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PURPOSE

The Kentucky Reading Proje{RP)is a fully developed educational intervention,ieth
has been replicated with eigtdadres of teachers smds inception in 1998 he purpose of this
study was to evaluatbeimpact ofthe Kentucky Reading Projectome specifically, this study
sought to: (a) evaluate the impact of the Kentucky Reading Project on teacher growth and
development, and (Bvalwate the impact of the Kentucky Reading Project adestt
achievement in reading.

BACKGROUND

The Kentucky Reading Project (KRR)an educational intervention developed by the
Collaborative Center for Literacy Development (CCLDj)eated by Kentucky Sete Bill 186
in 1998 the Collaborative Center for Literacy Development is a consortium of the eight public
universities in the Commonwealth of Kentucky and the National Center for Family Literacy. The
goal oftheKRP is toincrease student achievementiiaracy by improving knowledgend
instructional practices of & teachershrough the designma implementation of a
comprehensivéteracy program in classroom settingbie KRP is gyearlong, graduatdevel
reading coursewhichconsiss of a twoweeksummer institute, four followap sessions during
the year, and at least one coaching visit to each tedemrlty members from theight public
universities serve as directors and instructional leaders for the KRP. Reading First coaches from
the Kentucly Department of Education work in collaboration withgidrectors, and training
specialists from the National Center for Family Literatso work with the KRP tprovide
information, resources, and support regarding family involvement in literacy.

Teachers who participate in the KRP learn how to: (a) apply theory and research to meet
the literacy needs of all students; (b) address equity and diversity issues as they pertain to literacy
instruction; (c) use phonemic awareness, phonics, and word réongtrategies to develop
fluency; (d) identify processes and strategies for teaching reading comprehension; (e) integrate
reading and writing; (fleach reading and writing across the curriculum using narrative and
expository texts(g) use assessmentitdorm instruction; (h) emphasize family involvement in
literacy; (i) provide support for struggling readers; (j) design and manage instruction; and (k) use
state curriculum guide§eams of teachers who participaiehe KRPalsodevelop and
implement a.iteracy Action Plar(LAP) focused on improvingtudent achievement in literacy,

t eacher s ganttinstationa prarteces in literacy.
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PURPOSE/RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The goals of this investigation veeto determine the impact of the KRP on tesac
growth and student achieventen readingMore specifically, research questions include:

1. What is the impact of the KRP on teachers
readin@
(@) What is the impact of the KRP on teach
comprehension?
(b) What is the impact of th KRP on teach
(c) What is the impact of the KRP on teach
2. What 1 s the 1 mpactreadifigachievemedtRP on student s

@ What is the impact of the KRP on Kkinde

(o) What is the impact of the KRP on Kkinde

(c) What is the impactdf he KRP on s t-@) dighestomlGeadingr ad e s
level?

(d)  Whatis the impactft he KRP on s t-& comprdhendionf gr ade s

() What is the i mpact of 1-8) dtrategiksRd? decodings t u d e
unknown words?

METHODS
Research Design

A pretestposttest ongroup design was used to evaluate the impact dkRfe on
teacher growth and studeeiadingachievement.

Participants

One hundred ninetgightteachers partipated in KRP during the 2@808 academic
year The participants taught a variety of grade leveigjreg from preschool through ghx
grade However, the largest percentagepafticipants taght first grade (n = 42 or 222 and
third grade (n = 23 or 11.6%). Kindergarten and fourth grade teachers comprised the next largest
groups of participants with each having 19 teachers or 9.6% of th&RPaMost of the
participantsivere classroom teachers (n = 164 or 82).8ther participants taught Special
Education(n = 9 or 4.86) and Title I/Remedial Readin@ = 6 or 30). Of these participants,
most were in the beginning stages of theaching ceeers:77.4% of the partigtants had been
teaching for fiveyears or les63.22%6 had been teachirigr three years or less, and £4.6ad
been teaching for two years or leBwever, the range of expence varied from one year to 24
yearswith a mean oft.4years of teaching experience
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Teachers wre asked to randomly select fiskeidents from their classroom from whom
they would gather reading aelvement data in the fadf 2007 and the spring of 2008.total of
945stucents (107 kindergarteners, 83@idents in gradesd) participated in the evaluation.
Pretest and posttesatd wee available fof79 students irkindergarterand 511students in
grades one througtixs

Measures and Procedures

Severameasures were used to elehineteacher and stentgrowth and development:
(a) the Content Knowledge fdieaching Reading assessment, (b) the Letter Recognition and
Concepts About Print subtests of the Observation Survey of Early Literacy Achievemen), and (c
the Qualitéive Reading Inventoryd.

