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Abstract

Without proficiency in content reading skills, seth grade students were at risk of not
being able to achieve understanding of what thag re non-fiction texts, a skill that is
absolutely necessary for college-bound studenk® plrpose of this action research study was
to investigate whether an approach that involvesti$ic and focused instruction in content
reading skills would boost student comprehensiosubfect-area texts. The research question
was: Would students who were scoring below preficy in comprehending non-fiction
subject-area texts be able to increase their utadetsg of informational materials after
participating in ten weeks of content-reading méstion instruction? Two sub-questions helped
to further explore the problem: Did students knawho infer and make meaning from non-
fiction texts? Would more experience with readamgl responding to informational materials
boost student understanding of non-fiction texB3@om’s Taxonomy was used as a guide in
creating pre- and post-assessments, and studergsamght reading strategies. Surveys were
administered to monitor changes in attitude towaedsling non-fiction along with monitoring
use of strategies. A daily reading requirementwadkly journal writing rounded out the
methodology. Research findings suggested that whetents were provided with frequent
opportunities to learn, practice, and apply readitngtegies, their ability to comprehend and
understand non-fiction texts increased. The rebearecommended that subject-area teachers
model their own metacognition and provide studentis the opportunity and time to learn,
practice and apply reading strategies through syaldéearning, revisiting each strategy on a
regular basis. School administrators were urgedvestigate the level of involvement of their
teaching staff in ensuring that students understandto “unpack” or access informational

texts, making comprehension of non-fiction matsreakchoolwide priority.
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Background to the Problem
Background

Secondary educators today face a challenge tinat isew to subject-area instruction.
Along with helping students to understand the aointetheir subject area, secondary teachers
are also faced with the necessary task of boosbngent literacy comprehension in order that
their students understand the plethora of inforomati materials that are a key component to
subject-area instruction (Fordham, 2006). “Consgat teachers must carefully consider how to
use reading and writing to teach their subject Gexmuse understanding subject matter involves
more than ‘doing’ or ‘knowing’ something,” (Knippand Duggan, 2006, p. 462). In the current
pressurized high-stakes testing environment, tlee har literacy instruction beyond the English
classroom becomes that much more paramount. désta are to be tested on state standards,
and teachers are to design their instruction atbagpecific guidelines of those state standards,
then students must be fortified with the skills eezary to understanding informational texts
(Moss, 2005).

Content reading instruction is more than just deugp what is on the printed page.
Content reading instruction must push studentettstrategic readers,” using a “tactical
thinking” approach, wherein an instructor modeks ¢n her own meaning-making processes, and
expects students to do the same in turn. “Drawtadents’ attention to their reading processes
and helping them make the most of the reading éxpee is surely a goal content teachers can
embrace,” (Fordham, 391).

The School
Benjamin Holt College Preparatory Academy expeenitemendous growth in its

Academic Performance Index (API) on the 2006 Calitpo Standards Tests (CST), increasing



seventy-three points from 751 to 824, and earnis@g@ rank of nine out of ten and similar
schools rank of ten out of ten.

Looking specifically at schoolwide reading compnefien strand results for Ben Holt,
however, revealed that comprehension of informafiomaterials, while on a slow rise, was an
area where specific attention was needed, espesialie the school is in the business of

preparing students for the rigors of college (sgerfe 1).
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Setting

Benjamin Holt College Preparatory Academy was fadhdiuly 28, 2003, with 336
students, serving grades six through nine. Locatdige northern part of Stockton, Ben Holt
Academy was the ninth school opened by Aspire Bi8xihools, California’s leading non-profit
charter school organization.

Now in its fifth year, Ben Holt Academy has groveninclude grades six through twelve.

Exactly as the name implies, Holt’s curriculum emges college preparedness. College



admission is addressed at each grade level thradigsory and in core classes. Each classroom
and office is named after a college or universkiplt's advisory program is dedicated towards
ensuring that each student grows socially, emolipprend academically.

As an “early college” high school, Ben Holt Acadehas a memorandum of
understanding with California State University Sstéaus and Delta College to provide lower-
division college-level courses on campus. Colleg&uctors teach a myriad of courses in Ben
Holt classrooms, including cultural anthropologgyghology, Spanish, and computer
technology.

As of 2007, there were 510 students enrolled atlBahAcademy (336 middle school;
174 high school) with gender balanced at forty-mpeecent male and fifty-two percent female
students. Of the 510 students, twenty-seven pelaehfree or reduced lunch and about eight
percent were designated English Language Learfdrs.ethnicity of Ben Holt students in
2006/2007 was as follows: White, 42.8%; Hispanit830; Asian, 13.3%; African American,
9.1%; Pacific Islander, 0.9%; and Filipino, 1.1%he languages spoken at home for Ben Holt
students included: Spanish 3.3%, Hmong 1.6%, Pu@jabo, Khmer 0.7%, Tongan 0.4%, and
other 0.9%. Overall, in 2006/2007, 7.8% of Bentttlidents spoke a second language.

Ben Holt Academy had twenty-two classrooms in 20067. Children were assigned to
classes based upon their grade levels and eduahtieads. There were twenty-two teachers on
staff, with twenty-one instructing full-time and@part-time. Eighty-two percent of the teachers
had a full credential, fourteen percent were aoditthg receiving certification in 2007, and four
percent had an emergency credential. The avereays pf teaching experience for Holt teachers
in 2006/2007 was six, with twenty-three percerthigir first year of teaching. The adult-to-

student ratio was approximately one adult for exesgnty-four children.



In 2006/2007 all Ben Holt Academy students reagistandards-based instruction in
English through humanities courses (English antbtyscombined) at most grade levels. The
exception was twelfth grade, where seniors tookiEm@omposition as an on-campus college
course. Teachers used regular cycles of inquipptdinually assess how their students
performed in their coursework, using teacher-madkeAspire-created benchmark tests found on
Edusoft, a web-based standards assessment sygtersoon as 2005/2006 California Standards
Test data was released, teachers met in gradetéarmak and by departments in order to
strategize which students needed specific inteiwerattention. Action plans were drawn up for
individual students and in most cases, involveddagory participation in reading and math
intervention courses. Ben Holt Academy used Saticla Read 180 reading intervention
program for students who tested at far-below-basdtbelow-basic on the 2006 California
Standards Test. Through the Read 180 instructimoglel, reading intervention students
experienced three rotations, along with whole-grmggruction, four to five days a week.
Small-group direct instruction, modeled and indejsm reading, and individual skills practice
using Read 180 software, provided reading intereargtudents a comprehensive approach to
improving all aspects of reading and understanding.

In 2006/2007, about sixty Ben Holt Academy studem¢re involved in math
intervention (grades six through eight) and theeeerabout twenty-five Read 180 students. In
addition to intervention classes, tutoring was i&teto all grades (6-12); additional support was

made available to students both during lunch atet athool by content-area teachers.

The Experimental Group
This action research study focused upon improveagling comprehension of non-fiction

reading materials at the seventh grade level. 2006 California Standards Test the



2006/2007 Benjamin Holt College Preparatory Acadesewenth grade students scored an
overall average of seventy percent in reading cehmgsion, several percentage points higher
than the state minimally proficient level of sixjght percent.

A humanities (English and history) teacher at Betit Academy, the researcher daily
encountered the ways students interacted with amprehended non-fiction texts. Despite a
moderate achievement in reading comprehensionestéte test, she withessed first-hand that
students did not necessarily comprehend what &y in subject-area informational materials.
For example, when asked or assigned questionsdrbistory text, the researcher found that
students relied heavily on copying directly frone thook, rather than thinking or looking
beneath the surface of the page. When studentsag&ed to theorize why an ancient
civilization chose a particular way of dealing wittvaders (requiring inference), the researcher
further observed that her seventh grade studepisd@oandom words and terms from the text,
missing the point of the question. She observatlttie students did not behave lgteategic
readers

One of the researcher’s grade-level colleagueS§adiq (science), who was also
conducting an action research project on contextting comprehension, concurred that students
seemed to lack either the interest and/or the iskilhderstanding what they read. Sadiq noted
that when her seventh grade students answeredansgesbm science readings that required
inference, they instead regurgitated in writing W&y saw on the printed page. “Answers
[were] directly from the text — knowledge level gtiens on Bloom’s. When higher level
guestions [were] asked, involving thinking beyohd surface of the book, students [would]
leave them blank or answer incorrectly” (H. Sagigrsonal communication, January 20, 2007).

Sadiq saw a trend wherein students “[would] trfirid a word from the question in the reading



and then write down what it [said] right there. olther words, they [were] not inferring, not
synthesizing, not analyzing; [it is as if they wlamet used to higher level question[ing]”’ (Sadiq).

To further probe student understanding of nondictiext, Sadiq and the researcher
together created and administered an in-housawyprelry assessment in October 2006. This test
was designed to analyze specific content readiilig gk all of the seventh grade students at Ben
Holt. Sadig and the researcher were interestaditmg an assessment using Bloom’s
Taxonomy of Learning (Bloom, 1956) to guide theawdlopment of questions that were beyond
the surface of the text — higher order thinkinggjioss — so that they could capture whether or
not the students had a grasp on how to comprehemebkh the surface of the text. Although
Ben Holt's seventh grade students scored averagigeo@alifornia Standards Test (CST) in
reading comprehension, data from the in-house mgaaBsessment uncovered specific areas of
student weakness in content reading. Studentgierped a higher rate of incorrect answers to
content questions created along higher levels obils.

To strengthen the case for a study on conteningadills, the researcher delved further
into looking at data. Given that the study encosspd just half of the seventh grade at Ben
Holt, the data in Table 1 corresponds to just tectisns of students: Group 1 and Group 2 (see

Table 1).
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Table 1

Average Score on 2006 California Standards TesT j@SPreliminary Pre-Test

Group 2005/2006 CST October 2006 Average Score on
Reading Comprehension Preliminary Both Assessments
Strand Results Pre-Test Results
1(7A) 71% (26 students) 56% (25 students) 64%
2 (7B) 69% (28 students) 65% (28 students) 66%
Total
Average 70% 61% 66%

While a subsequent in-house reading benchmarlssssant (administered in March
2007) showed tentative growth in seventh gradeingazbmprehension standards (Group 1-76%
and Group 2-79%), the combined data in Table laledeconsiderable need still existed for
students to receive specific instruction in conteaiing skills. Students lacked a strategic
toolkit through which they could access informaéibtext by using skills to move them beyond
the surface of the page.

On the 2005/2006 California Standards Test, tht stverage in reading comprehension
was sixty-one percent, the state minimally profiti@verage was sixty-eight percent, and the
state minimally advanced average was eighty-twogrgr The researcher’s seventh grade
students ranked just slightly higher than the statémally proficient average. For the purposes
of this study, the researcher considered sevemgydercent as the target proficiency, which was

the difference between the state minimal proficeemd minimally advanced averages.



11

Table 2

Combined Average Below-Proficiency on Californiarfsards Test (CST)

& Pre-Pre-Test

Group (Section) & Test ~ Total Number of  Students Who Students Who

Tested Students  Were At/Above  Were Below 75%

75% Proficiency Proficiency
1 (7A) — 2006 CST 26 11 (42%) 15 (58%)
1 (7A) — 2006 Pre-Pre 25 2 (8%) 23 (92%)
2 (7B) — 2006 CST 28 12 (43%) 16 (57%)
2 (7B) — 2006 Pre-Pre 28 5 (18%) 23 (82%)

As shown in Table 2, more of the researcher’s sevgrade students tested below than

above proficiency in reading comprehension for lbth2005/2006 CST and the Preliminary

Pre-Test.
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Statement of Problem
With seventy-five percent as the target proficiertbg combined data from the

2005/2006 California Standards Test and the Preéinyi Pre-Test suggested that approximately
seventy percent of the researcher’s seventh gtadergs were not proficient in comprehension
of informational materials. For example, the pratiary pre-test revealed the students’ inability
to comprehend, analyze, apply, and infer meanimigp frontent text. Without proficiency in
content reading skills, these seventh graders ategeeat risk of not being able to achieve
understanding of what they read in subject-areasesy a skill that is absolutely necessary for

college-bound students.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this action research study wasuvesitigate whether an approach that
involved specific and focused instruction in comterading skills would increase student
understanding of subject-area texts. Bloom’s Taxroyn (1956) was used as a guide in creating
pre- and post-assessments, and students were togi yet effective strategies they could use
when reading informational materials. This actiesgarch study encompassed ten weeks, from

April through June 2007 (see Appendix A).

Intervention

The intervention involved three stages: Pre-lrégation, Intervention (phases one and

two) and Post-Intervention.
Pre-Intervention Stage

Interview Experts

Prior to the start of the study, the researchesglt@d with several local experts in the
field of reading literacy. J. Zwolinski, Lead Litey Specialist at Lionel Wilson College
Preparatory (Aspire Public Schools) stressed thmrtance of determining text readability and
suggested two resources: Microsoft Word’s FlesamecKid tool and Metametric’s Lexile
Analyzer (J. Zwolinksi, personal communication, Btab, 2007; http://tinyurl.com/6ewqc).

Time was also spent with A. Calimbas, Read 180 i@psicat Benjamin Holt Academy.
Calimbas emphasized the importance of providingesits with “specific, usable reading
strategies,” underscoring the relevance and purpbges study (A. Calimbas, personal

communication, March 12, 2007).
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Administer Student Questionnaire

The students completed a questionnaire designelt&in information about the
strategies they used before, during, and afteimgads well as details about their reading habits
and attitude towards non-fiction materials (see épx B).
Content-Area Teache&urvey

Benjamin Holt Academy teachers answered questibostaheir students’ behavior and
approaches with reading informational texts. Teeaglalso commented on their instruction of
content reading skills (see Appendix C).
Pre-Test

At the outset of the intervention, a pre-test wémiaistered to Group 1 (Section 7A) and

Group 2 (Section 7B) students. After learning maveut Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) and
higher level questioning, it was clear to the resleer that the questions developed for the
preliminary assessment were not closely alignedgél levels of the taxonomy; therefore,
another test was carefully constructed, making alirgx levels of Bloom’s were included in the
guestions: Knowledge, Comprehension, Applicatimalysis, Synthesis, and Evaluation (see

Appendix D).

Intervention StagePhase One: Establishing a Foundation
Structural Features of Informational Materials
Students were instructed about the differencegrirctsire and purpose between various
categories of informational materials.
Silent Sustained Reading/Independent Reading
Prior to the start of the intervention, the studemére required to read nightly from

fiction texts; during the intervention, studentsgveequired to read non-fiction source material
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during Silent Sustained Reading at school, as ageleven nights a week for Independent
Reading during the intervention window (see Apprii)i.
How to Choose a Non-Fiction Book

Students reviewed techniques learned earlier iryelae for choosing a book, and used at
least two when selecting their first non-fictione®i Sustained Reading/Independent Reading

text.

Intervention StagePhase Two: Learning & Applying Reading Strategies

Reading Journal

Students kept a weekly journal of their non-fictr@ading for Independent Reading
homework, using a double-entry journal format. deg journals served as one means to track
student growth in understanding informational mater(see Appendix F).
Features of Narrative and Expository Texts

Using a lesson from the Strategic Literacy Initiat{WestEd, 2002), students were
instructed about how textual features and pattéiffered in narrative and expository texts (see
Appendix G).
Individual Reading Conference Record
Students met with the researcher on a regular barsesbrief conference during which they
shared excerpts from their reading journals.
Reading Strategies List

With guidance from the researcher, students listetlexplained eight key reading

strategies (see Appendix H).
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Modeling and Practicing Think-Aloud with Text
After the researcher modeled think-aloud strategieglents practiced the same

techniques using a variety of non-fiction readi{My&stEd, 2002).

Post Intervention Stage

Aspire Secondary Content-Area Teacher Survey

A similar questionnaire to the survey referencatieravas sent out to all Aspire Public
Schools secondary content-area teachers afteigdpr@ak concluded. Teachers answered
guestions about their perception of their studemgiavior with reading informational texts.
Teachers also commented on their instruction ofesdnreading skills (see Appendix C).
Student Questionnaire

Students completed the same questionnaire menteedusly, noting any changes in
their behavior and approaches with reading nomsfictexts (see Appendix B).
Intervention Postest

Designed in similar fashion to the pre-test, stisle@ad a selection from the seventh
grade history textbook and answered questionsedigvith Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956; see
Appendix ).
Second Round of Spring Reading Benchmark

Students retook the Spring Reading Benchmark (ixsn in March 2007), and results
were compared.

A cross-section of Ben Holt Academy’s seventh grstdeents participated in this action
research study. The students in sections 7A (Gigwynd 7B (Group 2) served as the
experimental group and received specific instrunctirocontent reading skills (as outlined

above). The students in the remaining two sevgratie sections (7C & 7D) did not receive
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specific instruction in content reading skills awyitheir English classes. It is important to note,
that students in 7C and 7D participated in an aagtsearch study conducted by the researcher’s
colleague, science instructor H. Sadiq. Becausetiire seventh grade student population was
involved as participants in action research (tlseaecher and Sadiqg’s), there was no control

group for this study.
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Research Questions

Would students who were scoring below proficienrcgomprehending non-fiction
subject-area texts be able to increase their utadetsg of informational materials after
participating in ten weeks of content-reading iméstion instruction?

To further explore this general question and ip determine the effectiveness of
intervention approaches, two additional focus gaastwere included:

Did students know how to infer and make meaninghfrmn-fiction texts?

Would more experience with reading and respondingformational materials boost

student understanding of non-fiction texts?

