and FSLP indicates that serious emerging
literacy needs remain for these FSLP students and continued
placement, curricular, and teacher intervention remains
clearly warranted. Although the gains made by students who
completed 10th-grade and CSLP indicate greater readiness
for llth-grade course work, continued support with these

students would also seem prudent. A mean grade point
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average indicates overall that these students are
completing assignments and participating in class.

Overall, students who completed FSLP also had posttest
reading Grade Equivalent scores lower than students who
completed CSLP who had higher posttest reading Grade
Equivalent scores although these were not statistically
significantly greater. Given the consistently lower mean
Grade Equivalent score results for the students who
completed 10th-grade and FSLP indicates that serious
emerging literacy needs remain for these FSLP students and
continued placement, curricular, and teacher intervention
remains clearly warranted. Although the gains made by
students who completed 10th-grade and CSLP indicate greater
readiness for 1llth-grade course work, continued support
with these students would also seem prudent.

Research Question #8 and Research Question #9

Overall, pretest-posttest results indicated that 10th-
grade students who started high school in the 9th-grade and
participated in FSLP and CSLP had increasing posttest
absence frequencies although these were not found to be
statistically significantly greater over time. In order to
put the mean absence frequencies in perspective the
research school district notifies parents after a student

has four absences and at nine absences an attendance
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contract is issued by the research school district stating
how and when a student must make up incomplete assignments
in order to pass a course and receive credit towards
graduation.
Research Question #10

Overall, students who completed FSLP had posttest
absence frequencies higher than students who completed CSLP
although this difference was not statistically
significantly greater. Absence frequencies for these
students may be contributing to lower levels of reading
achievement and grade point averages. Students in this
study had absence frequencies that would trigger parent
notification and issuance of an attendance contract stating
how, where, and when a student must make up incomplete
assignments in order to pass a course and receive credit
towards graduation.
Research Question #11

Overall, given the academic and absence challenges of
this student cohort, their sports, clubs, and activities
participation frequencies are commendable and suggest that
these students are engaged. What is less clear is whether
or not this participation will be strong enough to balance
their classroom challenges and help them remain in high

school through graduation.
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Research Question #12

Overall, given the academic and absence challenges of
this student cohort, their sports, clubs, and activities
participation frequencies are commendable and suggest that
these students are engaged. What is less clear is whether
or not this participation will be strong enough to balance
their classroom challenges and help them remain in high
school through graduation.
Research Question #13

Overall, at posttest CSLP students’ greatest
participation frequency was clubs. At posttest FSLP
students’ participation level was consistently lower with
low participation equipoise across the sports, clubs, and
activity conditions.
Discussion

Considering the skills required today to succeed in an
increasingly complex and technological world, it may be
said that never before has there been a time when high
school students needed expert literacy skills more (Jago,
2000; McEwan, 2004; National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development [NICHD], 2000). Expecting students with
emerging reading abilities to navigate the rigor and
expectations of a demanding high school curriculum without

expert literacy skills is unrealistic and even unfair
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(Denti & Guerin, 2004; McGill-Franzen, 2000). The findings
in this study substantiate good news for literacy
development among students today. Students who participated
in both the CSLP alone and the FSLP used in combination
with the CSLP realized pretest-posttest gains in reading
comprehension, reading vocabulary, and reading composite
performance scores. In all cases the pretest-posttest
performance score gains for reading comprehension were
statistically significant. Research has demonstrated that
even beginning high school students with emerging reading
abilities are capable of high achievement if exposed to the
right combination of literacy instruction and intervention
strategies (Sadowski & Willson, 2006; Worthington, 2005).
The National Reading Panel (NICHD, 2000) reported that
teaching phonemic awareness, a vital skill in literacy
development, is clearly effective. The teaching of phonemic
awareness was a common thread throughout all interventions
within this study.

Furthermore, the use of scripted reading interventions
as well as teaching and utilizing research based reading
interventions in the content classroom for high school
students is both essential and effective if the goal is to
realize growth in literacy (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004). In

both the FSLP used in combination with the CSLP and the
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CSLP alone, the use of scripted research based reading
interventions in the content area classrooms was
implemented effectively. Students within both groups
utilized learned reading interventions to hone their skills
in literacy and experience performance score gains across
the board.