Content Knowledge for Teaching Reading Measure (CKTR)

Teacher growth and developmevds measured usinlge Content Knowledge for
Teaching Readin¢CKTR) assessment (Ball, Phelps, Rowan, & Schilling, 2008 CKTR
wasadministered prior to the start of ttveo-week summeinstitute in the summer of0®7and
at the culmination of thERP experience in the spring of 200 etest and pasist data were
available for 18®f the198teacher participants.

The CKTR was designetb measure teacher content knowledd reading and the
effects of this knowledge on instructidhconsists of 48nultiple-choiceitemsrepresenting
three domains: (a) Content knowledge of comprehension (13 items), (b) Content knowledge of
word analysis (18 items), and (c) ComprehensiooMdedge of teaching and content (1&ms)
Each item is embedded within an authentic classroom scelants pertaining to adent
knowledge (comprehension ambrd analysis) require teachers to use their knowledge of
reading in the context of teachisguations Items pertaining to teaching require teachers to use
their knowledge of reading pedagogy to select the best teaching actions or moves in each
scenario

Each subscale of the CKTR has adequate reliafBiéyl, Phelps, Rowan, & Schilling,
2004). TheComprehension Content Knowledgigbscale had the lowest reliability € 0.5984)
while theWord Analysis Content Knowledgribscale had the highest reliability£ 0.7291)
The Comprehension/Knowledge of Teaching and Corttandta reliability otx = 0.6678
Overall, he full scaleof the CKTR hacdigh reliability as well ¢ = 0.8031) Thus, the CKTR is
a fairly reliable measure of teacher content knowledge for teaching reading.

Observation Survey of Early Literacy Achievement

The Concepts aboutiPmt and Letter I dentification sub
of Early Literacy Achievement (1993) test were individually administered by teachers to
determine kindergarten students6é6 ability to r

conventionsPretests were administered during the fall and an alternate form of the Concepts
about Print (1993) subtest and the Letter Identification subtest were administered as posttests in
the spring Testretest reliability coefficients for the Concepts AbounPsubtest ranged from

0.7371 0.89 (Clay, 1993)When correlated with the Word Reading subtest, the validity of the
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Concepts About Print subtest was reported as 0.79 (Clay,.X989)(1993) reported the split
half reliability of the Letter Identificatio subtest as 0.9¥alidity was measured by correlating
scores on the Letter Identification subtest with scores on the Word Reading subtest and was
reported as 0.85

Qualitative Reading Inventory-4 (QRI-4)

Student reading achievementgrades one throlgsix wasmeasured using the
Qualitative Reading Invento (QRI-4), which is an informal reading invemy developed by
Leslie andCaldwell (2006) The purpose of the QRY, like any other informal reading
inventory, is to provide graded word listsardps ages t o assess a studen:
reading, and listening compresion. Diagnostically the QRlcan be used to: (a) estimate
reading levels, (b) group students effectively for instruction, (c) choose appropriate textbooks for
guided instuction, (d) suggest directions for instructional intervention, (e) compile a profile of a
student 6s reading ability,.Eachusérthposesdiffecetst st u
components of th@RI-4 to administer based on his/her desired usetl#s study the
evaluation team used ti@RI-4 to understand how the KRP intervention may have influenced
student growth over time.hE teachers wete use the data gathered from @RI-4 to inform
and guide their instruction (i.e., estimate readinglEwgroup students, choose appropriate
textbooks for guided instruction, and to inform them about how to help students become better
readers). Thus, th@RI-4 is a measure that not only provides performaraesed data related to
student s 6 gorbotustalbo of practicabuaeda teachers to help them design
instruction to meet the needs of individual students in their classrooms, which is a goal of the
KRP intervention.