The researcher hypothesized that an increased mwhbeidents (experimental group)
would score at or above the seventy-five percegetdor proficiency in comprehending
informational materials at the conclusion of th@iementation stage of this action research

project.
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Review of Literature

An array of literature was reviewed in order t@wowver applicable research that was
conducted in the field of content reading instrcti This search included articles that focused
on the importance of building cognition through miegful learning, Bloom’s taxonomy as an
assessment tool, as well as articles that provédedalth of tools and strategies for helping
students to uncover subject-area texts.

“Meaningful learning occurs when students build kmowledge and cognitive processes
needed for successful problem solving” (Mayer, 2@227). In his analysis of meaningful
learning, Mayer (2002) affirmed the importance nbwledge acquisition as a foundation for
expanding cognitive processes in students (p. 288ey aspect of moving up the hierarchy of
thinking istransfer. “Transfer is the ability to use what was leartedolve new problems,
answer new questions, or facilitate learning neljextt matter (Mayer & Wittrock, 1996)”
(Mayer, 2002, p. 226). Transfer is similar to Benjn Bloom’s (1956¥ynthesidevel in his
taxonomy of learning, where students compile "infation together in a different way by
combining elements in a new pattern or propositey@étive solutions” (Barton, 1996, p. 4).

Because the researcher wanted to foster meanitegiiuling in her students, it was
therefore prudent to design a research interventianfocused on high level outcomes (such as
problem solving, drawing inferences, and deduatdasoning) with an emphasis placed on the
processes that go beyond recall (Mayer, 2002; Gu&@01). The goal of this intervention was
not only to increase students’ comprehension, lsatta@ move them beyond rote learning (Ball
& Washburn, 2001) using reading strategies as adational tool.

According to Fordham (2006), now more than evelject area educators (outside of

English classes) have been expected to supporrgtueiading in their single subject courses.
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Knipper and Duggan (2006) saw content area teaeasdnaving the necessary task of building
comprehension in subject areas through explicdingastrategies. “Mastery of content is
demonstrated not only through reading but alsoutinonriting” (p. 462). Focus on content
reading intervention instruction, therefore, musdt‘be on the print, but on how readers interact
with the print (McLaughlin & Allen, 2002, p. 2)” f/dham, 2006, p. 381).

Writing is an important tool in teaching conteeading comprehension to students,
because decoding the words alone is not enouglestsi must be able to make meaning of what
they read. “Writing to learn helps students thibk@t content and find the words to explain
what they comprehend, reflect on how they undedsthe content, and consider what their own
processes of learning involve” (Knipper & Duggan469).

Like Knipper and Duggan (2006), Moss (2005) hasadted the use of writing as a way
to extend meaning. Reading (“learning”) logs pdad an important source of data in this action
research study. “Learning logs are simply notelsankvhich students record information; this
can include questions about content, reflectionwlat students have learned, webs, charts, or
diagrams of processes or events” (p. 50). Brush@®®3) found that student reading journal
writing increased in terms of breadth and depthr tive course of a four-week intervention (p.
8). In this intervention, therefore, Group 1 anw@p 2 students responded to what they read
through a reading journal, logging their reactiangl how they made meaning of the texts they
read.

Fordham (2006) argued that at the heart of congm&bn “is how students think their
way through a texwvhile reading, and the quality of that thinking depemndgart, on the type of
guestions teachers ask (Alvermann et al, 2004; H®@2; Miller, 2002; Vacca & Vacca,

2005)” (p. 381). Myers and Savage (2005) suggebtdeachers ask questions before, during

and after reading, so as to “generate alternaiews/and require reasoning and exploration
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beyond the text...to encourage students to thinicaly rather than merely to answer factual,
recall questions for assessment purposes” (p. Rajdham (2006) suggested that teachers craft
“strategic questions” (p. 381) through their owndeling of how they make meaning and then
require that students do the same.

Read-aloud is a reading strategy tool whereinesttgddiscuss aloud their thinking as
they read subject-area texts, thus gaining how pinegess what they read (boosting meta-
cognition — the thinking behind their thinking &gy read). Using read-aloud as a strategy in
this action research intervention therefore didordy provide a means to model how the
researcher made meaning, but also provided studéthte method for breaking down difficult
and unfamiliar non-fiction texts. When modelinthank-aloud approach, it was imperative that
the importance of questioning while reading infotior@al texts was demonstrated.

Prior to the study, the researcher’s (in-cladgpsisustained reading and (at-home)
independent reading programs (SSR/IR) were focuped fictional texts. Research strongly
suggested that requiring students to also readm&bonal texts could boost content reading
skills. “Fourth graders who reported experierjiageshe 1995 NAEP] with magazines and
information books in their classrooms had highearage reading proficiencies than students
who had never read these types of materials” (M2B385, p. 49).

Benjamin S. Bloom (1956) found that only a smakntner of students “[learn] well the
concepts and material from [a content-area] uitigkey, 2001, p. 10) when taught through
traditional methods of reading text and then answeguestions at the end of the reading (or end
of the unit assessment). According to Bloom (19B66}-of-unit assessments are not the end of
the unit, but a means to “diagnose individual lesgrdifficulties (feedback) and to prescribe

specific remediation procedures (correctives)” (Kays3.
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This feedback and corrective procedure was nottodive researcher; it was an
important aspect of Ben Holt Academy’s cycle ofuimg process. The implications of the
literature were clear: as the researcher assesisgent understanding of non-fiction texts,
adjustments had to be made that allowed for diffigséed instruction. Regular feedback was
offered to students during the intervention. T&s achieved through short conferences with
individual students where they shared from thairpal entries and discussed what they gained
through reading non-fiction texts.

Bauman (2002) conducted an action research stadyabked at ways to improve
student comprehension of non-fiction texts in dostiadies through the teaching of reading
strategies. One way that Bauman documented compsein difficulties was through the use of
teacher and student surveys in order to track ammguse/perception of strategies by teachers
and students from the start to the completion efstiudy period. Bauman found that student
self-perception was virtually unchanged by the ehlder intervention; however, because of
greater use of reading strategies, students gréfmeinability to respond to higher level
guestions and ultimately made academic gains bgrheof the study. Bauman’s student and
teacher questionnaires provided an excellent sunsggument, and were slightly modified for
use in this action research project (see Appendicasd C).

Manton, Turner and English (2004) provided a ym@actical model of how instructors
could create very specific and accurate-to-taxongasgstions that engaged the student in higher
levels of cognition during assessment. The authotsd that traditionally, “not enough testing
[has been] done to evaluate the student’s abdityalyze, synthesize and evaluate
material...the student’s critical thinking abilitym®t being evaluated” (p. 682). Because this
intervention was grounded in building studentsligbio move beyond the surface of

informational text, assessments were designed Bomm’s Taxonomy (1956).
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The articles discussed in this literature revieavpted clear justification for an action
research study focused on content reading sksiaguan array of reading and assessment
strategies that became key components of the enéon:

Structure of text (Brushaber, 2003)

Student & Teacher Questionnaires (Bauman, 2002)

Reading journal (Brushaber, 2003; Knipper & Dugdz006; Moss, 2005)
Reading non-fiction regularly (Moss, 2005)

Think-aloud (Fordham, 2006; Myers & Savage, 2005)

Regular feedback (Guskey, 2001)

Assessments created using Bloom’s (Ball & Washh2001; Cross & Wills,

2001; Guskey, 2001; Manton, Turner, & English, 20@4yer, 2002).
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The aim of this action research study was to discwhether or not an intervention that

delivered specific instruction in content-readikgls would increase student understanding of

subject-area texts. Table 3 lays out the plamdsearch (see Appendix A for project timeline).

Table 3

Action Research Plan Data Sources

Data Sources

1 2 3 4
Pre-Assessment Observation Conventional Sources Post-Assessment
(Stage One) (Stage Two) (Stages One & Two) (Stage Three)

o CST (2005/2006 0 Active participant 0 Questionnaires CST (Compare 2007
reading observer (as researcher (teacher and reading comprehension
comprehension strand delivered intervention student) strand results with 2006
results) instruction) data)

0 Pre-Test (built using o Intervention Journal o Artifacts (reading Post-Test (built using the
the six levels of journals, reading six levels of Bloom's
Bloom’s Taxonomy) logs) Taxonomy); was similar

o0 Spring Reading
Benchmark
Assessment (only the
results involving
reading
comprehension

standards)

in scope to the pre-test.

Re-administered the
Spring Reading

Benchmark Assessment
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Based upon literature review findings, the desifjthis intervention included the
teaching and tracking of content reading strateghessessments were administered to track
student growth in comprehension skills. The pet-+teas created using excerpts from the
seventh grade history text, with questions desigiiedg the six levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy
(1956; see Appendix D). Reading logs were colkketed assessed on a regular basis (see
Appendix E). Students conferenced with the researand shared excerpts from their reading
journals (see Appendix F). In addition, the reskar kept a running narrative journal
throughout the study that was a result of her oladiems as active participant (for excerpts, see
Appendix J).

Student questionnaires, modified from those useBdyman (2002), used a Likert Scale
and were administered twice during the study ireotd measure the impact of the work upon
student attitude (see Appendix B). In additioteacher survey (modified from Bauman'’s,
2002) was used to obtain information from Ben Halademy and other Aspire secondary
content-area teachers about their perception afshedents’ behavior with reading
informational texts. Teachers were asked to contimerheir instruction of content reading
skills (see Appendix C).

Artifacts, including student reading logs and jalsy were collected and analyzed at
intervals in order to reflect upon what had bedmneaced, and whenever necessary, changes were
made to data collection.

At the conclusion of the study a post-test, simitescope to the pre-test, was
administered and used as a comparison tool (seer&ppl). The majority of the analysis of
testing data was obtained through measuregmtral tendencyusing mean and mode).

Feedback and input from a select group of ‘critfa@inds’ was utilized during the

interpretation process.
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Finally, pre-intervention data was compared witstgatervention data. The
improvement gains from each of the two groups wdients, along with individual results, were

tracked and noted.
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Research Findings

The objective of this action research study wasdeease student understanding of non-
fiction (informational) materials after participadj in a ten-week intervention that involved
focused instruction on content-reading skills. Tésearcher specifically asked if students, who
were scoring below proficiency in comprehending-fioion subject-area texts, would be able
to increase their understanding of informationatenals by the conclusion of the intervention
period. Two further questions guided the desighfacus of the intervention:

1. Did students know how to infer and make meaninghfron-fiction texts?

2. Would more experience with reading and respondrigformational

materials boost student understanding of non-fictexts?

In accordance with the Action Research Project TimgAppendix A), fifteen steps
were implemented during this study; the quantiaind qualitative results of these steps are
detailed below in six sections.

Student Questionnaire

During the first week of the intervention, on Ap4il 2007, a student questionnaire
modified from the one used by Bauman (2002) wasi@idtered that focused on student
perception of their use of strategies before, dyramd after reading (Appendix B). The survey
also questioned students about their reading habdsverall attitude towards non-fiction
materials. Based upon a Likert Scale, studentsefrom among the following responses for
each area focused upon: Always, Usually, Sometiares$ Hardly Ever. This same
guestionnaire was completed again by the studenta/¢eks later on June 12, 2007, at the

conclusion of the intervention.
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The following figures display the results of thepand post-intervention questionnaires
for Group 1 (Section 7A) and Group 2 (Section 7B)the majority of the graphs, the pre- and

post-questionnaire results were compared side-d®/-si

Section 7A (Group 1):
Comparision of Pre- & Post-Intervention Student Su rveys
Student Confidence in Reading History Textbooks
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Figure 2.Group 1 Student Confidence in reading history teakis (April 2007 & June 2007)

Figure 2 compares how confident students in Gotglt when reading a history
textbook both before and after the invention periédlthe start of the intervention, twenty-two
percent of Group 1 students expressed thatdlvegysfelt confident with history texts, thirty-
seven percenisuallyfelt confident, thirty-seven percestmetimeselt confident, and four
percenthardly everfelt confident with reading history textbooks. e conclusion of the
intervention, overall, more students expressedrgeonfident with reading history texts.
While twenty-three percent indicated they alwaysdenfident, an increased number of students
showed they usually felt confident, rising fromrtitiseven to forty-two percent. Fewer Group 1
students indicated a lack of confidence in readhistpry texts at the conclusion of the
intervention, dropping overall from forty-one tarti-five percent (“sometimes” and “hardly

ever” combined). Twenty-seven percent expresseylsbmetimes felt confident, by the end of
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the intervention (rising from 27%), slightly moreidents indicated they hardly ever felt

confident in June, increasing from four to eightceat.

Figure 3 compares how confident students in theratlass, Group 2, felt when reading a
history textbook both before and after the invamperiod. At the start of the intervention, in
April 2007, twenty-seven students expressed tlegt dways felt confident with history texts,
another twenty-seven percent usually felt configtmtty-eight percent sometimes felt
confident, and eight percent hardly ever felt coeifit with reading history textbooks. At the

conclusion of the intervention, in June 2007, nBreup 2 students expressed feeling confident

Section 7B (Group 2):
Comparision of Pre- & Post-Intervention Surveys
Student Confidence in Reading History Textbooks
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Figure 3.Group 2 Student Confidence in Reading History Teaks (April 2007 & June 2007)

with reading history texts. Forty-six percent cattied they always felt confident and thirty-one
percent usually felt confident, showing a combimextease from fifty-four to seventy-seven
percent. Fewer Group 2 students indicated a lackmfidence in reading history texts at the
conclusion of the intervention, dropping from titgight to nineteen percent for “sometimes”

and from eight to four percent for “hardly ever.”
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The intervention focused on building students’lskit accessing non-fiction texts,
including lessons in how to examine the structdr@formational books. Students who took the
time to read titles, bolded and italicized wordsd charts, graphs and maps, were better set up
to become more familiar with text, and would hawveréfore been better able to dig below the
text surface. While alternative materials wer@woftised in history during the intervention (such
as articles), the majority of the reading textsHistory was conducted out of thistory Alive!
Medieval World and Beyon@005) textbook. Continual practice using a faanilext structure
(i.e. the history textbook) was probably a maj@sen why both groups of students felt
confident with using the history textbook by thelexi the intervention.

Between the two sections of students, Group 2 atdita greater confidence with
reading history texts, as opposed to Group 1. sTineey results for Group 1 raised an important
guestion, and that was whether or not these reselts an accurate reflection of student attitude
towards history texts, given that the questionnams administered on the afternoon of the last
day of the school year. It was possible that #lo& bf growth in the “always” category (static at
23% between pre- and post-surveys) and a four pemerease in thbardly evercategory for
Group 1 students may not have been completelyatigiee of a lack of confidence in reading

history texts.

Figures 4 and 5 illustrate Group 1 and Group 2esttigerceptions on their use of reading
strategies, comparing results of the pre- and mstvention questionnaires.

The data collected from the Group 1 questionnaagtendt indicate much change in
student perception of their use of strategies “t@¥feeading a text. With just slight fluctuations
between the pre- and post-surveys, nineteen peotéme students felt they always udesfore-

readingstrategies prior to the start of the inventionjlevkighteen percent felt the same at the



31

conclusion of the study. In both the pre- and yopsstionnaire, twenty-eight percent Group 1
students felt they usually used before-readindesiras. Fewer students indicated they
sometimes used before-reading strategies on thespogey, decreasing from forty to thirty-two
percent. Slightly more students felt they hardlgravsed before-reading strategies, increasing
from fourteen to seventeen percent, at the corarusi the intervention.

Overall, students in Group 1 did not indicate mgobwth in their use of before-reading
strategies. Although lessons about reading stiegesgich as making predictions and previewing
text were delivered during the intervention, theadadicated that from the students’ point of
view, their use of these skills did not increases@ibed in greater detail later on in this report,
while Group 1 students increased their use of ugading strategies in reading journal writings,
this was not the case with before-reading appraasee Figure 39). Despite instruction and
practice in using before-reading strategies, Grbspudents did not perceive an increased use of
these skills by the end of the intervention. Isvagpossibility that these findings were an
indication of the students’ lack of understandifi¢pow strategies used before reading could

enlighten their comprehension of non-fiction texts.
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Section 7A (Group 1):
Comparison of Pre- & Post-Intervention Student Surv  eys:
Student Perception on Use of Reading Strategies
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Figure 4.Group 1 Student Perception on Use of Reading $iet€April 2007 & June 2007)

More Group 1 students felt they always udadng-readingstrategies at the conclusion
of the intervention, increasing from twenty-ninehaoty-four percent. Slightly fewer students
felt they usually used during-reading strategieeting to the post-questionnaire, dropping
from twenty-nine to twenty-four percent. The sgmecentage of Group 1 students felt they
sometimes and hardly ever used during-readingesfied from the pre- and post-intervention
surveys, remaining at twenty-seven and fourteeogmerespectively.

During the intervention, strategies, such as qaestg the text (talking to the text while
reading), making connections with text, and visa&tlon were specifically taught and practiced
by students usinghink-Aloudbookmarks (WestEd, 2002), which accounted fonaneiased
number of Group 1 students perceiving that theyallgused during-reading strategies.

The survey results in the latter two response caieg (“sometimes” and “hardly ever”),
however, were inconsistent when compared aitualuse of reading strategies by Group 1

students. Data from the Student Reading Journal Analysisimup 1 students indicated that



33

morestudents were using during-reading strategieti@yend of the intervention (see Figure
39). It was highly possible that Group 1 studeniight not have been specificallyvareof their
useof during-reading strategies. In other words,retices that were so obviously taking
place in their journal writings had progressed fmat ofautomaticity where their use became
routine; this would be an interesting facet to gturda future action research project.