In analyzing student absences and the impact on
student achievement specifically reading development, the
findings of this study show that at posttest analysis
students had increased absences in both the FSLP used in
combination with the CSLP and the CSLP alone. In both arms
of the study some students had absence frequencies that
would trigger the research school district to implement
their absence policy and contact parents for intervention.
Although the students in both arms of the study at posttest
realized improved reading performance scores, the scores
exhibited were still below grade level requiring further
sustained intervention. Research has made it clear that
school attendance, academic performance, and school
connectedness are highly correlated (Epstein & Sheldon,
2002). In a study in Minnesota, being present for
instructional time 95% of the time made students twice as
likely to pass state language arts tests including reading,

compared to students who were only present 85% of the time
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(National Association of Elementary School Principals,
2001). Students who experience a higher frequency of
absences will lose confidence and continue to find reading
effortful even when the reading material is consistent with
their ability level (Epstein & Sheldon, 2002; Kohl, 1991).
Research has established that the relationship between the
teacher and the student is highly correlated with student
performance (Kohl, 1991). As outlined by the Center for
Study of Natural Systems and the Family (2007), it is
essential that we cultivate positive relationships with
students to increase attendance, build confidence, and
improve literacy.

Students who participate in extracurricular activities
in general have improved grade point averages, higher
educational aspirations, increased college attendance, and
reduced absenteeism (Broh, 2002). Further, students who
participate in extracurricular activities, even if the
activity is not academic in nature, perform better
academically than students who do not participate (Marsh &
Kleitman, 2002). In analyzing the results of this study,
students in the FSLP used in combination with the CSLP were
less engaged than the students in the CSLP alone. In both
arms of the study there was frequent participation by

students in extracurricular activities leading the
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researcher to believe students were engaged. This
engagement was a positive contributing factor to increased
student performance in literacy. Although much more
progress is desired, a good basis of engagement is in place
to support the increased scores exhibited. In this study
school engagement was defined as participation in sports,
clubs, and activities. Even if not causal the correlation
between school engagement and increased academic
performance is well established (Broh, 2002; Marsh &
Kleitman, 2002). In all cases and without reference to the
background of the student, being connected and having
confidence in the school is thought to enhance the
opportunity for academic performance. Extracurricular
activities are often thought of as a proven vehicle for
improving classroom literacy performance (Shin, 2004;
Stephens & Shaben, 2002).

As exhibited in this study, rural high school students
realized performance score gains in reading comprehension,
reading vocabulary, and reading composite subtests.
Comparing the similar literacy skill development pathway
struggles of rural and urban students, suggests that
factors such as socioeconomic status, parent education
level, and vocational aspirations beyond high school play a

more significant role in student success than any city or
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country variables (Fan & Chen, 1999; Roscigno & Crowley,
2001). Furthermore, concern has been raised about rural
students plans beyond high school as rural students are at
greater risk of limiting their occupational goals reporting
fewer plans for postsecondary education or specialized
training than their urban counterparts (Gandara, Gutierrez,
& O'Hara, 2001).

Addressing reading improvement among students
beginning high school as emerging readers, it can be said
that implementation of appropriate research based reading
strategies in the content classroom added to scripted
reading interventions for at risk readers will generally
produce performance score gains (Biancarosa & Snow, 2004;
McEwan, 2007). Students mastering strategy instruction
within the classroom will be more efficient learners,
remembering more in a shorter time period with far less
frustration (McEwan, 2007). What seems sure is that we must
continue to provide students with the strategies,
processes, and skills they need to become better readers
throughout high school and beyond.

Recommendations For Future Research

Suggestions for future research as it relates to

beginning high school students with emerging reading

abilities are many. Replicating the basic concepts of this
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study using a larger sample size would be desired to
identify the impact on a more global scale. Using a random
selection of subjects would also outline a global view and
help determine treatment effectiveness. Many times with
older students a survey would be a powerful evaluation tool
and may include questions about topics such as instruction
satisfaction, confidence in reading ability, perceived
success, level of parent involvement, and frequency of
reading or being read to in their earlier years. A final
suggestion would be to study outcomes as it relates to
commitment from school staff to reading improvement and
intervention implementation in the content area classrooms
in middle school and throughout high school. In all cases
developing and sustaining secondary reading and literacy
classrooms and programs is essential--clearly, much work

remains in this important area.
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