Each teachewho expected to teach grade$ ih the 8" Cadre (200708) received aQRI-
4 manual(Leslie & Caldwell, 200pand was trained to administéetQRI during the summer of
2007 Teachers were required to use @fel-4 to assess fivetudents who were randomly
selected from their classroolissessments included measuvésral reading level, word
recognition, and comprehension ability (including explicit and implicit comprehension of text).
Students read a series of graded passages aloud to determine their highest oral reading
instructional level. Analyses of oral reagimiscues and comprehension were performed at each
student 6s highest or al reading instructional
authentic reading to identify words and make sense of text.

Teachers administered tERI-4 to the same stlentstwice during the schdgyear, once
in the fall of2007and once in the spring of 200Beachersvere to usehis information to

determine progress i n st udyareasofdmprowmahiaswgell ac hi e
asstudents needing moresinuction More specifically, th&RI-4 was intended tprovide
educators with a means of identifying a stude

comprehension ability, and strategy use

Technical development of the QRI focused on hstrer eliability, alternateform
reliability, internal consistency reliability, and criterioslated validity Leslie and Caldwell
(2001) reported highintscor er rel i ability for total Mi S C U e
quest i on sThe réliabiityodtheRRI)to provide accurate instructional reading levels
was measured using alterndébem reliability. L i v i n K3aranged fiosn 0.71 to 0.84 across
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all readability levelswhich is quite acceptablBecause th@RI-4 has restricted variability,

Standard Error of Measurement (SEM) was used to establish the internal consistency reliability

SEM ranged from .13 to .22 across all passagescurrent validity was used to establish the
criterionrelated validity of the QRI to other measures ofreadBg udent sé i nstruct.i
levels in familiar reading material on tRI-4wer e correl ated with stude
equivalent scores for total reading on either the California Achievement Test or the lowa Test of
Basic Skills Correlations wereignificant at all grade levels, ranging from .48 in third grade to

.86 in first gradeWord recognition scores from the QRI correlated .90 with a combined-Word
Identification and WordAttack scale score from the Woodcock Reading MasteryRestsed

(WRMT-R). Weighted comprehension scores from the QRI correlated .75 with Passage
Comprehension scores of the WRNRT Based on this information, ti@RI-4 is a reliable and

valid measure of oral reading fluency, word recognition, and comprehension abistydfents

in this evaluation

Data Analysis

The teacher growttlata wereanalyzed using descriptiveasistics,paired samplestests,
and Analysis of Covarianqgaocedure. Ki nder garten studentsd growth
descriptive statistics and pairedmpleg-tests.

Student growth in grades one through six was evaluated using slightly different
proceduresTheQRI-4is i ntended to provide insight into :
and frustrational oral and silent reading levels with tiaand expository textHowever, the
measure wasnlyusedt o det er mi ne e ansthuctienalowatireadingdesgelorbli g h e st
reading accuracy at that leviie types of miscues made at that level, and compriemeaisthat
level. Therefore, edtindividua | st ud e nt OGirdornthtéion abat hosv the ehitd wwasd
readingatthe level awhich instruction should occu@RI-4 data werenalyzed and interpreted
using descriptive statisticthe Wilcoxon Signed Ranks teatd t-test procedures\ paired
samples-t est was used to evaluate hypotheses rega
pretest to posttest.

FINDINGS
Teacher Growth and Development

Table 1 displays themeans and standard deviationstfoe a ¢ h e r s éachsubscalee s o0 n
and the full scale of the Content Knowledge for Teaching Reading (CKTR) measure at the time
of pretest and posttegtithough 198teachers articipated in the KRP, 18&mpleted both the
pretest and posttest of the CKTRhus, findings are reported forabe individuals who
completed both pretest and posttest
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Table 1

KRP TeacheMeans and Standard Deviations the Content Knowledge for Teaching Reading