At the conclusion of the intervention, more Grdugtudents felt they usexdter-reading
strategies than before the start of the study.th@mpre-questionnaire, none of the Group 1
students indicated they always summarized aftepbetimg reading. On the post-questionnaire
eight percent felt they always summarized aftediren A greater number indicated they
usually summarized, showing an increase from tweityo thirty-five percent. Slightly fewer
students indicated they sometimes summarized paslifrg, decreasing from forty-one to thirty-
eight percent, and even fewer felt they hardly ewsnmarized, dropping from thirty-three to
nineteen percent.

Overall, Group 1 students indicated more growttheir use of after-reading strategies
than in the other two categories (before- and dureading). Drawing inferences, speculating
beyond the text, and writing summaries of readingse a few of the after-reading skills
students were given time to develop during thervetietion window. These skills were not only
practiced during the intervention, but were als@td and reinforced throughout the school year
because they are contained in the seventh gradesEtgnguage arts standards. Group 1
student perception of their use of reading strategicreased the most with after-reading skills,
which reflected greater confidence with their usthese important comprehension building

practices.
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Section 7B (Group 2):
Comparison of Pre- & Post-Intervention Student Surv ~ eys:
Student Perception on Use of Reading Strategies
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Figure 5.Group 2 Student Perception on Use of Reading $ieg€April 2007 & June 2007)

Unlike the data collected from the Group 1 studpréstionnaire, Group 2 student
perception of their use of reading strategies dgmevevery category (see Figure 5). At the
conclusion of the intervention window, more studantGroup 2 indicated that they were likely
to use before-, during- and after-reading stragegie

On the pre-questionnaire, thirteen percent of Gidstudents felt that they always used
before-reading strategies, which increased to tyvsixt percent on the post-questionnaire. In
addition, more Group 2 students felt they usuadlgdibefore-reading strategies, rising from
twenty-eight to thirty-six percent by the end of ihtervention. Fewer students felt they
sometimes or hardly ever used before-reading giegdy the end of the study, showing a
combined decrease from fifty-nine to thirty-nineqent. Accordingly, having many
opportunities to practice before-reading stratedig®ng the intervention window most likely

accounted for the significant rise in awareneghei use of these skills by Group 2 students.
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Many Group 2 students felt they always used dura@agling strategies at the study’s
conclusion, increasing from thirty to forty-one pemt. Seven percent more Group 2 students
felt they usually used during-reading strategieeting to the post-questionnaire, increasing
from twenty-three to thirty percent. Fewer stugantlicated they sometimes or hardly ever
used during-reading strategies, decreasing fromtiw&ix to eighteen percent (for
“sometimes”), and from twenty to ten percent (fbardly ever”), according to the post-survey.
Because of teacher modeling and frequent opporsrtid practice during-reading strategies in
class (e.qg. th&hink Aloudbookmark), more Group 2 students felt comfortalble eonfident
with using these techniques.

At the conclusion of the intervention, many mom@ 2 students felt they used after-
reading strategies than before the start of thdyst®n the pre-questionnaire, four percent of
Group 2 students indicated they always summarizted @mpleting reading, while on the post-
guestionnaire, fifteen percent felt they always swanized. A greater number indicated they
usually summarized after reading, showing a sigaift increase from nineteen to fifty percent.
On the post-intervention survey, fewer studentgcated they sometimes summarized post-
reading, decreasing from thirty-eight to twentyetpercent. Even fewer Group 2 students felt
they hardly ever summarized, dropping from thirtyhé to twelve percent. These results
revealed that the greatest amount of growth itualei and perception towards use of reading
strategies for Group 2 occurred with after-readikif)s. An explanation for this significant
increase could be found in the further number qfosfunities the students had to extend
understanding of their reading through discussioal, and written summaries, and drawing
conclusions. Having reviewed survey results fooupr2 students’ self-perception of their use

of reading strategies, it was easy to concludelipdhe end of the intervention period the
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students felt more comfortable and confident wiing skills that enabled them to comprehend
non-fiction texts.

According to survey results for both sectionstafients, between the two classes, a
greater number of Group 2 than Group 1 studentsepaxd they actively used strategies before-,
during- and after-reading by the conclusion ofititervention. Group 2’s increased confidence
in “unpacking” non-fiction texts resulted in great®nfidence with reading informational

materials (see Figure 3).

Another goal of the student questionnaire waseterthine student attitude towards
reading, asking students how likely they were tmreon-fiction and fiction texts, what types of
informational materials they were likely to chooard finally, the survey asked students to

determine what would influence them to read mom-fiction materials.

Section 7A (Group 1):
Comparision of Pre- & Post-Intervention Student Sur  veys
Reading Non-Fiction for Pleasure
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Figure 6.Group 1 Reading Non-Fiction Texts for Pleasure {A&4007 & June 2007)
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Section 7A (Group 1):
Comparision of Pre- & Post-Intervention Student Sur  veys
Reading Fiction for Pleasure
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Figure 7.Group 1 Reading Fiction Texts for Pleasure (Apd02 & June 2007)

Figures 6 and 7 indicate the attitudes of Grosputlents towards fiction and non-fiction
texts, before and after the intervention. Acrdsskioard, fewer students in Group 1 were likely
to read non-fiction texts for pleasure after thienvention. The number of students who felt they
always read non-fiction books dropped from thitiyee to seventeen percent according to the
post-survey questionnaire. Only slightly fewer Grd students indicated they would usually
read non-fiction texts at the conclusion of themaéntion, dropping from twenty-two to nineteen
percent. The two remaining categories showed as&® between the pre- and post-survey
results, which rose from thirty-one to thirty-thneercent for those students who felt they
sometimes read non-fiction for pleasure; even rdoaenatically, thirty-one percent indicated on
the post-survey they would hardly ever be likelygad informational texts for pleasure, as
compared to thirteen percent on the pre-intervergiavey.

The post-survey results on reading non-fictiongdat pleasure certainly raised
guestions about what might have contributed to @rBa dramatic disinterest in informational

materials between the pre- and post-questionnaiféss this data indicative of the studenitae
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feelings about non-fiction texts? A comparisorthase survey results with the reading tally data
for Group 1 (see Figure 35), did not support thegpssition that Group 1 students were
disinterested in reading non-fiction texts; on ¢batrary, the reading tally results for Group 1
showed quite the opposite, as they read far menesitand pages than did Group 2 students. In
other words, student survey results for this goestiere not consistent with actual performance
results by Group 1 students. An additional pieicevadence from the researcher’s intervention
journal for the first week of the study further talouted to speculation about the authenticity of
survey results for Group 1 student attitude towaas-fiction: “Their response was really
surprising to me — they cheered when | announcedwlitch [from exclusively reading fiction to
non-fiction for silent sustained reading at schenadl independent at-home reading]” (See
Appendix J). The dramatic results of the post-syfor Group 1’s attitude towards reading non-
fiction materials served to fuel the question wietlis class of students took the post-survey

seriously.

More Group 1 students indicated a high intereseading fiction for pleasure on both the
pre- and post-intervention surveys. Forty-one @atrof Group 1 students felt they always read
fiction for pleasure on the first survey, whicheds fifty-six percent on the post-questionnaire.
However, fewer students indicated that they usualyl fiction at the conclusion of the
intervention, sharply decreasing sharply from yhanhe to six percent. In like fashion, on the
post-survey, slightly more students from Groupdidated they would sometimes read fiction
texts for pleasure, rising from nineteen to tweotye percent. Lastly, eight percent more
students felt they hardly ever read fiction forgslere between the pre- and post-surveys (from

9% to 17%).
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These post-survey results revealed an interestmgit On the one hand, a greater
number of Group 1 students (more than half) inéiddbat they always read fiction for pleasure;
yet at the other end of the spectrum, more studdsdsindicated that they hardly ever read
fiction for pleasure, which created polarized resuFrom the beginning of the school year in
August 2006 through the start of the interventioearly April 2007, students exclusively read
fiction materials for pleasure for silent sustaimedding and independent reading, which
accounted for greater interest in this genre owerfiction. However, the increase of students’
disinterest in reading fiction by the end of the@m year added to the researcher’s growing
speculation about the authenticity of the post-symesults for Group 1 students. Is it possible
that Group 1 students did not take the post-inte@rga questionnaire seriously?

Figures 8 and 9 indicate the attitude of GroupuBlets towards fiction and non-fiction texts,
before and after the intervention. Overall, sligimore Group 2 students were likely to read
non-fiction texts for pleasure after the inventtban before the start of the action research study.
Nineteen percent Group 2 students felt they alwesgd non-fiction for fun, which rose to
twenty-nine percent on the post-questionnaire. dféroup 2 students felt they usually read
non-fiction for pleasure, decreasing from twelveight percent at the end of the intervention.
The two remaining categories showed very slighttélations, with thirty-seven percent of

Group 2 students indicating they sometimes reaatimétional materials for pleasure at the start
of the intervention, and thirty-one indicating teme by the conclusion of the study. The same
amount of students felt they hardly ever read notmeh texts for pleasure, remaining at a

consistent thirty-three percent on both surveys.
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Section 7B (Group 2):
Comparision of Pre- & Post-Intervention Student Su  rveys
Reading Non-Fiction for Pleasure
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Figure 8.Group 2 Reading Non-Fiction Texts for Pleasure {A&4007 & June 2007)
These results illustrated growth in Group 2 studetetrest in non-fiction materials;
however, this was not true for the majority of thess. Group 2 reading log data supported the
survey findings, as fewer numbers of non-fictiortenals were read by Group 2 students than

Group 1 (see Figure 35). There was no clear itidicavhy student interest did not increase
further; however, given that there was some pasitivange in interest, it is possible that if this
study were held over a longer period of time, thate Group 2 students might have increased

their interest in reading informational materials pleasure.
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Section 7B (Group 2):
Comparision of Pre- & Post-Intervention Student Sur  veys:
Reading Fiction for Pleasure
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Figure 9.Group 2 Reading Fiction Texts for Pleasure (Apdi02 & June 2007)

Group 2 student attitudes towards reading fictmmpleasure increased dramatically
between the pre- and post-intervention questioesarising from forty-two to seventy-one
percent (see Figure 9). Slightly fewer studendiicisted they usually read fiction texts for
pleasure, dropping from twenty-five to seventeercg on the pre- and post-surveys. Even
fewer students indicated they sometimes read fidoo fun at the conclusion of the intervention,
decreasing from twenty-five to eight percent. At downward trend continued in the last
category, with eight percent of Group 2 studentsxshg they hardly ever read fiction for
pleasure at the start of the action research grajeapping to zero percent by the conclusion of
the study. Clearly, these results demonstrate@dmatic and increased interest by Group 2
students in reading fiction over non-fiction texts.

With a heavy emphasis on historical fiction in thananities middle school curriculum,
typically through literature circles, coupled witkarly eight months of having exclusively read
fictional texts for silent sustained reading andeipendent reading, both classes of students

experienced greater exposure to fictional textsHfermajority of the school year. The survey
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results for this question highlight the importaméeéncreasing the use of non-fiction texts in
elementary and middle school English languageciatsrooms, which would, in all likelihood

(as the survey results for Group 2 revealed), bstostent interest and use.

Although Group 1 students demonstrated a diminishtedest in reading non-fiction
texts for pleasure by the conclusion of the stdldgir interest in the various types of
informational materials increased over the coufdb@intervention, as illustrated in figures 10
and 11.

Out of the six categories that Group 1 student®warveyed on, the two most popular
choices of non-fiction materials were magazineslaruaks, both in the pre- and post-
intervention questionnaire. At the start of theemaention, forty-four percent students from
Group 1 indicated that they always chose magaziumes reading non-fiction materials for
pleasure, which rose to fifty-four percent at tbedusion of the study. Non-fiction books were
also a popular choice for Group 1 pupils. In Aghirty-seven students felt they always chose
books when reading non-fiction texts. This interese to forty-six percent by June. On the
pre- and post-surveys, about the same percentagjaddnts indicated they typically (always or
usually) read Internet news. More Group 1 studshtsved they hardly ever read news on the
Internet by the end of the study (from 26% to 38Pthis category). Newspapers was another
category that experienced a slight dip betweemptheand post- surveys; the number of Group 1
students who indicated they always read the nevesghppped from eleven to four percent by
June. About the same number of students indigateckest in online blogs on the pre- and post-
guestionnaires, with sixty-one students less likelyead an online blog for pleasure by the

conclusion of the intervention. On the post-surdewer students responded in the “other”
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always category; however, of those who respondigghtly more students indicated that they

Section 7A (Group 1):
Pre-Intervention Student Survey (April)
Student Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Materials
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Figure 10.Group 1 Student Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Mater(April 2007)

Section 7A (Group 1):
Post-Intervention Student Survey (June)
Student Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Materials
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Figure 11.Group 1 Student Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Mater(June 2007)

usually read other types of informational materaighe post-survey, rising from zero to four

percent. Some of the items Group 1 students Isse@ther” non-fiction materials included

game manuals, newsletters, Internet websites, -andile
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During the course of the intervention window, i$ were required to read non-fiction
materials daily for silent sustained reading arghtly for independent reading homework; they
were given free-choice in terms of the types of-fiction texts they wanted to read. Our
classroom library contained about fifty non-fictibaoks from which students could choose to
check out for use at school and at home. A passikblanation for Group 1 students’ increased
interest in reading non-fiction books and magazimas the daily reading requirement coupled
with frequent access to non-fiction books. Whit¢ many magazines were available in the
classroom library, students were encouraged tosshatatever non-fiction genre interested
them the most (and they could bring non-fiction enials in from home to read at school). The
survey data suggested that because Group 1 studergprovided with the opportunity to select
non-fiction books and were allocated time for regdat school and home, their interest in
reading magazines and books increased.

On the post-intervention questionnaire Group 2esttglshowed a greater interest in non-
fiction materials than did Group 1; Group 2 showeteased interest in all but one category.
Figures 12 and 13 reflect that magazines, follobweooks, were most likely to be chosen as
non-fiction reading material by Group 2 studerfsing from twenty-seven to fifty-eight
percent, these students felt they always chose zireggawhen reading informational material for
pleasure. Likewise, more Group 2 students inditttey always chose non-fiction books to
read, with this category rising from twenty-threddarty-six percent. Interest in Internet news
showed gains in the post-survey, with thirty-onecpet of Group 2 students revealing they
would always read online news, rising from justheigercent on the pre-intervention
guestionnaire. More Group 2 students felt theyldialways choose to read a newspaper for

pleasure by the end of the study, rising from etghtineteen percent. Also showing gains were
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online blogs, with twelve percent more student&rmup 2 indicating they would always choose

to read this category of informational materialtbg conclusion of the intervention. As with

Section 7B (Group 2):
Pre-Intervention Student Survey (April)
Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Materials
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Figure 12.Group 2 Student Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Mater(April 2007)

Section 7B (Group 2):
Post-Intervention Student Survey (June)
Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Materials

@ Magazines
m Internet News
O Newspaper

O Online Blogs
5 P 5 m Books
< 40 4 | |mOther

Percent of Responses

Always Usually Sometimes Hardly Ever

Survey Choices

Figure 13.Group 2 Student Choice of Non-Fiction Reading Matsr(June 2007)

Group 1, fewer Group 2 students responded to ttieefbcategory on the post-questionnaire,

showing an even further reduced interest, droppirige always and usually categories from
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thirty-eight to eight percent. Group 2 studerdtelil comics, e-mail, IM, My Space, video game
instruction/strategy books, and journals as theaiaes for “other” forms of informational
materials.

Group 1 and Group 2 students both indicated opdis¢-intervention student survey an
increased interest in reading non-fiction books mragjazines, which, as explained earlier, was
more than likely a result of having the requirememd opportunity to read non-fiction materials.
Between the two groups, Group 2 exhibited an iregdanterest in a greater variety of non-
fiction genres than did Group 1 students, whichnfea to their willingness to examine texts
outside of their comfort zone. As surmised earliee results for both groups demonstrated that
with the opportunity to read non-fiction materiajdent interest in reading these types of texts

for pleasure increased, which was further provahéresults of the next survey category.

On the survey students responded about four patesttiirces that might influence their
decision to read more non-fiction texts. As figuliel and 15 illustrate, on both the pre- and
post-intervention surveys, most Group 1 studertsiat having ahoicein the topics they read
would always influence them to read more informadiamaterials. Although slightly fewer
students ranked this area high in the post-quesdioa (dipping from 74% to 69%), out of all
other categories, “choice” remained the highest@®oaf influence. Consistent in both surveys,
nearly half of Group 1 students felt that havinguéet place to read would always influence their
decision to read non-fiction, with forty-eight pent on the pre- and forty-six percent on the
post-intervention surveys. By the end of the studgre students felt that recommendations
from other students would always influence thetisien to read informational materials, rising
from fifteen to thirty-one percent. Likewise, a&gter number of Group 1 students indicated they

would always or usually be influenced to read mmoe-fiction by learning reading strategies,
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rising from a combined thirty-four to thirty-ninegent for both choices. At the end of the
intervention, an equal percentage (23%) of studen®oup 1 revealed that learning strategies
would sometimes or hardly ever influence them tmmmore informational texts.

The results of this portion of the survey furtheghlighted that with choice of text (i.e.
“having a choice in topic”) and opportunity (i.ddving a quiet place to read”), Group 1
students were more inclined to read non-fictionenals for pleasure. Because of the
requirement (during the intervention window) ofedglreading non-fiction texts for silent
sustained reading and independent reading, studemésmore likely to make reading
recommendations to each other, accounting forrtbkeased responses in this category. With
more exposure to specific reading approaches thrthg intervention, Group 1 students were
better armed with strategies, which, as this seatidhe survey demonstrated, made them more

inclined to choose to read informational texts.
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Figure 14.Group 1 What Would Influence Students to Read MMwa-Fiction? (April 200y

Section 7A (Group 1):
Post-Intervention Student Survey (June)
What Would Influence Students To Read More Non-Fict  ion Texts?
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Figure 15.Group 1 What Would Influence Students to Read Mdwa-Fiction? (June 2007)
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As with Group 1, the number one factor that wanfthence Group 2 students to read
more non-fiction texts for pleasure was having @i@hin the topic they read, rising from forty-
Six to seventy-three percent on the post-intereangurvey. As figures 16 and 17 illustrate, on
the post-questionnaire, just eight percent of Grdgpudents saw having a choice of topic as
sometimes or hardly ever influencing them to reademon-fiction texts. Following the same
trend as Group 1, Group 2 students indicated t#nahl a quiet place to read was the second
greatest influence on their decision to read morefiction materials (27% versus 42% on the

pre- and post-surveys).

Section 7B (Group 2):
Pre-Intervention Student Survey (April)
What Would Influence Students To Read More Non-Fict  ion Texts?
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Figure 16.Group 2 What Would Influence Students to Read Mdwa-Fiction? (April 2007)
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Section 7B (Group 2):
Post-Intervention Student Survey (June)
What Would Influence Students To Read More Non-Fict  ion Texts?
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Figure 17.Group 2 What Would Influence Students to Read Mdoa-Fiction? (June 2007)

A greater number of students in Group 2 felt teaebmmendations from other students
would always influence them to read more informadidexts, rising from eight to thirty-one
percent by the conclusion of the intervention. ikmGroup 1, fewer students in Group 2 felt
that learning reading strategies was a major infteeon their decision to read non-fiction. In
April, twenty-percent of Group 2 students indicatledt learning strategies would influence them
to read more informational texts; however, onlyrfparcent felt the same by June.

As with Group 1 students, the results for this iporbf the survey for Group 2 pupils
served to authenticate that given the time and appiby to read non-fiction texts, students were
inclined to choose to read similar texts for pleasuGroup 2 students were further influenced to
choose non-fiction because of recommendations tham peers (similar to Group 1); however,
greater exposure to learning reading strategiesalidippear to play a role in influencing Group

2 students to read informational texts. Was thes t an increased confidence in their ability to
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comprehend non-fiction texts? Testing data, erpladifurther in this report, would support that
hypothesis.

Overall, the student questionnaire provided arr@sting viewpoint into the growth and
progress of pupil attitude and perception towaedgling non-fiction texts over the course of the
intervention. The pre- and post-intervention guestaires helped to address the second of the
research sub-questions: Would more experiencere@tiing and responding to informational
materials boost student understanding of non-fictexts? Survey results proved that with more
experience with and choice in reading non-fictiexis,interestin reading rose for most
students; however, with increased interest, didesttunderstandindcomprehension) also

improve?

Pre- & Post-Intervention Content Reading Assesssent

During the first week of the intervention peridlde students were given a content-
reading assessment based upon a passage fronvémehsgrade history textjistory Alive! The
Medieval World and Beyon(@rey 2005; see Appendix D). The pre-test wasfady
constructed with questions designed and alignemagaRloom’s six levels of questioning. The
text readability of the passage, “4.3 Guilds” (Fney43), was determined to be at grade level 6.1
using Flesch-Kincaid and at seventh grade (LeerNell of 1000) using Metametric’s Lexile
Analyzer (http://tinyurl.com/6ewqc).

During the final week of the intervention studetoisk a content-reading post-test, again
based upon a passage from their history text, gu#stions aligned along Bloom’s (see
Appendix ). The readability of this second passdg5.2 Class Structure” (Frey, 2005, p. 280-
281) was rated at 8.0 using Fleisch-Kincaid, antl@i(890L) using Metametric’s Lexile

Analyzer (http://tinyurl.com/6ewqc).



52

Data from the pre- and post-tests were examinathahree viewpoints: by group

average, by student, and by comparing results alongix levels of Bloom’s taxonomy (1956;

see Appendices D and ).

Section 7A (Group 1) Pre- & Post-Invervention
Content Reading Assessments
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Figure 18.Group 1 Overall Class Average on Pre- and Posté&€bfieading Assessments
(April 2007 & June 2007)
The content reading pre-test overall class avei@y@roup 1 was sixty-two percent and
the post-test overall class average was sixty-speerent, showing a five percent growth from

pre- to post-assessment (see Figure 18).
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Figure 19.Group 1 Content Reading Pre-Test Results per Stdenl 2007)

Section 7A (Group 1)
Post-Intervention Content Reading Assessment Result s Per Student
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Figure 20.Group 1 Content Reading Post-Test Results per Stdene 2007)
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Figure 19 displays Group 1 individual student ssdog the content reading pre-test.
Using the study’s target proficiency of seventyefpercent, twenty-one Group 1 students scored
below proficiency, and six students scored abdssoup 1 individual student scores for the
content reading post-test revealed that seventeders#s scored below proficiency, and ten
students scored above a proficiency of seventygareent (see Figure 20).

Between the pre- and post-content reading assessniggre was a nineteen percent
decrease in students scoring below proficiencye ddta for Group 1 students scoring above

proficiency rose from twenty-two to thirty-severrgent.

Section 7A (Group 1)
Pre- & Post-Intervention Content Reading Assessment Resu Its Per Student
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Figure 21.Group 1 Content Reading Post-Test Results per Btideril 2007 & June 2007)

Figure 21 displays a comparison of Group 1 pre-@ost-content reading assessment

individual student scores. When comparing pre-@wst-test results, eleven (41%) students’
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scores dropped from the first to the second temt,(d4%) student’s score remained the same, and
fifteen (56%) students’ scores increased. It shbel noted that the student whose pre- and post-
reading assessment scores remained the same,ethiglow the seventy-five percent target
proficiency on both tests.

The content reading post-test results for Groppotuced evidence that student
comprehension of non-fiction texts increased fropmil®2007 to June 2007. A closer analysis of
student results along Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) presskfurther specific corroboration about
which areas of thinking and reasoning improved3ooup 1 students.

Because the content reading assessment questnasiasigned along Bloom’s
Taxonomy (1956), it was important to examine howdents performed at each level of
guestioning. Each test question was scored oala stzero to five points; as a result, student
data for each question was ranked using a sintkedo the California Standards Test of levels

of proficiency (see Table 4).

Table 4

Scoring Guide for Pre- (April) & Post- (June) Contd&Reading Assessments
5 Points 4 Points 3 Points 2 Points 1 Point 0 Points

100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0%

Advanced Proficient Basic Below Basic Far Below Basic Far Below Basic

Figure 22 shows the percentage of Group 1 studdmisachieved advanced (100%),
proficient (80%), basic (60%), below basic (40%xl d4ar below basic (0-20%) for each level of

Bloom’s on the content reading pre-test.
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7A (Group 1) Content Reading Pre-Test Results by Le  vels of Questioning
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Figure 22.Group 1 Content Reading Pre-Test Results by Blodraisonomy (April 2007)

On the content-reading pre-test, ninety-threeqrerGroup 1 students scored advanced
on theknowledgdevel of Bloom’s; the remaining students scorethia proficient (4%) and far
below basic ranges (4%). Fovmprehensionthe majority of students scored far below basic
(48%), with nineteen percent advanced, twenty-tex@e@nt proficient, and eleven percent basic.
On the third level of Bloom’sapplication a little over half of Group 1 students scored at
advanced (30%) and proficient (33%), with the rfeghest category far below basic (25%).
Basic and below basic were even, at seven peréantanalysis four percent Group 1 students
scored advanced, thirty-three percent scored peofictwenty-six percent scored basic, fifteen
percent scored below basic, and twenty-two persemted far below basic. Nearly half of
Group 1 students scored proficient at syathesidevel of questioning (44%), with thirty-

percent scoring at advanced, four percent scomsgepfifteen percent at below basic, and seven
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percent scoring far below basic. The highest let@&loom’s,evaluation showed nearly half of
Group 1 students at far below basic (44%), witresgwercent scoring advanced, fifteen percent
at proficient, another fifteen percent scoring baand nineteen percent at below basic.

The results of the content reading pre-test foru@rb students reflected inconsistent
performance along Bloom’s levels of questioninglafge number of Group 1 students
performed well on the synthesis level;, howevereaen larger portion of the students performed
poorly with comprehension, a lower level of quesitig on Bloom’s Taxonomy (and
presumably easier skills). Preliminary guesses agy Group 1 students scored poorly on
comprehension included a possible lack of enouglogxre to and experience with answering
comprehension questions, whisliggestedhat prior to the intervention, students had more
experience with answering “knowledge” (answers taat be derived directly from the surface

of text), “synthesis” and “application” types ofegtions.

7A (Group 1) Content Reading Post-Test Results by L evels of Questioning
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Figure 23.Group 1 Content Reading Post-Test Results by Bledrmxonomy (June 2007)
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On the content reading post-test, Group 1 stugdmdwed gains in proficient/advanced
categories for three levels of Bloom’s Taxonomyngpoehension, application, and evaluation),
and losses in the remaining three questioning $efkglowledge, analysis, and synthesis; see
Figure 23). The knowledge level showed an eightqre decrease for Group 1 students in the
advanced category. However, no students scordaeibhelow basic or far below basic
categories, which ultimately indicated growth, axenGroup 1 students shifted towards the
basic and proficient categories (both at 7%). Egh percent more Group 1 students achieved
an advanced score in comprehension, and more stusl@fted from far below basic upwards to
below basic and basic (from 48% to 11% and 26%eaespely). Students also performed a
great deal higher at the application level, wiftyfone percent more students achieving
advanced. Fewer students scored in the lower @aésgfor application, with seven percent for
proficient and basic and zero and four percenb&ow and far below basic. While more
students scored at advanced in analysis (rising #& to 15%), the proficient category dropped
from thirty-three to eleven percent. More Grougtddents scored at basic on the analysis level
on the post-test, rising from twenty-six to thipgrcent, and fewer students scored at below
basic (from 15% to 11%). Eleven percent additimtatlents scored at the far below basic
category (from 22% to 33%). Fewer students in @rbachieved a high score for the synthesis
level of questioning in the advanced and proficeategories, dropping dramatically from thirty
to eleven percent for advanced, and from forty-touseven percent for proficient. The
remaining eighty-two percent of the students wamyfevenly distributed along the basic,
below basic, and far below basic categories fottmgis (30%, 26% and 26% respectively).
While the final level of Bloom’s, evaluation, shadva gain in the percentage of students
achieving advanced (from 7% to 15%), seventy-farcent of the students scored basic, below

basic, and far below basic.
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Section 7A (Group 1)
Comparison of Pre- & Post-Intervention Content Read  ing Assessments
By Type of Question
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Figure 24.Group 1 Content Reading Pre- & Post-Test ResulBlbgm’s Taxonomy
(April 2007 & June 2007)

Figure 24 offers a side-by-side comparison of @rbis pre- and post-test results by
Bloom'’s levels of questioning. Group 1 studentdqrened better on the content reading post-
test; however, achievement along the levels wasisistent.

One explanation for Group 1 students’ inconsisggatwth was that lessons in the
intervention were not specifically focused on insting along Bloom’s, but rather along the
lines of introducing and building-upon reading s&tgges. Students had more experiences with
“talking to the text” through use of thehink Aloudbookmarks (WestEd, 2002), which
accounted for tremendous growth at the compreherei@l (more students shifted from far
below and below basic towards basic and advandedyfficient opportunities to synthesize

content material during the intervention (e.g. hgwtudents construct acquired knowledge from
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reading non-fiction texts in a different way) expkd the dramatic decrease at the synthesis
level, and had this study focused more squarely uipgtruction along Bloom’s Taxonomy
(1956), this key area most likely would have sh@meater gains. A longer intervention period
might also have increased growth in students’ it synthesize text. Despite inconsistent
progress along Bloom'’s, in conclusion, Group 1 stid showed improvement in understanding

non-fiction texts.

Section 7B (Group 2):
Pre- & Post-Invervention Content Reading
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Figure 25.Group 2 Overall Class Average on Pre- and Posté&bfieading Assessments
(April 2007 & June 2007)

The content reading pre-test class average foungs2ovas sixty-seven percent and the
post-test class average was seventy-one percentjrgha four percent growth, from pre- to
post-assessment (see Figure 25).

Figure 26 displays Group 2 individual student ssdog the content reading pre-test.
Using the target proficiency of seventy-five pefc@nghteen Group 2 students scored below

proficiency, and nine students scored above.
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Group 2 individual student scores for the conteatling post-test revealed that sixteen
students scored below proficiency, and eleven siisd&ored above the study’s target

proficiency of seventy-five percent (see Figure.27)
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Figure 26.Group 2 Content Reading Pre-Test Results per Stidenl 2007)
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Section 7B (Group 2)
Post-Intervention Content Reading Assessment Resul  ts Per Student
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Figure 27.Group 2 Content Reading Post-Test Results per Stidene 2007)

Between the pre- and post-content reading assetsnieere was an eleven percent
decrease in students scoring below proficiencye ddita for Group 2 students scoring above

proficiency rose from thirty-three to forty-one pent.
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Section 7B (Group 2)
Pre- & Post-Intervention Content Reading Assessmen  t Results Per Student
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Figure 28.Group 1 Content Reading Post-Test Results per Btideril 2007 & June 2007)

Figure 28 displays a comparison of Group 2 pre-osl-content reading assessment
scores. When comparing pre- and post-test resutts,(35%) students’ scores dropped from the
first to the second test, three (12%) students’exccemained the same, and fourteen (54%)
students’ scores increased. It is important te mloat of the three students who achieved the
same results on both the pre- and post-conteningadsessments, two placed above the target
proficiency of seventy-five percent, and one placeldw.

Like Group 1, the content reading assessment segeiified that Group 2 student
comprehension of non-fiction texts increased fropmil®2007 to June 2007. A closer analysis of
student results along Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) presskfurther specific evidence about which

areas of thinking and reasoning grew for Groupugests.
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Figure 29 shows the percentage of Group 2 stuademisachieved advanced (100%),
proficient (80%), basic (60%), below basic (40% d4ar below basic (0-20%) for each level of

Bloom’s on the content reading pre-test.

7B (Group 2) Content Reading Pre-Test Results by Le  vels of Questioning

100%

D

90% 1
11
80% -
11 4
70% 11
15
11
§2) 0,
S 60% B Far Below Basic
S 29 O Below Basic
g 50% 100 33 OBasic
e M Proficent
§ 40% 37 O Advanced
&
N l
20%
26 26
10% 19 19
4
0%
Knowledge Comprehension Application Analysis Synthesis Evaluation

Levels of Bloom's Taxonomy

Figure 29.Group 2 Content Reading Pre-Test Results by Blodraisonomy (April 2007)

On the content-reading pre-test, one hundred pefmup 2 students scored advanced
on the knowledge level of Bloom’s taxonomy. Fomgmehension, an equal percentage of
Group 2 students scored advanced and far below [26%0), with fifteen percent proficient,
twenty-two percent basic, and eleven percent bélasic. On the third level, application, over
half of the Group 2 students scored at profici®8€4), with nineteen percent at advanced
(33%). Eleven percent students scored basic,dergent scored below basic, and seven percent

far below basic at the application level. For ge@l, a fairly equal distribution of students
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scored along the top, middle, and lower categonmeseteen percent advanced, fifteen percent
proficient, thirty-three percent basic, eleven patdelow basic, and twenty-two percent far
below basic. Over half of Group 2 students scetifter advanced (26%) or proficient (33%) at
the synthesis level of questioning, with elevercpat scoring basic, four percent at below basic,
and twenty-six percent scoring far below basicr the highest level of Bloom’s, evaluation, the
largest percentage of Group 2 students scoredsat (8¥%), with four percent advanced,
nineteen percent proficient, fifteen percent bebasic, and twenty-six percent far below basic.

The results of the content reading pre-test forurd students mirrored a trend that was
consistent with the increasing difficulty of Bloagnevels of questioning. In essence, the lower
the level of questioning, the greater percentagerotip 2 students placed at advanced or
proficient. Like Group 1, Group 2 students plat®gler in comprehension on the pre-test than
in some of the higher levels of questioning. Astbsearcher surmised earlier, it was possible
that Group 2 students did not have enough expdsweexperience with comprehension

guestions prior to the start of the intervention.
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7B (Group 2) Content Reading Post-Test Results by L evels of Questioning
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Figure 30.Group 2 Content Reading Post-Test Results by Bledrmkxonomy (June 2007)

On the content reading post-test, Group 2 studdrmeed gains in four levels of
Bloom’s taxonomy (comprehension, application, asialyand evaluation). They showed a drop
at the knowledge level, and scored about the saithe gynthesis level (see Figure 30). Group 2
students dropped thirty percent in the knowledgellen the post-test, with fifteen percent
scoring proficient, four percent scoring basicyetepercent scoring below basic, and zero
students scoring in the far below basic categ@lgven percent more Group 2 students achieved
a proficient score in comprehension, and no stwderdred in the far below basic scoring
category. As with the pre-test, twenty-six perd@mup 2 students scored advanced at the
comprehension level of questioning, with twenty-gixroficient, thirty percent at basic, and

nineteen percent at below basic. Students aldorped a great deal higher on application, with
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fifty-nine percent of the students achieving adweshon this Bloom'’s level. Twenty-six percent
Group 2 students scored proficient at the appbedevel, four percent scored basic, eleven
percent scored below basic, and as with the tweiqus levels of questioning, no Group 2
students scored at far below basic. Twenty-nimegrg¢ more students scored in the advanced
and proficient categories in analysis, with ninatpercent scoring basic, no students scoring
below basic, and nineteen students scoring fambbbsic. For synthesis, Group 2 student post-
test results were fairly similar to the pre-testemty-six percent scored advanced, twenty-six
percent scored proficient, nineteen percent schaset, seven percent scored below basic, and
twenty-two percent scored at far below basic. fia level of Bloom’s, evaluation, showed a
steady trend of improvement in scores for Groupugents: seven percent for advanced,
twenty-two percent proficient, twenty-six perceasle, twenty-six percent below basic, and
nineteen percent for far below basic.