Subscales and Full Scades a Function of Time

Content Knowledge for Teaching Reading Subscales

KRP Evaluation 2007-08

Comprehension Word Analysis Knowledge of
Content : CKTR Total
Content Knowledge | Teaching Content _
Knowledge N B (max= 48 correct)
B (max =18 correct) | (max =17 correct)
(max = 13 correct)
Pretest | Posttest | Pretest | Posttest | Pretest | Posttest | Pretest | Posttest
(n=180) | (n=180) | (n=180) | (n=180) | (n=180) | (n=180) | (n=180) | (n=180)
Mean 9.67 9.91 12.65 12.89 10.12 | 10.87** | 32.44 | 33.66**
Standard | g5 | 456 | 216 | 190 | 195 | 206 | 406 | 399
Deviation

**denotes statistically significant differences (pXX ®namo

Paired sampletstests were used to compare the pretest and posttest means for each
subscale and the full scale of the CK® shown in Table 1gachers participating in the KRP
demonstrated statistically significant growth from ps¢to pottest on the Knowledge of
Teaching Content subscate=(-4.97, df =179p O . 0 O-thiled) Altwanigh Comprehension
Content knowledge increased slightly, the difference between pretest and posttest was not
statistically significantt(=-1.69, df = 179p O , t@cailed) Like their knowledge of
comprehension content knowledge,d ¢ hV#ordsABalysis Content Knowledge increased
slightly from pretest to posttest, however, that difference was not statistically sign(fisant
1.46df=179pO 7, twéhtailledf Teacher sdé overall scores
statistically significant growth as weli £ -4.043,df =179 pO . 0 O-thiled) Figuee 1
visually depicts teacher growth on each subscale and the full scale of the CKTR.

on t h
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Figure 1KRP teachera if2ean scores on subscales of the Content Knowledge for Teaching
Reading measure as a function of time.

MW Pretest 2007

W Posttest 2008

9.91 [12.65 12'895-12 10.87!
y y |

9.67
Comp Word Analysis  Knowledge of Total**
Knowledge Knowledge Teaching Rdg**

** denotes statistically significant differences (p O Q1)0

These findings suggestathteachers who participated in the KRP made significant growth
throughout the year relat¢o theirknowledge and undstanding of teachingeading(i.e.,
knowledge of reading pedagogy), which led to statistically significant gains on the full scale of
the CKTR.

Student Achievement in Reading

Kindergarten

Kindergarten studentsdé growth and developm
Print and Letter I dentification subtests of C
AchievementPretest ad postest data were available for 79 of the kdYdergartenersTable 2
di splays kindergartenersd mean scores on each
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Table 2
Y A ¥ RS NH Méahs$ayidctehdard Deviations) for the Concepts AboutadtrihLetter

Identification Subtests of the Observation Survey of Early Literacy AchiessraeRunction of
Time

Concepts About Print Letter Identification
Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
(n=79) (n=79) (n=79) (n=79)

11.90 18.91** 41.30 52.87**
(4.18) (3.66) (15.78) (3.60)

* denotes statistically significant differences (p>XX ®nnamo0

Paired samplesstests were used to determine whether difiees in means from pretest
to posttest were significartatistically significant differencescaurred in both the Concepts
About Print scorest€-15.92df=78 pO . 0 O-thiled) anditbe Letter Identification scores
(t=-6.98df=78,pO . 0 O-thiled). Figu® 2providesa visual depiction of these changes
over time Overall these findigs suggest that kindergarteners experienced significant growth
over time in terms of their ability to recognize letters, determine the direction in which text is
read, and the coewtions of printed text English.

Figure 2Y A Y RS NH I NIi Sy oriObraeRtSayolit@ridt add Ceptd Beatification
subtests of the Observation Survey of Early Literacy Achievement as a function of time.

WPretest 2007
mPosttest 2008

Concepts About Print** Letter ldent**

** denotes statistically significant differences (pO . 00 1)
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Grades 1-6

Usability of QRI-4 data. Teachers administeredading passages fratime QRI-4 to
dete mi ne t he di ff er ‘ghestoralbeading levelrat the time dfgpnetess abhd
thar highest oral reading level dte time of postt&. Of the 838studentsn grades 16 who
were given the QR4, the data for 511 (61.0%) wansableThis represents a marked increase
in the amount of usable QRI data submitted laghers over the past three years (up from 23.4%
in 200607). The most common factors influencing thusability of the data were that teachers
did not submit copies of all of their data (15.6%), the passage students read was at their
frustration level for comprehension and teachers did not administer a lower level passage
(6.899, and teachers administered the wrong passage (6.6%) (see Table 3)