Figure 31 offers a side-by-side comparison of Grdygre- and post-test results by
Bloom'’s levels of questioning. With the exceptmfrone level of questioning (knowledge),
overall, Group 2 students showed growth along Bfsohaxonomy on the post-intervention

content reading assessment.
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Section 7B Comparison of Pre- & Post-Intervention C  ontent Reading Assessments
By Type of Question
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Figure 31.Group 2 Content Reading Pre- & Post-Test ResulBBlbgm’s Taxonomy (April &
June 2007)

Upward progress along the levels of Bloom’s sugge#tat more Group 2 students were
capable of applying reading strategies to the pesessment than were students in Group 1.
Due to steady use dhink Aloudbookmarks (WestEd, 2002) with non-fiction reading
assignments, growth resulted on Bloom’s compreloansivel for Group 2 students. The
decrease in performance at the knowledge levehempost-assessment was puzzling, especially
since there was rather steady growth along fouobtitie five remaining levels of questioning.
Given that Group 1 students also dropped in tivisl)et is possible that the test question for
knowledge was not well written. Another possibiewaer for the lack of growth could have
been that because of greater emphasis during témeémtion upon digging beneath the surface

of texts, students missed the intent of the “knalgée’ question. This latter supposition provides
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sufficient reason to spend adequate instructiomed tipon lower levels of thinking and
questioning, as they only serve to inform highgeleognition.

Unlike Group 1, the loss at the synthesis levelGooup 2 was minimal, but might have
been due to the lack of enough opportunities tah®gize content material during the study
window. As suggested earlier, it was possible witdt a longer intervention period, this key
area of thinking might have shown improvement. giteshe dips at the knowledge and
synthesis levels of questioning, Group 2 overagiprogress on Bloom’s levels of questioning
supported earlier evidence that students grewam tinderstanding of non-fiction texts during

the short intervention window.
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Figure 32.Group 1 & 2 Content Reading Pre- & Post-Test ComtbiGrowth
(April 2007 to June 2007)

Combining the performance of Group 1 and Groupudestts, the collective growth was
four percent between the pre- and post- contenlimgaassessments which is consistent with

each individual section’s class average growthueg?2).
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Will more experience with reading and respondinmformational materials boost
student understanding of non-fiction materials@debd, students in both Group 1 and Group 2
demonstrated growth in their understanding of notieh texts as corroborated by the above
results of the content-reading post-assessmetigle® growth in comprehension was attributed
to learning before-, during-, and after-readingtstgies, with regular opportunities to apply these

skills.

The intervention phase was broken down into twgest: Phase One and Phase Two.
During Phase One, lessons and procedures werettgughiding a foundation for students to
select and read non-fiction books. Phase Two deduessons that built before- during- and

after-reading strategies.

Student Reading Log Tally

Independent Reading and Silent Sustained Read#ng procedures already well-
established by the start of the intervention, wsitidents reading fiction novels seven days a
week at home, as well as three to four days a wadkg English classes. During the ten-week
intervention, Group 1 and Group 2 pupils were regfito exclusively read non-fiction
materials. At the conclusion of the interventiaich was also the close of the 2006/2007
school year, students conducted a tally of the rarmobitems they read, including total number
of pages (see Appendix K). Students also notedrhawy non-fiction items, including page
numbers, were read. It should be noted that thedanumbers were derived by the students,
who gathered all of their past reading logs andlacted a self-study of their reading for the
school year. In Group 1, twenty-four out of twesven students completed a tally, and in

Group 2, nineteen out of twenty-eight students deted a tally. Because not every student
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followed through with this assignment, it is higlggobable that the total numbers for both
groups of students was actually higher. Figures33335, and 36 display the total number of

items read by each group (Sections 7A and 7B).

Total Number Items Read for IR/SSR
2006-2007

1000 899
900 -
800
700 - 628
600
500
400 -
300
200
100

ov7A
m7B

Number of tems Read

Total ltems Read

Figure 33.Group 1 & Group 2 Individual Total Items Read 207 (Fiction & Non-Fiction)

Group 1 (7A) students read 899 total items andu@d(7B) read 628 total items for the
2006-2007 school year. Group 1 read forty-threeqye more items than Group 2 (see Figure

33).



72

Total Number Pages Read for IR/SSR
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Figure 34.Group 1 & Group 2 Individual Total Pages Read 20067 (Fiction & Non-Fiction)

Group 1 (7A) students read 146,129 pages and &didp) read a total of 119,208
pages for the 2006-2007 school year. Group 1teadty-three percent more pages than Group
2 (see Figure 34).

The data from the first two charts clearly demmatst that Group 1 students read a great
deal more than Group 2 students for the duratich@?006-2007 school year. These results
were incongruent with Group 1 post-survey resultthat, unlike the post-survey which
indicated that Group 1 students disliked reading-inction materials, these same students read a
plethora of pages from non-fiction texts. The regdally data affirmed that Group 1 students
were motivated to read, fueling the researcherssiation that the post-survey data was not a

true reflection of the students’ attitude towanmf®imational materials.
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Total Number of Non-Fiction Items Read for
IR/SSR 2006-2007
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Figure 35.Group 1 & Group 2 Individual Total Non-Fiction ItenRead 2006-2007

While IR and SSR focused on fiction for the festvzen months of the school year,
students were also often assigned non-fiction regdprior to the start of the intervention
window. Group 1 (7A) students read 203 non-ficti@ms and Group 2 (7B) read 177 non-
fiction items during the 2006-2007 school yearo@r 1 students read fifteen percent more non-

fiction items than Group 2 (see Figure 35).
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Figure 36. Group 1 & Group 2 Individual Total Non-Fiction Pageead 2006-2007

Group 1 students read 24,608 pages and Group 27edd5 pages from non-fiction
sources for the 2006-2007 school year. Group d tleety-nine percent more pages from non-
fiction items than Group 2 (see Figure 36).

The results of the data shown in figures 35 antuB6er substantiate that Group 1
students enjoyed reading informational materialsentiban Group 2 students. At the same time,
however, Group 2 student attitude towards nonercand fiction did rally by the end of the
intervention (see Figures 3 and 8).

Figures 37 and 38 show the combined reading sekulistudents who submitted tallies

of their reading for the 2006-2007 school year.
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7A (Group 1) & 7B (Group 2)
Combined Items Read 2006-2007
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Figure 37.Combined Totals of ltems Read in 2006-2007
Figure 37 reveals that the combined total numbéems read by Group 1 and Group 2
students for the 2006-2007 school year was 1,%¥#that number, 380 items read were non-

fiction; students read seventy-five percent fictaord twenty-five percent non-fiction items.

7A (Group 1) & 7B (Group 2)
Combined Pages Read 2006-2007
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Figure 38.Combined Total Pages of Items Read in 2006-2007
The total number of pages read by Group 1 and [iG2ostudents was 265,337 for the

2006-2007 school year (see Figure 38). Of thatberni2,373 pages were from non-fiction



76

sources. Out of the total number of pages reathdgtudents, just sixteen percent were from
informational materials, with eighty-four perceritioe pages derived from fiction sources.

The student survey, detailed earlier in this repestealed that Group 1 student interest
towards non-fiction materials was low by the endhaf intervention (see Figure 6). On the
contrary, the reading tally results for Group 1wad that students were much more willing to
read non-fiction materials by the end of the inggtion. It is highly likely that the survey result
for this group of students were skewed due toitheg) of its administration, on the afternoon of

the last day of the school year.

One of the questions in this study asked: Wouldenexperience with reading and
responding to informational materials boost studertterstanding of non-fiction texts? Results
from the reading tallies confirmed that providingdents with regular opportunities to read
informational materials was an important first steyards boosting student understanding.
Another significant source of evidence for deteiimgrstudent growth in reading comprehension
was reading journals, which revealed whether otm®students were capable of inferring and

thus “making meaning” of non-fiction texts, anothkesy focus in this research study.

Student Reading Journal Analysis
One way student engagement with text was assesselly evaluating use of reading
strategies through examining student writing (speeXdix L). Figures 39 and 40 show Group 1
and Group 2 student use of reading strategies orotwasions during the intervention: once in
April and again in June 2007. Since students \gargéed as a class through their first journal

writing piece, their second and final entries wesed for this analysis.
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Figure 39.Group 1 Reading Journal Tally of Occurrence of Rep&trategies
(April 2007 & June 2007)

In April 2007, shortly after mini-lessons on theustural features of informational
materials, and methods of choosing non-fictiongegtudents were guided through the process
of responding to text through a double-entry jourrfss Figure 39 illustrates, the most popular
reading strategy in April 2007 was summarizing hvatghty-two percent of Group 1 students
showing evidence of summary in their second jouematy. The second most-used strategy in
April was making connections, at seventy-sevenggrcQuestioning ranked third at fifty
percent, with predicting at thirty-two percent,\dnag conclusions/inference at twenty-three
percent, identifying a problem at eighteen percamnd, picturing (visualization) at fourteen
percent.

These results proved interesting when comparedetstudent survey, on which Group 1
students indicated they rarely summarized aftetinga In contrast, after initial mini-lessons,
this same section of students exhibited substamglof summarizing in their reading journals.
The researcher has found that students tend ta@petowards writing summaries of what they

have read, as opposed to taking time to dig moeplgiento the meaning of texts. This
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observation helped to explain in part why the mgjaf Group 1 students gravitated towards
summary writing early on, as revealed through teegond journal entries. Above all, Group 1
students showed they were comfortable with usingreety of reading strategies early on in the
intervention.

In June 2007, more Group 1 students shifted tosvasihg the strategy of making
connections (82%), with summarizing (73%), questigr{64%), drawing
conclusions/inferences (41%), predicting (36%)tyiag (9%) and with identifying a problem
(5%) . These results indicated that Group 1 stigdgrew in use of reading strategies, which was
most likely due to frequent opportunities to pregtinese strategies throughout the intervention.
In particular, more Group 1 students used highezlleeading strategies, for example, moving
beyond a high use of summary writing to increaseglaf questioning (pre-reading), making
connections (during-reading) and drawing conclusi@mference). Increased use of reading
strategies by Group 1 students served to boosestwdmprehension of non-fiction texts.

There were sixty-five incidences of reading styae being used by Group 1 students in
the second reading journal entries, written in ApRIO7; in June 2007, there were sixty-eight
incidences, showing a slightly elevated use otatjias.

Because Group 1 students manifested a tendenhg ipaist for copying directly from the
text in place of writing a personal response totwwhay had read, the number of incidences of
direct copying of text was also counted. In theelstudent reading journal entries used for this
analysis, a low number of Group 1 students (18%€ctly copied from the text in lieu of using
one of the seven reading strategies noted abokie.lolv incidence of direct copying from text
in June indicated that Group 1 students were mdhagvto engage with text using one or more

of the seven reading strategies. With rising aerice in reading non-fiction texts, students
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likewise became more confident with actually makiusg of reading strategies as they

responded in their journals to what they read.

Figure 40 shows Group 2 student use of readirgesfies in their journal writing. As

with Group 1, the majority of Group 2 students (J9%ed the strategy of summarization in their
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Figure 40.Group 2 Reading Journal Tally of Occurrence of Rep&trategies

second journal entry in April 2007. The second nused strategy was questioning (67%), with

making connections (54%), drawing conclusions/ieriees (21%), predicting (13%) and

identifying a problem (13%) following in suit. Ricing, or visualization, was not used by any

Group 2 student in their April 2007 entry.

Like Group 1, Group 2 students indicated on thesur@ey that they rarely summarized

after reading; yet, after initial mini-lessons stame section of students exhibited great use of

summarizing in their April journal entries. As wiGroup 1 students, this trend may likewise be

explained by the common use of summary writingtogents in general. Unlike Group 1,

however, more Group 2 students made use of quasgias a before-reading strategy early in
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the intervention, which is consistent with survesgults for their perception of use of reading
strategies (see Figure 5). Like Group 1, thesai@students most likely had prior experience
in making connections with texts, accounting faitihigh use of this strategparly in the
intervention In brief, Group 2 students showed they were cotable with using a variety of

reading strategies early on in the study.

Unlike Group 1, there was a reduction in the Useading strategies in Group 2’s final
journal response in June 2007. Summarizing rahkgltd as the most used strategy in the last
entry, at seventy-one percent. Questioning foltbwaefifty-four percent, with fifty percent of
Group 2 students making connections. Seventeaeipeof the students used drawing
conclusions/inferences, which is the same numbstuafents as in April. Eight percent of
Group 2 students used predicting, and four peraktiite students used picturing and identifying
a problem in their June 2007 reading journal entry.

There were fifty-eight incidences of reading stga&e being used by Group 2 students in
their second reading journal entry, written in A@G07; in their last entry, in June 2007, there
were fifty incidences. Fewer Group 2 students edglirectly from the text in their April journal
entry (21%) than in their final journal writing ie in June (38%). The increased incidences of
direct copying from the text indicated that Grougt@dents were less willing to engage with the
material at the end of the school year, than thesewn April.

Why did these students drop in their use of readirajegies by the end of the
intervention? The researcher observed that jontzdes revealed that more students rushed
through writing their responses in the June thahebeginning of the intervention; it appeared
there was greater attention to detail at the sfate intervention (and in subsequent journal

entries), and an increased rush to finish by tmelcsion of the study. These results did not
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coincide with post-survey results for Group 2, whéhiowed that student perception of use of
reading strategies was higher in June. Anothelaegtion could have been the timing of the last
journal entry, which was written during the lastekef the school year. Given that the rate of
summary writing was elevated in June entries, & p@ssible that Group 2 students fell into old,
familiar habits of writing summaries, rather thasing newly acquired strategies. If the timing

of the intervention was changed to take place naacher in the school year, the journal results

would have most likely been different.

Reading Benchmark Pre- & Post-Intervention Assesssne

In the post-intervention period, along with the wom-reading post-test and the post-
guestionnaire, students also retook a portion @#spire Spring Reading Benchmark test; this
assessment consisted of California Standards &lestsed questions. Because of the focus on
reading comprehension in this action research stheyonly questions that students answered
were those associated with the seventh grade iggadmprehension standards, for a total of
twelve questions. Pre- and post-benchmark reaudts analyzed three ways: by group average,
by student, and by reading comprehension standard.

Figure 41 shows Group 1 pre- and post-reading beadhresults for reading

comprehension questions.
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Section 7A (Group 1)
Pre- & Post-Invervention Reading Benchmark
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Figure 41.Group 1 Pre- & Post-Reading Benchmark Group Ave(idtgch 2007 & June 2007)

On the post-test, Group 1 students scored sligignher than on the pre-test, dropping
from eighty to seventy-nine percent; however tiseagcher noted that twenty-seven students
took the pre-test, but twenty-six students tookgdbst-test. Because one less student took the

post-test, in all likelihood, the overall resultene flat, remaining similar to pre-test results.
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Section 7A (Group 1)
Pre-Intevention Reading Benchmark Results By Studen  t
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Figure 42.Group 1 Pre-Reading Benchmark Results by Studeatdvi2007)
A closer examination of individual student datagated that of the twenty-seven Group
1 students who took the pre-benchmark test, tweedyed at seventy-five percent or above, and
seven students scored below the action researdif stiarget proficiency of seventy-five

percent (see Figure 42).
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Section 7A (Group 1)
Post-Intervention Reading Benchmark Results Per Stu  dent
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Figure 43.Group 1 Post-Reading Benchmark Results by Studene(2007)

On the post-benchmark test, of the twenty-six Grbgpudents who took this exam,
eighteen scored at seventy-five percent or aboith,erght scoring below seventy-five percent
(see Figure 43).

Why did Group 1 post-test scores remain relatiflalybetween the pre- and post-
benchmark assessments? There were two possibtenseaThe researcher noted that this
particular benchmark test has proven to be a miffreutt exam for students, and it was typical
for scores to be lower in most English language strands than on earlier benchmarks given in
the fall and winter.

Another factor to consider with Group 1 was theitignof the administration of the post-

test, which was taken on the last day of the scheal (the same day they answered the post-
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intervention questionnaire). It is highly concdilathat the students did not give their complete
effort on the post-benchmark assessment becauke timing of its administration, which is
what the researcher postulated about Group 1 pogéygresults. Even though the overall post-
benchmark score indicated that there was no gréwtGroup 1 students in terms of achieving a
seventy-five percent proficiency level, a clos@ilat individual results revealed that some

students did show improvement between the prepasttests.
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Figure 44.Group 1 Pre- and Post-Reading Benchmark Resul&uxgent
(March 2007 & June 2007)
Figure 44 shows the pre- and post-reading benchneatkts for Group 1. Of the twenty-
five pairs of results, seven (28%) Group 1 studestisres dropped from pre- to post-benchmark,

another ten (40%) students scored the same, ahtd(8Rf0) students’ scores rose. Of the ten
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students who earned the same score on the prgoastdbenchmark tests, two scored below and
eight scored above the study’s proficiency tardeteventy-five percent. This view of the data
suggested that a portion of the students did indepdove in reading comprehension between
the pre- and post-benchmark assessments; neveghtiese results also showed that some
students did not perform as well on the post-tasd, it was therefore difficult to pinpoint the
exact cause.