Table 3
Amount of Usable QR Data and Reasons for Data being Unusable

Number Percentage

Usable data 511 61.0%
Some hard copy data missing 131 15.6%
Student was at frustration level for comprehension

) - 57 6.8%
and teacher did not administer lower level passage
Teacher administered wrong passage 55 6.6%
Student was at frustration level for comprehension

) ) 30 3.6%
and teacher mis-scored comprehension
Student moved from pretest to posttest 27 3.2%
Student was at independent level and teacher did

0
not administer higher level passage 16 1.9%
Student was at frustration level for word recognition
) . 7 0.8%

and teacher did not administer lower level passage
Researcher did not identify correct posttest passage

) 3 0.4%
for middle school level
Student was at frustration level for comprehension
and teacher mis-scored comprehension and word 1 0.1%
recognition
TOTAL 838

Oral reading level. Table 4 displays the increases in oral reading leverage level.
Students in grades one, two, and four experienced the largest proportion of increases in oral
reading level with nearly 70% of the students in each of these grades experiencing increases in
oral reading level. Students in grade six experiértioe largest proportion of decreases in oral
reading level.
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KRP Evaluation 2007-08

Table 4
Number and Percentage bfcreases and DecreasesRieading Levdly Grade Level

Number % Number % Number % Z

Gradel 117 688w 53 312% 0 0% 134 -9515%
(n=170)
?;idggi 61  6854% 23  25.84% 5 562% 098 -6.597**
(irf‘ielg) 60  50.85% 42  3559% 16  1356% 0.61 -4.883**
?r:idg;)‘ 55  66.27% 19 22.89% 9  10.84% 093 -5700%*
?r:idjg‘;’ 25  5814% 15  3488% 3  698% 084 -4.099**
ngafes)e 1 125% 4 509% 3 375% -050 -1.134

Al
Students =~ 319 62% = 156 31% 36 7%  0.97  -14.23*
(n = 511)

**denotes statistically significant difference (p X€001)

Overall, of the 511 students, 319 (62.4%) experienced increases in oral reading level, 156
(30.5%) remained at the same level, and 36 (7.1%) experienced decreases in oral reading level
over the year (see Figure 3). The mehange in oral reading level for all students was 0.97 (SD
= 1.22). The median change in oral reading level was 1.0 grade levels. The Wilcoxon Signed
Ranks Test was used to test whether differences in oral reading levels from pretest to posttest
were significant. This procedure indicated that significantly more students experienced positive
gains in oral reading level than students who experienced either no gain or negativg gains (
1423p0 . 001). Table 4 also indicates that signi
gains in oral reading level at every grade level except grade six.
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Figure 3Percentage of all students in grades 1-6 achieving gains in highest instructional oral
reading level on the QRI-4 over time.

M Increased Rdg Level**

B Rdg Level Stayed the
Same

Decreased Rdg Level

** denotes statistically significant differences (p O . 00 1)

Oral reading accuracy and comprehension. As students read thexts at their
highest oral reading level, teachers reedrthe degree to which they read all of the words in the
text accurately (oral reading accuracy) and asked students to axpheit (factual) and
implicit (inferential)comprehension questions after they completed their reading

Table 5displays theneans and standard deviationsdor u d eral reaxlidg accuracy
(i.e., the percentage of words read correctly at the highest instructional oral reading level),
explicit comprehension (i.e., literal understanding of factual details), and implicit coengreh
(i.e., ability to make inferences} pretest and posttdsy graddevel. In terms of oral reading
accuracy, students in all grades except grade five experienced gains in oral reading accuracy
from pretest to posttest. Paired sampltssts were sed to determine whether differences from
pretest to posttest were significant. Students in gradeteng (782,df=169p0 . 00-1, t wo
tailed), grade twot(=-2.930,df=88,pO . 0 O-thiled), tarnwl grade three< -2.623,df = 117,
pO . 0 iailedthadesignificant increased in oral reading accuracy.

In termsof explicit comprehension, all students except forsthon grade four
experienced increases from pretest to posttest. However, the increases for students in grade one
(t=-6.791,df=169,p0 . O O-thiled) and/grade twd € -2.377,df=88,pO . 02-0, t wo
tailed) represented statistically significantieases in explicit comprehension from pretest to
posttest.

While all students experienced increases from pretest to posttest in terms of implicit
comprehesion, only the increases experienced by students in grade one were statistically
significant ( =-2.207,df=169,pO . 0 O-thiled).t wo
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Total comprehension is determined by summing explicit and implicit comprehension
subtotals. Students in grades one, two, thaad six experienced increases in total
comprehension at their highest oral reading level from pretgsisttest. The difference
between pretest and posttest was statistically significant for students in grate em@73,df
=169,p0 . 0 O-thiled) and/grade twd € -3.184,df=88,pO . 0 O-filed).t wo

Table 5

Means and (Standard Deviatignfor Oral Reading Accuracy, Explicit Comprehension, and

LYLX AOAG [/ 2YLINBKSyaarzy |G { GdzRSydiaFnctiomoBKSa i L
Time

Oral Reading 0 D Ota
de A o omprene 0 omprene 0 omprene 0
Pretest Posttest Pretest | Posttest | Pretest | Posttest | Pretest | Posttest

Gradel | 87.4% | 94.6%*** | 62.4% | 81.1%*** | 47.4% | 57.3%* | 65.6% | 77.3%***
(n=170) | (13.79) | (455) | (31.33) | (22.9) | (42.26) | (39.92) | (24.58) | (19.53)

Grade 2 | 95.84% | 96.96%** | 84.4% | 90.73%* | 63.29% | 71.26 | 78.02% | 84.09%%**
(n=89) | (3.54) (1.94) (21.8) | (1405 | (33.1) | (26.553) | (16.76) | (10.64)

Grade 3 | 95.81% | 96.7%** | 82.54% | 82.86% | 73.69% | 74.79 | 79.53% | 80.44%
(n=118) | (4.58) (2.59) (182) | (17.74) | (27.4) | (26.05) | (16.25) | (12.61)

Grade4 | 94.43% | 96.0% | 87.59% | 85.18% | 78.43% | 79.64% | 83.75% | 81.42%
(n=83) | (149) | (10.78) | (155 | (1578) | (19.8) | (1751) | (9.22) | (12.42)

Grade5 | 97.12% | 96.98% | 83.37% | 83.84% | 77.91% | 79.3% | 82.28% | 81.79%
(n=43) | (1.87) (2.31) | (17.48) | (14.26) | (23.28) | (16.28) | (9.51) | (8.28)

Grade 6 | 98.5% 98.75% 77.5% 94.38% 80.0% 81.87% 78.9% 88.25%

(n=8) | (1.6) (1.17) | (20.35) | (105) | (19.09) | (22.03) | (6.47) | (10.92)
Stuﬁ'éms 93.0% | 96.0%** | 77.0% | 84.3%** | 64.4% | 69.6% | 75.6% |80.4%"*
(= 511) (11.03) | (5.42) | (25.73)| (18.74) | (35.13)| (31.09) | (19.58) | (14.88)

*denotes statistically significant differences (pX ®np 0
**denotes statistically significant differences (pXX &m0
***denotes statistically significant differences (pXX ®nnmo

Overall, all students (n = 511)exhibited statistically significant increases from pretest to
posttest in terms of oral readingcaracy {=-7.639,df= 510,00 . 0 O-thiled), explizit
comprehensiont € -5.644,df=510,pO . 0 O-thiled), implizit comprehension € -2.789,df
=510,p0 . 0 O-‘iled),tand total comprehensiar=(-5.066,df=510,pO . 001 ple (see T
4). Figure 4 depicts these differences visually. These findings suggest students experienced
statistically significant increases in their ability to read orally with accuracy and in their explicit
and implicit comprehension over time. However, thesral/totals are most influenced by the
statistically significant increases made by students in grades one and two primarily.
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Figure 4Meanscoresfor | £ f & wrdzrR&liyiglaciutacy, explicit comprehension, implicit
comprehension, and total comprehension as a function of time.