A third form of analysis examined student perfoncgby standard. Figure 45 illustrates
that Group 1 student scores improved for two ofsilkeseventh grade state standards for reading
comprehension: Structural Features/Purpose ofrirdtional Texts (RC 7.2.1) and Expository
Critique (RC 7.2.6). For standard 7.2.1, studeotes rose from eighty to eighty-five percent,
and for standard 7.2.6, Group 1 student scoresfrosesixty-nine to seventy-five percent. The
remaining four tested standards showed slight dsese state standard RC 7.2.2 (Locate
Information) dipped from eighty-three on the pr@séventy-nine percent on the post-
benchmark; RC 7.2.3 (Analysis of Cause/Effect int$eslipped from eighty to seventy-nine
percent, RC 2.4 (Author’'s Argument/Perspectivepgex from eighty to seventy-five percent,
and RC 2.5 (Comprehending Technical Directions) @dovom eighty-five to eighty-three
percent. The researcher noted that despite Gratjpdents dropping in overall performance in
four out of the six reading comprehension standaitisf the Group 1 post-benchmark group

average scores weat or abovethe study’s target proficiency of seventy-five qeat.
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Section 7A (Group 1)
Pre- & Post-Intervention Reading Benchmark By Stand  ard
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Figure 45.Group 1 Pre- & Post-Reading Benchmark Results bpdstrd
(March 2007 & June 2007)
Of the two standards in which Group 1 studentsagpced growth, 7.2.1, Structural
Features/Purpose of Informational Texts, was agddrethrough a mini-lesson at the start of the
intervention window. Students were specificallg@mraged to identify the structure of non-

fiction texts they read throughout the interventian important before-reading strategy.

Unlike Group 1, Group 2 students raised their aNgroup average from the pre- to
post-reading benchmark test from seventy-six totgigercent (see Figure 46). Twenty-six
Group 2 students took the pre-reading benchmalkkarch 2007, and twenty-seven students

took the post-benchmark in June 2007.
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Section 7B (Group 2)
Pre- & Post-Invervention Reading Benchmark
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Figure 46.Group 2 Pre- & Post-Reading Benchmark Group Ave(&tgch 2007 & June 2007)

Compared with Group 1, in contrast, Group 2 stteldemonstrated growth on the
benchmark post-assessment, which was consistdmbtiier post-test results (see Figure 25).

Why the discrepancy in performance between thesggtaups? From an academic
standpoint, the two classes of students were fairgnly matched (see Figures 57 and 62), with
an equal number of students enrolled in readirgrwention classes. A quick analysis of their
fall and spring semester final grades in Englishficsmed how similarly the classes performed
academically (see Figure 47).

Two possible explanations stood out to the researcn the differences in performance
between Group 1 and Group 2. One was that Graipdents were in the classroom at the
beginning of the school day, hence they were batikr to show their true performance not only
on assessments, but also on the student survegdiitdenchmark assessment was administered

to Group 2 students on the morning of the lastafaschool). A second possible explanation for
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a distinct difference between the two classesuafesits rested on the researcher’s past
experiences with teaching these two groups. Gigwyghich met in the afternoons, struggled
with motivation for much of the school year. Feample, their average rate of homework
completion was much lower than that of Group 2 (58%sus 86% respectively). Conversely,
the researcher noted that Group 2, who met in thieimg, was a more motivated class, not only
in completion of work, but also with participatioAlthough results of the reading journal tallies
(see Figure 40) indicated that the majority of Gr@ustudents slacked off with journal entries by
the conclusion of the survey, multiple testing daiaved that they did indeed make progress in
comprehending non-fiction texts. Consistent wihier conjectures, it was highly likely that
Group 1 results were more of a reflection of stideativation and attitude as opposed to actual

student cognitive progress.

Group 1 & Group 2 Class Average Final English Grade
Fall & Spring Semesters 2006/2007

Group Average Percent

Group 1 Group 2

Figure 47.Group 1 & 2 Comparison of Final English Course @=ad
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Section 7B (Group 2)
Pre-Intevention Reading Benchmark Results By Studen  t
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Figure 48.Group 2 Pre-Reading Benchmark Results by StudeatqiM2007)
Of the twenty-six Group 2 students who took theneading benchmark test, seventeen
scored at or above, and nine students scored libbstudy’s target proficiency of seventy-five
percent (see Figure 48).

Section 7B (Group 2)
Post-Intervention Reading Benchmark Results Per Stu  dent
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Figure 49.Group 2 Post-Reading Benchmark Results by Studene(2007)
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On the post-test, twenty-two Group 2 students stater above the target proficiency of
seventy-five percent, and five students scoredvbésee Figure 49).

Why did Group 2 post-test scores improve betweerpth- and post-benchmark
assessments? There was consistent evidence, {@egethis research study, which affirmed
Group 2 student growth in reading comprehensiom theecourse of the ten-week intervention.
Academically, this particular group of students wasnly matched with Group 1; however,
Group 2 interest in reading, as evidenced in tineest rose significantly higher than did the
other class of students. Although they collectivelad fewer pages (see Figure 33), Group 2
students demonstrated consistent growth in prepastintervention assessments. As stated
earlier the researcher observed that this classuolbesctively more motivated, and met during
the first part of the school day, both of which mdeely contributed to increased student

attitude and focus throughout the study.
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Section 7B (Group 2)
Post-Intervention Reading Benchmark Results By Student
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Figure 50.Group 2 Pre- and Post-Reading Benchmark Resul&ument
(March 2007 & June 2007)

Figure 50 shows a comparison of Group 2 studeat fdam the pre- and post-reading
benchmark tests. Of the twenty-five students vduk toth tests, seven (28%) slipped from pre-
to post-benchmark, another seven (28%) studentséseemained the same, and eleven (44%)
students’ scores improved. All seven Group 2 sitsl@ho earned the same percentage on both
the pre- and post-benchmark tests scored at orabevstudy target proficiency of seventy-five
percent. This data highlighted the growth mad&byup 2 students between the pre- and post-
assessments, and while a small number of studigmped, seventy-two percent of the students’
scores either remained the same (and at proficjaraynproved from the first administration of

the assessment.
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Section 7B (Group 2)
Pre- & Post-Intervention Reading Benchmark By Stand  ard
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Figure 51.Group 2 Pre- & Post-Reading Benchmark Results bpdgtrd
(March 2007 & June 2007)

Figure 51 shows that Group 2 student scores ingataw four of the six reading
comprehension state standards for seventh gradergta Structural Features/Purpose of
Informational Texts (RC 7.2.1), Locate Informati®C 7.2.2), Analysis of Cause/Effect in
Texts (RC 7.2.3), and Expository Critique (RC 7)2.bor standard 7.2.1, Group 2 student
scores rose from seventy-one to seventy-four perdeor standard 7.2.2, scores improved from
seventy-five to eighty-five percent. Student sedoe standard 7.2.3 climbed from seventy-one
to eighty-three percent, and for standard 7.2 @&rescrose from seventy-one to seventy-six
percent. The remaining two tested reading commigbe standards showed decreases: RC
7.2.4 (Author’'s Argument/Perspective) dropped freighty-three on the pre- to seventy-eight on
the post-benchmark and RC 7.2.5 (Manuals for Teahmevices) slipped from eighty-seven to

eighty-five percent, RC 2.4.
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Across-the-board, Group 2 students exhibited grdsvetiveen the pre- and post-reading
benchmark assessments. While three of the siedasandards on the pre-test showed a group
average score below seventy-five percent profigiean the post-test, five out of the six tested
standards reflected a group average saboxethe study’s target proficiency of seventy-five
percent.

Reading comprehension standard 7.2.1 was explteitight at the start of the
intervention, and similar to Group 1, Group 2 studeshowed growth in their ability to identify
structure of non-fiction texts. This important twef-reading strategy was not only observed by
the researcher as students began new non-fictamhng selections, but in some cases, was also
observed in student journal writings (see Apperdglix

Consistent with other intervention assessmentsyGostudents manifested growth
across the majority of the tested standards ipdst-assessment. Of the standards tested,
several were reinforced by frequent practice dimg to the text vid hink Aloudoookmarks
(WestEd, 2002), for example, with standard 7.2 8en® students were required to analyze cause
and effect patterns in texts.

The researcher noted there were some surprisespitBa unit earlier in the school year
on reading technical manuals, Group 2 studentsreketklightly in this standard. This slip
(from 87% to 85%) was not as great a concern, heweince Group 2 had scored above
seventy-five percent proficiency. Another surpriges that despite a “dropping off” in attention
given to detail in their last reading journal eesr(see Figure 40), Group 2 students did prove
they were capable of understanding informationakens on the benchmark post-assessment.

Between the two groups of students, Group 2 otdpeed Group 1, and demonstrated
growth in their ability to comprehend non-ficticexts. As noted earlier, this was a consistent

trend for Group 2 throughout the majority of theemrention. It was possible that had Group 1
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been given the post-assessment earlier in thetlday might also have shown greater progress,

but of course, this was purely speculation on &searcher’s part.

Sections 7A (Group 1) & 7B (Group 2)
Post-Intervention Reading Benchmark Analysis by Typ e of Question
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Figure 52.Groupl & Group 2 Group Average Scores by Type ofésfion (Bloom’s)

Figure 52 provides a view of the types of questiasiged of students on the post-
intervention reading benchmark assessment usingnBtoTaxonomy and comparing post-
benchmark group average scores for Group 1 andpGtou

Group 1 students scored highest on the knowledge ¢¢ questioning, at eighty-four
percent. Group 2 students also scored highestowledge, at ninety-one percent. This is
consistent with progress made on the content-rggubst-assessment for both groups (see

Figures 24 and 31).
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The level of questioning that proved to be mostlehging for Group 1 students was
application (63%), which was inconsistent with ttresults for the content-reading post-
assessment (they scored higher; see Figure 2dasldifficult for the researcher to pinpoint the
cause of the discrepancy between the two testtsgfaulGroup 2 students; however, given that
the benchmark post-assessment was administerdgk @itérnoon of the last day of school, and
this group in general had fluctuated in academitivabon, student attitudemayhave played a
role in the inconsistent results for this questigncategory.

For Group 2 students, the most challenging levelugistioning was analysis (78%);
however, the researcher noted that when compatbdid same questioning category on the
post-study reading content test (see Figure 3&y, performed better on the “analysis”
guestioning level on this second intervention eamsent. The two post-assessments were
administered days apart from each other, so algessxplanation for greater progress on the
benchmark test might be that the question for ‘sl on the post-content reading exam was
more difficult than the corresponding question lo@ post-benchmark. Although this was the
lowest performing area for Group 2, given that theyformed above the study’s target
proficiency of seventy-five percent, the resultgeveot of critical concern to the researcher.
The researcher found Group 2 student outcome opdsiebenchmark assessment to be very
positive because in every questioning category sheyved impressive growth, highlighting the
consistent progress made by this class of studesatstly, the researcher noted that no questions
on the pre- and post-benchmark assessments wgne@hith Bloom’s synthesis level of
guestioning.

Overall, Group 2 students outperformed Group lesttglon the post-reading benchmark
assessment, demonstrating growth in reading corapsatn from the beginning to the

conclusion of the intervention window. Neverthesless the individual student and standard
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analyses demonstrated, a number of Group 1 studetds gains on reading comprehension

standards, from the pre- to post-intervention megdbenchmark assessments.

Comparison of 2006 & 2007 California Standards Results

A final important piece of data analyzed at theatosion of this study were the results of

the California Standards Test, comparing studesriescin the reading comprehension strand for

the 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 school years. Thénfjysdvere examined through two lenses:

overall group and individual student results focleaection of students in this study.
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Figure 53.Group 1 2006 & 2007 Reading Comprehension Strarsiile

Figure 53 presents a comparison of the percenroéct responses for the reading

comprehension strand on the 2006 and 2007 Calg@tandards Test for Group 1. On the 2006




98

California Standards Test, the Group 1 averag®wéct responses on the reading
comprehension strand was seventy-one percent.y€ardater, on the 2007 California
Standards Test, Group 1's average of correct resgsoin reading comprehension rose to

seventy-three percent, for a growth of two percent.
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Figure 54.Group 1 Reading Comprehension Strand Results (2006)

Individual Group 1 student results on the 2006 fGalia Standards Test reading
comprehension strand revealed that out of the teigiht tested students, fifteen scored below
seventy-five percent and eleven students scoredaiove the study’s target proficiency of
seventy-five percent. It should be noted that 2086fornia Standards Test results were not

available for two of the students (see Figure 54).
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Figure 55.Group 1 Reading Comprehension Strand Results (2007)
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The individual student results on the 2007 Calii@®tandards Test reading
comprehension strand demonstrated that the sambkeanwhstudents scored below (15) and at
or above (11) seventy-five percent as on the 204l6dtnia Standards Test; 2007 California

Standards Test results were not available for tirbestudents (see Figure 55).
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Section 7A (Group 1) - Comparison 2006 & 2007 CST
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Figure 56.Group 12006 & 2007 Individual Student Reading Caghpnsion Results

Figure 56 shows a comparison of Group 1 individuadlent results on the 2006 and
2007 California Standards Test for the reading aetmgnsion strand. A closer examination of
individual data for Group 1 students revealed thia¢ students (38%) dropped and fifteen
students (63%) improved on reading comprehensrandiquestions from the 2006 to the 2007
California Standards Test. It should be noted bieatuse of unavailable data for Group 1
students who were either new to the school indaleof 2006 or who withdrew during or at the
conclusion of the 2006-2007 school year, theseréessilits were based upon a complete set of
data for a total of twenty-four students.

Group 1 overall performance on the 2007 CalifoStiandards Test reading

comprehension strand questions marked improvememt the previous year. Because the same
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number of students scored at the study targetqeoity of seventy-five percent from the 2006
to the 2007 California Standards Test for the mgdomprehension strand, the researcher did
not assume that individual students did not growamprehension. A look at overall student

growth presented a clearer picture of student ssyr

Group 1 (7A) Overall CST Growth in ELA
2006 to 2007
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Figure 57.Group 1 CST 2006 & 2007 CST Growth in English Laagei Arts

Figure 57 displays a comparison of Group 1 ovepaith on California Standards Test
English language arts strands. With the excepmtfane student who shifted down to far below
basic, there was a trend of upward growth for Grbgpudents from the 2006 to the 2007 test for
English language arts strands. An important corspars the number of students who shifted
or remained at proficient and advanced levels, faocombined sixty-five percent on the 2006

California Standards Test to a combined seventgs@ercent on the 2007 assessment.
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While overall Group 1 student growth on the 20@lfifGrnia Standards Test reading
comprehension strands was minimal when compar#eetstudy proficiency target of seventy-
five percent, the group of students showed remaekgitowth inoverall English language arts
strands. Minimal growth in reading comprehensiwargls aside, this group of students showed
improvement in reading comprehension, which mayehseen a direct result of their

participation in the intervention.
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Figure 58.Group 2 2006 & 2007 Reading Comprehension Strarstilie

Figure 58 displays a comparison of the percentro® 2 correct responses for the
reading comprehension strand on the 2006 and 2@0fbia Standards Test.
On the 2006 assessment, the Group 2 averagerettoesponses on the reading

comprehension strand was sixty-nine percent. @ae hater, on the 2007 California Standards
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Test, Group 2’s average of correct responses itingaomprehension rose to seventy-one

percent, for a growth of two percent.
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Figure 59.Group 2 Reading Comprehension Strand Results (2006)

Individual student results on the 2006 CaliforBtandards Test reading comprehension
strand revealed that out of the twenty-eight testadents in Group 2, sixteen scored below
seventy-five percent and twelve students scored above the study’s target proficiency of

seventy-five percent (see Figure 59).
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Section 7B (Group 2) - 2007 CST
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Figure 60.Group 2 Reading Comprehension Strand Results (2007)

Individual Group 2 student results on the 2007 fGalia Standards Test reading
comprehension strand showed that thirteen studeonted below and thirteen students scored
above the study’s target proficiency of seventgfpercent. These results demonstrated a
nineteen percent decrease in those scoring beldvameight percent increase in those scoring
above the study target proficiency (see Figure @07 California Standards Test results were

not available for two of the students in Group 2.
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Section 7B (Group 2) - Comparison 2006 & 2007 CST
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Figure 61.Group 2 2006 & 2007 Individual Student Reading Coghpnsion Results

Figure 61 displays a comparison of Group 2 indigidgtudent results on the 2006 and
2007 California Standards Test for just the readimigprehension strand questions. A closer
examination of individual results for Group 2 stotferevealed that twelve students (48%)
dropped and fourteen students (56%) improved odimgacomprehension strand questions from
the 2006 to the 2007 California Standards Tesshduld be noted that because of unavailable
data for Group 2 students who were either newéastihool in the fall of 2006 or who withdrew
during or at the conclusion of the 2006-2007 sclyeal, these last results were based upon a
complete set of data for a total of twenty-fivedsnts.

Group 2 overall student performance on the 200ifd@aia Standards Test reading

comprehension strand questions marked improvememt the previous assessment. As proven
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several times in this report, Group 2 student ghowas steady and consistent from pre- to post-
data, and the 2007 California Standards Test ehighlighted this trend of upward progress,
confirming that students in this class were bettde to comprehend non-fiction texts by the end
of the intervention window. A look at overall sard growth in English language arts strands

presented a more detailed picture of Group 2 stugegress.
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Figure 62.Group 2 CST 2006 & 2007 CST Growth in ELA

Figure 62 displays a comparison of Group 2 ovepaith on California Standards Test
English language arts strands. As with Group dGi@up 2 students there was a trend of
upward growth from the 2006 to the 2007 Califortandards Test for English language arts
strands. A dramatic comparison were the numbstuafents who shifted or remained at

proficient and advanced levels, from a combinetysive percent on the 2006 California
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Standards Test to a combined eighty percent 08Q0& assessment. Consistent with most other
points of data throughout this study, Group 2 stisleutperformed Group 1 even on the
numbers of students who shifted from below to aqmediciency in English language arts
strands on the 2007 California Standards Test. rébearcher also noted that no Group 2
students dropped downward to far below basic, &iler, the lone far below basis student rose
up to the below basic proficiency level.

In conclusion, both classes of students showed throw the 2007 California Standards
Test reading comprehension strand as a collectimgpg individually, about half of the students
in each group scored at or above the study targéti@ncy of seventy-five percent. The
researcher noted that these findings added yehanmhportant point of data in the assessment

of student progress in reading comprehension.
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Summary of Research Findings
Tables 5 and 6 summarize the quantitative findings Group 1 and Group 2

pre- and post-intervention assessment results.

Table 5
Summary of Group 1 Results from Pre- & Post-Intetie® Assessments
Group 1 2006 CST 2007 CST Content Content Aspire Reading Aspire Reading
(Section 7A) Reading Reading Reading Reading Benchmark — Benchmark —
Comprehension Comprehension Pre-Test Post-Test Reading Reading
Strand Strand (April) (June) Comprehension Comprehension
(Pre-) (Post-) Standards Standards
(March) (June)

Total Number

Tested Students 26 26 27 27 27 26

Group % Correct

Responses 71% 73% 62% 67% 80% 79%

Number of Students
Who Improved

From Pre- to Post-

15 15 8
Assessment
(showed gain from
pre- to post-test)
Number of Students
Who Were 11 (42%) 11 (42%) 6 (22%) 10 (37%) 20 (74%) 18 (69%)

At/Above 75%

Target Proficiency
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Table 6
Summary of Group 2 Results from Pre- & Post-Intetied Assessments
Group 2 2006 CST 2007 CST Content Content Aspire Reading Aspire Reading
(Section 7B) Reading Reading Reading Reading Benchmark — Benchmark —
Comprehension Comprehension Pre-Test Post-Test Reading Reading
Strand Strand (April) (June) Comprehension Comprehension
(Pre-) (Post-) Standards Standards
(March) (June)
Total Number
Tested Students 28 26 27 27 26 27
Group % Correct
Responses 69% 71% 67% 71% 76% 80%
Number of Students
Who Improved
From Pre- to Post- 14 14 11
Assessment
(showed gain from
pre- to post-test)
Number of Students
Who Were 12 (43%) 13 (50%) 9(33%) 11 (41%) 17 (65%) 22 (81%)

At/Above 75%

Target Proficiency

Between the two experimental groups, the studen®&oup 2 showed more consistent

growth across-the-board than did Group 1 studeseis Tables 5 and 6). The numerical data for

Group 1 and Group 2 students, however, reflectdiinual student growth in both classes.
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Group 1 (7A) Pre & Post Assessment Results
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Figure 63.Group 1 Comparison Pre & Post Assessment Results

Group 2 (7B) Pre & Post Assessment Results

100
90
80
70
60
50

40

Group Aerage Percert

30

20

10

CST RC Strand Content Reading Test Reading Benchmark

Figure 64.Group 2 Comparison Pre & Post Assessment Results

The study’s qualitative data, partly derived frim reading log tally and student use of

reading strategies in journal writing, demonstraadnteresting trend to the researcher.
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Students in Group 1 read more non-fiction items raode total pages than did Group 2 students
(see Figures 33 and 34). In addition, the Jundimggournal entries from Group 1 students
revealed an increased use of reading strategiea egdliction in copying directly from the text
when reflecting upon what they read (see Figure &t, Group 2 students scored higher than
Group 1 students on the study’s post-assessmea®d éble 6 and Figure 64).

One explanation for the lack of fluidity betweend®nce in reading journals, reading
tallies and performance on post-assessments fargGpwas that despite being fairly matched
academically (see Figures 47, 53, and 58), based tlne researcher’s experiences with
instructing them, the group as a whole was not @isvated as Group 2. In addition, as a class,
Group 1 typically scored lower than Group 2 on assents throughout the year, including
those outside of the intervention time period. M/bih paper the two groups appeared to be
relatively matched (2006 CST results), overall Grdayperformance throughout the 2006-2007
school year was below that of Group 2. The re$eancoted that Group 2 as a whole possessed
a greater enthusiasm for learning, which may aéselplayed a role in the discrepancy of results
between the two classes of students. By the etfteahtervention window, Group 1 students
demonstrated understanding of how to use readratgsgies, but this did not translate into
consistent performance as a group on interventi@t-assessments. It is essential to note that an
average of thirteen students in Group 1 raised Hoares from pre- to post-tests, and with a
longer study period, Group 1 might have shown are@sed average percent of correct
responses.

Another source of qualitative data, the studenstjoenaire, revealed inconsistent
perceptions and attitudes towards reading stragemid non-fiction texts by Group 1 students
(see Figures 4 and 6). Overall, Group 2 studerggptions of their use of reading strategies and

attitudes towards non-fiction informational matési@dramatically increasedetween April and
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June 2007 (see Figures 5 and 8). This was natabe, however, for students in Group 1. Their
overall attitude towards reading either fictionn@n-fiction was in some cases completely
diminished according to their responses on the-pastey. A probable explanation for the drop
in Group 1 student attitude was the timing of tbhetpntervention questionnaire, which students
completed on the afternoon of the last day of schdbe researcher hypothesized that the
timing of the June survey may have reflected mémnairgency to complete the student
guestionnaire before the ringing of the last bethe school year, than actual student perception

about their use of reading strategies.

Two questions helped guide the focus of this aatesearch study:

Did students know how to infer and make meaninghfrn-fiction texts?
Would more experience with reading and respondingformational
materials boost student understanding of non-fictexts?

Evidence from the study’s assessments and queditdata suggested that because of
participating in the intervention, many studentbath groups learned how to infer and make
meaning from informational materials. While in sonases, the evidence from student reading
journals indicated that some students rushed threwuding reflections, an increased number of
student entries revealed a growing trend in reaslirggegies being used and applied.

Would students who were scoring below proficienrcgomprehending non-fiction
subject-area texts be able to increase their utadetsg of informational materials after
participating in ten weeks of content-reading imégrtion instruction? The quantitative and
qualitative data from this action research studygested that many students in Group 1 and

Group 2 increased their understanding of non-fictexts from April 2007 to June 2007.
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Conclusions

The intervention data suggested that when studegris provided with frequent
opportunities to learn, practice, and apply readimngtegies, their ability to comprehend and
understand non-fiction texts improved. Post-assesss and journal entries further
demonstrated that students learned to infer ancdemedaning through using reading strategies
such as predicting, questioning, making connectiand tracking their own thinking while
reading informational materials. In addition, s results established that student interest in
reading non-fiction texts improved because of tiuagables: students were exposed to a wide
variety of non-fiction materials, were afforded uwéay opportunities to read these texts in a quiet
setting (silent sustained reading at school andpeddent reading at home), and were frequently
extended the choice of what informational textytheshed to read. Opportunity, time, and
choice were key factors to success with boostindesit comprehension of informational
materials in this intervention.

As a result of conducting this intervention, teeearcher recommends that teachers
incorporate all of the instructional approachetak this action research study within a
framework of providing students with tle@portunityandtimeto not only learn and practice
reading strategies, but, whenever possible, toaffeod students witkchoicein what types of
non-fiction materials they read. It is vital th@achers cultivate and nurture student interest in
non-fiction texts at the same level as is typicdlbyne for fictional materials. Creating
opportunities for students to build regular readiogtines in-class and at-home is important,
along with building classroom libraries so that &ithoices of informational materials are
available to choose from. In addition to the apgtes outlined in the intervention, it is further
recommended that teachers provide students withiradational knowledge and understanding

of Bloom’s Taxonomy. Teachers should not only digissons and activities with Bloom’s in
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mind, but should also develop assessments alonguhks of questioning, paying close attention
to where their students’ collective and individetiengths lie with regards to textual
understanding. In other words, to not only speme tuilding students’ ability to understand
the surface of text (knowledge and comprehenslamut)io also provide frequent opportunities
for students to navigate along higher levels aikimg (e.g. apply, analyze, synthesize and
evaluate non-fiction texts). Another approach lmelythe intervention that the researcher
recommends teachers develop in their studentgipréictice of annotated notation. In annotated
notation, students “talk to the text” by writingwlo their thoughts on small post-it notes as they
read. The post-its are placed next to the textghampts their thinking (e.g. questions,
connections, and inferences that are made whitinnga Students later read through their
thinking (post-its), enabling them to not only thiabout their thinking (strengthening
metacognition), but to also engender a deeper dheesurface understanding of the texts. Itis
recommended that teachers frequently assess stoeleeiption and attitude towards their use of
reading strategies, using questionnaires similéinase used in this study. The archaic practice
of assigning readings out of books without teaclsituglents how to access texts must be
replaced withfrequentcycles of instruction wherein all subject-areactesas model reading
strategies, students apply reading strategiesasselssment of student use and application of
reading strategies takes place.

Future research on boosting student compreheps$ioon-fiction texts should focus
beyond a single classroom of students, and be cbedlon a broader scale to include a wide
array of subject-area classes. Exploration int@ bther single-subject teachers incorporate the
use of reading strategies in their classes wouwglige insight into the value and importance of
reading skills by all secondary instructors atghie. The on-site and Aspire-wide teacher survey

conducted in this action research project revetiladmany secondary teachers do not think
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about how their students access text, nor do tbkegssarily perceive themselves as responsible
for instructing or modeling reading strategies.derstanding non-fiction texts is paramount to
success in higher education, and because secangtitytions are the gateway to higher
learning, the importance of conducting action resean reading skills in secondary settings is
critical. Educators must move beyond the assumphiat students will figure out how to get
around unfamiliar terms and text structures, astead make the acquisition of understanding
assigned texts an on-going and active objectivp@i@d in all subject-area courses by all

subject-area teachers.
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Recommendations
The data from this study suggested that througilamenting a cyclical, strategic
framework that provides students with the oppottuand time to learn, practice, and apply
reading strategies, student comprehension of irdomal texts can be boosted. While this
study focused upon increasing student reading celngmsion within the context of an English
language arts classroom, the following recommendatcan be implemented in any subject-area

course where students interact with non-fictiofprimational texts.

Classroom Teachers
Teachers must outfit students with a strategitkibof approaches to reading that
enables them to “unpack” text and dig below thdéasr of the printed page. These approaches
should never be instructed in a vacuum, but rathest be cycled throughout the school year in

a simple sequence of instruction: modeling, practpplication, and evaluation (see Figure 65).

I:@

Modeling |:> Practice

Evaluation <:| Application

Figure 65.Sequence of Instruction

No matter the subject area, it is important atstart of a school year to provide students
with an opportunity to analyze the organizatiorialcture of course textbooks (see Appendix
M). Students must come to realize that text isertban the printed word alone, and facts and

ideas are presented in particular ways to helpresenkearning, for example, through charts,
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graphs, maps, and legends. These “structuresfaie keys to understanding further what is
being presented in the informational material. elgaging activity that helps to quickly
introduce students to a book’s organizational stimecis to create a textbook scavenger hunt,
where students work either individually, in paws small groups to locate a prepared list of
items. Students search the book to find thesesitéon example, looking in the table of contents,
index, glossary, maps, graphs, as well as the by of the textbook. Activities like a
textbook scavenger hunt aid in quickly buildingeaavareness of how the book is structured and
organized. Listing on chart paper the featuresghalents find in various textbooks and
materials and posting these in the classroom pecardeasy reference for pupils to refer to as
needed (see Appendix G).

A schoolwide daily independent reading requirenfenstudents is strongly
recommended (in-school: silent sustained readigpme: independent reading). English
language arts teachers should determine an apatemumber of pages that students are to read
daily in informational texts of their own choosinghis is separate from assigned readings (e.g.
from literature), and will help to nurture and lsugtudent interest in informational texts.
Teachers must ensure that students have accesg@de sariety of informational texts within
the classroom so as to help nurture student interesading non-fiction materials.

An essential way for students to make meaningrauthh writing in response to what
they have read, using reading strategies as a nieaekate the inner conversations they have
when interacting with texts. Journal writing assigents are given as one avenue for students to
respond to what they read. These writings protedehers invaluable access into student
understanding of non-fiction texts and, along waitbre formal, structured writing pieces based
upon assigned readings, instructors are bettertalassess the ways their students “unpack”

non-fiction texts (see Appendix F).
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All single-subject teachers at a school site sthoadjuire similar journal assignments to
those written for English language arts, usingtéx¢s students read as a part of their coursework
(see Appendix F). Itis strongly recommended ¢atbric be created for the assessment of
student journal writing, a rubric with common edsdnequirements that can be used across the
departments so as to build a cohesive fluidityeacher expectations of journal writing (reading
response) assignments (see Appendix M).

Another key aspect of building student compretmmsi informational materials is
setting aside time to meet individually with stutteto talk about their reading. English
language arts teachers can meet with studentsdo@iNy on a rotating basis during the
classroom Silent Sustained Reading time periodvirtgestudents read excerpts from their
journals to their teacher followed by discussionwthwhat students notice in texts and about
their use of reading strategies establishes aramggonversation between student and
instructor. Conferences further serve to providermation to the teacher about how students
understand non-fiction texts. These conversatabss help to validate to students the
importance of sharing how they respond to what tieagl. Students can have similar sharing
experiences with a peer partner or small discusgionp, where the same text or related texts
have been read by all group members.

The backbone of boosting student understandimgoffiction materials is the teaching
of reading strategies on a cyclical, rotating hagisnmencing at the start of the school year.
After students list out strategies they are alrdadyiliar with, teachers add missing skills to the
list and these become the basis for cycled mirsdies and for opportunities to practice the
strategies. Materials, such as WestEd’s (2609ding Aloudookmark, can be incorporated as
a tool for use by students to guide their thinkiedore-, during-, and after-reading (see

Appendix H). When subject-area teachers not oalye/reading strategies, but also model their
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own thinking-through text, they will impart to stents the importance of building metacognition
when reading.

The researcher further recommends that teach&rsieh their students about Bloom’s
(1956) levels of questioning in order to providerthwith a means to understanding how to
transition from the surface of pages towards dekgyets of constructing knowledge from texts.
Teachers should build assessments from assignéshgsausing Bloom’s hierarchy of
guestioning, in similar fashion to the pre- andtpmsitent reading assessments in this action
research study. These assessments serve as atm#ack their students’ growth on all levels
of Bloom’s Taxonomy.

Student interest in non-fiction texts along witleit use of reading strategies can be
monitored through the administration of questioregsimilar to the one used in this study (see
Appendix B). It is recommended that teachers sustedents at the beginning, middle and end
of the school year so as to track student attitadeards texts and to pinpoint areas that need
more instruction or attention. For example, theadia this study revealed that the students
preferred to read books and magazines over otlmee g¢ non-fiction texts. If this study had
concluded earlier in the school year, the reseambald have focused on assigning future
readings from other types of informational matarsd as to build student interest in additional
genres of non-fiction texts. Student surveys argaaluable tool for tracking student growth in
reading comprehension.

It is further recommended that teachers use aaiktudent data in order to trace growth
in comprehension skills, starting at the outseéhefschool year to establish a baseline, and again
whenever an in-house or district benchmark assegssadministered. Lastly, teachers should
track the growth of their students by viewing eridh® year state testing data to conduct a final

cycle of inquiry of their students’ achievementseading comprehension.
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Opportunity, time, and choice encompass the recemaied steps teachers should take to
boost their students’ comprehension of informationaterials. Key to the success of these steps
is cycling the instruction, modeling, practice, arse of comprehension skills; repetition will
provide a more consistent platform for succesgfident acquisition and application of reading

strategies (see Figures 66 and 67).

Figure 66.A Cycled Approach to Increasing Reading Comprelmensi
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The Structure and Features of Texts

Genres of Informational Materials

Choosing a Non-Fiction Test for
Independent Reading

OPPORTUNITY (to learn skills) 1 Reading Strategies Instruction

Responding to Independent Readi
through Journal Writing

2

Instructing Students about Bloom's
Levels of Questioning

Keeping Track of S5R and IR
through Reading Logs

Student Questionnaire (survey)

Reading at School: Silent Sustained
Reading (S5R)

=3

Reading at Home: Independ
Reading (IR)

BOOSTING STUDENT
COMPREHENSION OF ——
INFORMATIONAL MATERIALS

TIME (to build, apply, and assess | A Tool for Reading: The "Think
skills) Aloud” Bookmark

Writing Responses to Reading

Administering A ts that are
Developed along Bloom's Taxonomy

Individual Student Reading
Conferences

CHOICE (in what to read) ——| Silent Sustained Reading (SSR)

Independent Reading (IR)

Figure. 67.0verview of Approach to Increasing Reading Compnsian of Non-Fiction Texts
Administrators
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As the key instructional leader at a school gitacipals play an important role in
ensuring that students increase their competencemprehending non-fiction texts. The
researcher recommends that site administrators wibhkdepartment leaders to create a
collaborative list of goals with regards to impnogireading comprehension schoolwide, with the
expectation that these objectives will be utilizedlpwed-through, and assessed in every subject
area, not just English language arts courses. Vdheésachers value student use of reading
strategies, so will the students; therefalefeachers share an important role in the developmen
and practice of comprehension skills when studargsssigned readings in their subject-area
classes.