100 -
a0 -
80 -
70 -
60 -
50 11
40 +4
30 4=
20 -
10 |

M Pretest 2007
W Posttest 2008

Oral Rdg Explicit Implicit Total
Accuracy** Comp** Comp* Comp**

Types of oral reading miscues. At the highest instructional oral reading level,
teachers weralsoasked to record the types of miscues students amtieey read orallyThey
recorded six differentypes of miscues: (a) substitutions (replacing one word for another), (b)
mispronunciation (replacing a word with a penrd), (c) insertions (inserting a word where one
does not belong), (d)setfor r ect i ons (correcting sa(flingtor or on
read a word in the text), and (f) reversals (transposing two wdrgisically, educators hope that
over time students decrease the percentage of miscues that are substitutions because this type of
miscue tends to be highly correlated witlvéy levels of comprehensioAlternatively,
educatrs hope thastudents are able to recognize their oral reading miscues armbselft
them Thus, educators typically endeavor to decrease the proportion of substitutions while
increasing the proportioof selfcorrections.

Table 6displays the means and standard deviationshanges irthe percentagef each
type of miscue made while reading texts at the highest oral reading level at pretest and posttest
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Table 6
Meansand Standard Deviati@for Percentage of Miscues Madefatli dzR Highési @al
Reading.evel as a Function of Time

Grade Types of Miscue

Substitution | Mispronunciation Insertion Self-Correction | Omission Reversal
Pre | Post Pre Post | Pre | Post | Pre Post Pre | Post | Pre | Post

Level

Gr.1

o 50.9 | 515 7.02 6.86 4.18 4.88 9.76 | 17.84*** | 19.36 | 13.7* | 0.55 | 0.21
0

SD 352 | 315 16.7 16.09 | 107 | 11.2 | 195 21.6 29.1 | 20.9 | 293 | 1.39
Gr.2
%
SD 305 | 323 | 2277 17.03 | 6.46 | 16.6 | 22.6 24.6 209 | 241 | 27 | 53
Gr.3
%
SD 29.1 | 28.7 15.9 179 | 103 | 17.02 | 22.7 18.8 205 | 20.17 | 9.9 | 6.89
Gr.4
%
SD 29.4 | 32.6 18.9 17.7 | 141 | 113 | 274 | 2235 18.1 | 204 | 2.27 | 2.68
Gr.5
%
SD 28.7 | 284 | 13.76 1896 | 19.0 | 11.44 | 141 | 1959 |19.98 |2493| 48 | 5.1
Gr.6

46.0 | 41.2 12.45 6.09* | 2.72 | 8.62*** | 18.5 18.6 145 | 187 | 042 | 11

449 | 435 9.15 9.93 5.36 8.88 18.1 13.88 1595|1459 | 31 | 1.79

422 | 411 9.8 9.3 8.59 5.55 22,5 17.05 145 | 154 [ 053 | 0.48

473 | 40.8 8.16 10.16 | 11.1 8.72 12.7 12.67 1447 | 21.07 | 20 | 1.6

% 39.3 | 19.13 3.88 45 4.25 1.13 13.0 30.88 146 | 194 | 0.0 | 0.0
SD 36.3 | 36.18 7.18 9.1 6.43 3.18 19.3 43.89 27.1 | 350 | 0.0 | 00
Total
N=511 46.8 | 44.8 8.96 8.06 55 6.8 15.6 16.7 16.4| 15.8| 1.2 | 0.9
SD

316| 314 | 17.8 171 | 11.8| 138 |223| 221 235|219 | 55| 45

* denotes statistically significant differences (p>X ¥ n p
** denotes statistically significant differences (p>XX ¥ n m
*** denotes statistically significant differences (p>XX ®n n m

Paired samplestests were used to determine whether differences in percentages of
miscues from pretest to posttest wereigtiatlly significant There were notatistically
significant changem the percentageoftypes of miscues from pretest to posttEgjure 5
represents a visual depiction of these chafgeall student®ver time These finding suggest
that the typs of oral reading miscues did not change over.time
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Conclusions

Teachers participating in theéRP during2007-08 experiencedtatstically significant
increases ifknowledge of teachingeading contenfTheir sudentsexperiered statistically
significantgrowth in terms of oral reading level, oral reading accuracy, explicit comprehension,
and implicit comprehensiostudents in gides one and two made the most substantive gains,
particularly in terms of oral reading level, oral reading accuracy, explicit comprehension, and
implicit comprehension. Kindergarteners also experienced significant increases in terms of their
understandingf the concepts of print and their ability to identify letters.

Limitations

While the findings reported in this document are quite positive, it should be noted that the
present design (a pretgsbsttest one group design) does not permit one to makalcau
inferences (i.e., that both teacher and student growth are attributable to elements of the KRP
curriculum). Thus, findings from this evaluation are not intended to imply causality.
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Recommendations/Commendations

The Kentucky Reading Project is to be commended for continuing to make a positive
difference in the lives of teachers and students within the Commonwealth of Kentucky
Within the past year the KRP has implemented severAkeafdcommendations from the
200607 evaluation The most recent evaluati@ontinued to useneasures that are able

to measure student reading achievement and teacher content knowledge with greater
reliability and validity than has ever been possiBe well, the nost recent evaluain
includes data regarding student growth in kindergarten that is more developmentally
appropriate than it has in the pést., the Observation Survey of Early Literacy
Achievement)All personnel associated with the Kentucky Reading Projeand

CCLD should be commended forworking together to implement these changes.

For the first time in five years, over 61% of the student QRI data submitted by teachers

was usable. In the past, roughly 23% of the data were usable, which made it difficult to
evaluateK RP6s i nfluence on student achievement
unavailableAll personnel associated with the Kentucky Reading Project and CCLD

should be commended for their efforts in terms of providing instruction to teachers

regarding administering the QRI-4, gathering the data associated with the QR4,

and insuring that the data that were submitted by teachers was of high quality.

Althoughteachers are required to use many forms of assessment by the state and their
district, it is mperative to the KRP evaluation that all teachers use at least one common
measure of student achievemehtommon measure enables one to evaluate growth in
an equivalent manner across the state QRH4 and the Observation Survey of Early
Literacy Achiezement currently serve that purpo®éhile state reading assessments or
group administered assessmeartald serve a similar purpgdbey do not provide the
degree of authenticity (i.e., ecological validity and face validity) that these informal
measureslo. Thus, it is recommended that the KRP continue to use authentic
measures of student achievement that are common across all KRP sites.

As it has been since 2004, it againrecommended that more systematic evaluation

occur for KRP related to teacherand student growth The present design (a pretest
posttest one group design) does not permit one to be able to make causal inferences (i.e.,
that both teacher and student growth are attributable to elements of theukREBIum).

While the KRP evaluatin in2007-08 has benefited from the use of more reliable and

valid measures of student reading achievement and teacher content knowledge, a more
rigorous evaluation would enable causal relationships to be made between KRP and
student achievemenin exampe of a more rigorous evaluation would involve a
randomized controlled trial in which data would be gathered using a ppetstst

control group design (Campbell & Stanley, 196&e and postreatment data would be
collected for students, parents/giians, and teacher participants in treatment and control
conditions. The effects of the KRP treatment condition would be studied by analyzing
pretest and posttest scores of participants in treatment and control conditions to evaluate
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theimpactofthe KRB n st udent sdé reading achievement
reading, and family involvement in literacy. As well, the impact of the KRP on teacher
self-efficacy and teacher adaptabiltguld be evaluated hus,these design options

would enablestudent alsievement and motivatn for reading tde analyzed with respect

to changes in teacher behavior.

While the experimental design described above would provide KRP with data that would
enable it to generalize its impact, a more rigorous evaluation shoalohelisde

qualitative investigations of teacher growth and change using observations and
interviews Such rich data sources would provide KRP with a wealth of information

about the impact of the program on specific individuals and how their classrooms and
teaching were impacted by KRP.

While resources for the evaluation were increased fa2@0&08 evaluation (from
$5,000 to $35,000), sufficient resources are still not available to conduct the type of
rigorous evaluation of KRP that is need€&Hus, it is also recommended thathe

annual KRP evaluation budget be increased to at least $;t®0.
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