Administrators should use observational tools #ratdesigned to track the ways and
means that teachers are providing students witasiaes to interact with and dig deeply into
informational texts. Principals can also supplgirteducators by ensuring that classrooms are
equipped with an ample supply of non-fiction teststhat students are afforded “choice” in what
they read for SSR, IR, and other related assigmnehére students are to pick what they wish
to read. In this way, administrators may indirggtbsitively influence student interest in
informational materials.

A vital way for principals to determine teachergeption and valuing of student use of
reading strategies is to conduct a survey of tieaiching staff. One of the steps taken in this
intervention was the administration of a site-basagher survey for the purpose of gauging
how the instructors perceived their students us#agling strategies in their classes. The
researcher later sent out the same questionnasgbject-area secondary teachers throughout
Aspire Public Schools, so as to obtain a broadsups of teacher usage and perception of their
students’ use of reading strategies (see AppengdixBEcause the results of these surveys had no

bearing on or relationship to the overarching regeguestion and sub-questions in this study,



123

the educator survey data was not included withrésearch findings section of this report. What
follows is a detailed accounting of the result®of school site plus Aspire-wide teacher

guestionnaires.

Ben Holt Academy Teacher Questionnaire

A step taken in the pre-intervention phase of élgison research project was to survey
the Ben Holt Academy teaching staff in order tongasense of the school’s overall perception
of how students engaged with reading, very muchgatbe same lines as the student
guestionnaire. Twelve of twenty-four Ben Holt teexs returned a completed survey
(anonymously submitted). Figures 68 and 69 détaikvidence drawn from the Ben Holt
Academy teacher questionnaire. Figure 68 showsiibeae Ben Holt teachers felt confident in
their students’ ability to use after-reading stgéds, such as summarization. Slightly less than
half of the teachers who completed the surveiiglr students always (11%) or usually (33%)
used before-reading strategies in their classegewer, just about the same percentage of Holt
teachers felt their students would be less likelyge these skills (sometimes — 31%; hardly ever
— 14%). Just thirty-eight percent of the teaclstajf indicated that their students used strategies
during reading with their subject area texts (alsvayp%; usually — 33%), and another fifty-eight
percent did not believe that their students wosle during-reading strategies (sometimes —
35%; hardly ever — 23%). Of the twelve teachers vdsponded to the survey, eleven percent
indicated they did not feel that pre-reading styege would be applicable to their subject-area.
Three percent of Holt teachers revealed that denéiagling strategies would also not be
applicable to their subject area. It is importanhote, however, that all of the Ben Holt
Academy teachers who completed the survey indidatcafter-reading strategies, such as

summarization, were relevant in their courses.
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BHA Secondary Teacher Evaluation of Student Use of
Reading Strategies
100% 1 e 0
23

L2 80% 14 33 m Not Applicable
)
2 60% a5 O Hardly Ever
..‘g 31 0O Sometimes

0,
£ 40% m Usually
§ 20% —H . o Always

11
0%
Before During After
STRATEGIES

Figure 68.Ben Holt Academy Teacher Evaluation of Student &fdeeading Strategies

Teachers were asked to note which of the readmatesfies they delivered direct
instruction on in their subject-area courses. FEdi0 reveals that most of the surveyed Ben Holt
teachers did not instruct students on content ngeskills (58-67%). Of the three categories of
skills, more Holt teachers indicated they taugtiotee and during-reading strategies in their

classes, and even fewer gave instruction on this s&lated to post-reading (42% versus 33%).

BHA Teacher Survey on Direct Instruction
of Reading Strategies

100

80

60 1 @ Percent Teach

| Percent Not Teach

20 -

Percent of Teachers

Before During After
STRATEGIES

Figure 69.Ben Holt Academy Survey on Direct Instruction ofa@iang Strategies
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The Ben Holt Academy teacher questionnaire redetdlat most educators did not
necessarily believe their students used strategies reading texts in their classes. All teachers
believed that after-reading skills, such as summasion, were applicable to their subject areas;
however, many did not see their classes as a fidackrect instruction of reading strategies.

The teacher survey results suggested that mosHBERAcademy secondary teachers,
outside of English language arts instructors, diuiew themselves as having responsibility for
instructing and/or tracking how their students ased the texts read as a part of their courses.
The larger numbers of teachers who valued aftetingestrategies most likely did so because it
was the outcome (of reading assignments) thatgheyarily focused upon when determining
success in their courses. However, it is the rekeds assertion that if all subject-area teachers
took time to assess and instruct students in waysiderstand the structure and form of the texts
assigned in their courses, student understandidgaerall academic achievement would rise in
their classes.

Aspire Secondary Teacher Survey

Midway through Phase Two of the intervention perihe same teacher questionnaire
that Ben Holt Academy instructors completed atdfiaet of the study was sent out to Aspire
secondary teachers at seven schools (Langston Huigtaelemy, Capitol Heights Academy,
Summit Charter Academy, East Palo Alto Charter 8dapy, Lionel Wilson Prep Academy,
California College Preparatory Academy, and Millsth8econdary). The purpose of the survey
was to learn of other Aspire secondary educatorstall perception of how their students
engaged with reading. Five out of seven schodlsmed eighteen completed surveys. Figures
70 and 71 detail data drawn from the Aspire seconigacher questionnaire results. It should

be noted that Ben Holt Academy survey data wasiatdoded (for a total of thirty teachers).
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Aspire Secondary Teacher Evaluation of
Student Use of Reading Strategies
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Figure 70.Aspire Secondary Teacher Evaluation of Studentdf$&eading Strategies

Figure 70 shows that most Aspire secondary teadakrsonfident in their students’
ability to use after-reading strategies, such asnsarization. Twenty percent of the thirty
teachers felt their students always summarized edteling non-fiction texts, and nearly half of
the teachers felt their students usually summariZédrty percent felt their students sometimes
summarized, and just three percent perceived shgilents hardly ever summarized after reading
informational materials. None of the secondargleas indicated that the skill of
summarization was irrelevant to their subject area.

Exactly fifty percent of the secondary teachersysyed felt their students were most
likely to use before-reading strategies, with etepercent indicating always, and thirty-nine
percent indicating usually. Thirty-three percehthe teachers felt their students sometimes used
before-reading strategies and ten percent felt gtedents hardly ever used strategies before
reading non-fiction materials. Seven percent eftdachers indicated that before-reading

strategies were not relevant to their subject-area.
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Slightly less than half of the thirty secondaryctears felt their students used during-
reading strategies: eleven percent indicated always thirty-four percent indicated usually.
Forty percent of the teachers felt their studeatsetimes used strategies during reading, with
twelve percent teachers indicating their studeatsllly ever used strategies while reading non-
fiction texts in their classes. Two percent of tthachers noted that during-reading strategies
were not relevant to their classes.

Of the six schools surveyed, only two sites retdrgeestionnaires with one hundred
percent of their secondary teachers indicatinglie&dre-, during-, and after-reading strategies
were relevant to their courses.

Teachers were also asked to note which of the mgadrategies they delivered direct
instruction on in their subject-area courses. FEJUL reveals that the majority of the thirty
secondary teachers did not instruct content reagkillg in their courses (64-68% of those who
completed the survey). Thirty-six percent of teadhers indicated they taught during-reading
strategies in their classes. Slightly fewer ingtiors noted they delivered instruction in skills

related to before- (32%) and after-reading (33%).

Secondary Teacher Survey on
Direct Instruction of Reading Strategies

100 -

80

B Do Not Spend Time on

60 - Direct Instruction

40 A O Spend Time on Direct
Instruction

Percent of Teachers

20 32 36 33

Before During After
STRATEGIES

Figure 71.Aspire Secondary Teacher Survey on Direct Instomctif Reading Strategies
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Some of the secondary teachers who indicated teyeded instruction in before-,
during- or after-reading strategies in their sirglbdject classes, listed the skills they taught:
talking to the text; note-taking; visualizationaxfying the text; making connections with text;
paraphrasing; identifying important details; howeaference citations; analytic reading; using
context clues to define words; labeling paragrapecling titles, bolded, and italicized words;
word works; how to read diagrams; how to read mags,legends, and keys; and questioning
the text.

The Aspire secondary teacher questionnaire reveéasdbout half of those surveyed
felt their students used strategies when readingfiction texts in their classes. All of the
secondary teachers believed that after-readintg skiich as summarization, were applicable to
their subject areas; however a small percentagaatidee their courses as a place for direct
instruction of the strategies associated with ustaeding non-fiction materials.

The trend in the Aspire-wide teacher survey waghsgl better in terms of the number of
secondary educators who took responsibility foueng that their students were capable of
accessing the texts associated with their coursgsrestingly, and not to be overlooked, are the
two school sites where 100% of the secondary teachieo returned the questionnaire
demonstrated active involvement in instructing etid in before-, during- and after-reading
strategies. Specific CST data for the sites wasocessible at the time of this analysis;
however, it would have been interesting to trackleht growth in reading comprehension in
order to determine what kind of impact this compredive commitment by all secondary
teachers at the two sites might have made ontststteesults.

Overall, the Aspire-wide survey data served to uschae the significant role that all
subject-area teachers at school sites play in gngtivat the students are growing in their

acquisition and use of reading strategies. Seegnadstruction is the gateway to higher
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learning, and if instructors idly stand by whileuymy people are moved on towards college
without strong comprehension skills in reading fiction texts, then educators must be held
responsible if students are not capable of suagiggsinderstanding college level readings. As
an organization with the motto “college for certaisnd with an Early College Model on its
secondary campuses, focus upon reading instruatitre secondary levels, from sixth through
twelfth is thereforgparamount

The recommendations contained within this repatcartainly a step in the right
direction. Itis recommended that future studesit in on secondary teachers’ perception of
their role in student ability to access informag#btexts, and on further development of and

research into additional means to improving studeading comprehension.

Teachers and administrators share an importamtimdielping to ensure that the students
at their site are provided with the opportunity dinge to learn, practice, and apply reading
strategies when accessing non-fiction texts. Tdiey share in the collective responsibility of
tracking and assessing student growth in attitundeimterest as well as in comprehension skills.
| researcher highly recommends that teachers amchédrators work in concert with each other
and place high priority on and assume collectigpoasibility for increasing students’ abilities

in understanding informational materials.
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Evaluation of this Process

As a result of conducting an action research sttidyresearcher’s own teaching
practices with regards to building reading compnsien skills has changed to include all of the
recommended practices noted in the previous segctioluding the addition of some new
activities. Having an organized approach to tlaeheng of reading strategies has provided the
researcher with a more specific way to better tstaklent progress with comprehending a
variety of texts, whether fiction or non-fictiom @ wide array of genres within each.

A new practice introduced this year is annotatetation, explained earlier in the
previous section. Through this method of “talkioghe text,” students have used their post-its
to assist them with writing reading response joLem&ries. In addition, the researcher has
noticed that when students take other assessnmetitgjing the state writing test, they are
underlining phrases and circling key words, denratisty they aréransferringthe skill of
annotating text to other situations. This kindrahsfer is what Mayer (2002) was referring to
when writing about how students solve problemsgphang knowledge from previous learning
experiences to new ones.

Another change made this year took place in teeaieher’s classroom library, where a
number of additional non-fiction informational textrere added, including some educational
magazines. Unlike the intervention, where studentg read non-fiction for silent sustained
reading and independent reading for the duratich@&tudy window, this year students have
alternated their reading of fiction and non-ficti@xts, switching from one to the other as they
finish. This has enabled students to gain fartgreeccess and opportunity to read informational
materials for their independent (free choice) regdit school and at home.

As one of the school site’s humanities lead tees;tibe researcher plans to share the

results of this study with her administrator anldestcontent-area leads because of the critical
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value of monitoring student progress with readimfigrimational texts across the subject areas.
The researcher further plans to recommend to #aekship team that this conversation be
continued on a broader scale to the teaching atafftogether collaborate on the establishment
of schoolwide expectations when it comes to howestis make meaning with non-fiction,
informational texts.

If the researcher could start this research pt@gain, there are a few changes she would
make in terms of timing and breadth. The interi@mtvindow spanned ten weeks, from April to
June 2007, right up to the last day of the schealty Survey results (and potentially assessment
results) for one section of students who partieigah the study suggested that student attitude
towards reading non-fiction texts had dropped $igantly by the end of the school year. The
researcher asserts, however, that these resulld Wwave been different had the timing of the
study taken place earlier in the school year. Sthdy window would be lengthened to span six
to ten months. It is the researcher’s belief taat this intervention started at the beginning of
the school year, student growth in comprehensioalavbave been on a much greater scale.
Lastly, if this study were to be repeated, theaesd®er would have included a control group so
as to better measure the quality and success aicthaties and approaches contained within the
invention. As it was, because a grade level cglleavas conducting her own action research
study around the same topic, both teachers wergleit@establish a clear control group.

The researcher is interested in pursuing additiamenues of research surrounding
reading comprehension of non-fiction informationedterials at the secondary level. As noted
earlier, it would be interesting to learn how saiglibject secondary teachers perceive their role
with regards to enabling students to access texitsnaheir courses, and to locate further
intervention approaches that are proving successfempus and at other school sites.

Specifically, the researcher would like to examiiet single-subject educators do to prepare
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their students with strategies and skills for coamgnding texts read in their classes, and match
instructor practices (or lack thereof) with a varief assessment data, including the annual
California Standards Test.

The researcher’s involvement in conducting actesearch within the context of her own
classroom has sparked greater understanding ofaund for the importance of cycle of inquiry,
not only for student learning, but especially foe tesearcher’s own instructional practices. The
researcher has thoroughly enjoyed the action relsgaocess; in particular, the ability to ferret
out results from an array of data points, and ¢pddieply into analysis of student results and her

own personal teaching practices.
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Action Research Project Timeline
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Pre-Intervention

Pre-Intervention
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Intervention — Phase One

Intervention — Phase One

INTERVENTION OBJECTIVE MATERIALS TIME,
ACTIVITY FREQUENCY,
AND DURATION
Administer Student | Students will answer Student Week of April
Questionnaire survey about their behavigrQuestionnaire 2, 2007
[see Appendix B] and approaches with (administered
reading informational (non- after the pre-
fiction) texts. test was
administered).
Administer Content-| Holt teachers will answer | Content-Area Week of April
Area Teacher Surveyquestions about their Teacher Survey 2, 2007
[see Appendix C] students’ behavior and
approaches with reading
informational (non-fiction)
texts. Teachers will also
comment on their
instruction of content
reading skills.
Administer Pre-Test| Students will read a Pre-Test, Passage | Week of April
[see Appendix D] selection from the history | from history text. | 2, 2007
text and answer questions
that are based upon
Bloom’s Taxonomy.
Structural Features | Students will understand | Various examples of | Week of April
of Informational and analyze the differenceghon-fiction texts 9, 2007

Materials (Reading
Comprehension
Standard 2.1)

in structure and purpose
between various categorie
of informational materials.

(textbook, manual,
Jresearch paper,
newsletter, internet
news group, sign,
encyclopedia,
dictionary);
Categories of
Informational
Materials Handout

Silent Sustained
Reading/Independer
Reading

[see Appendix E]

nffiction, informational texts

Students will read non-

for SSR and IR.

Reading Logs

Beginning the
week of April
9, 2007;
continuously
through the end
of the
intervention.
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Intervention — Phase One

Intervention — Phase Two
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Intervention — Phase Two

INTERVENTION
ACTIVITY

OBJECTIVE

MATERIALS

TIME ,
FREQUENCY,
AND DURATION

How to Choose a
Non-Fiction Book
(RC 2.1)

Students will review
techniques for choosing a
book (learned at the start @
the school year), and will
use at least two when
selecting their first non-
fiction SSR/IR text.

Collection of non-
fiction,
finformational
materials for
students to select
from.

Chart paper

Week of April 9,
2007

Reading Journal
(non-fiction

Students will keep a journa
of their non-fiction reading

Reading Journal
Spiral; handout on

Begin week of
April 16, 2007

Independent for Independent Reading | double-journal (continuous
Reading) (IR) homework, using a entry through the end
[see Appendix F] double-entry journal of the
technique, writing in their intervention)
journal weekly, for a
minimum of one full page of
writing.
Features of Narrative Students will discover how | Two sets of Week of April
and Expository Texts text features and patterns | history-related 16, 2007

[see Appendix G]

differ in narrative and
expository texts.

texts — narrative
and expository —
containing three to
four examples.

Individual Reading
Conference Record

Students will meet with
teacher and share excerpts
from non-fiction reading
journal.

Student reading
journal (non-
fiction); Individual
Reading
Conference Recor

Beginning week
of April 23,
2007, met with
16 students
dweekly (8 per
section of
students)
through the end
of the
intervention.
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Intervention — Phase Two
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Post-Intervention

Post-Intervention

NTERVENTION OBJECTIVE MATERIALS TIME,
ACTIVITY FREQUENCY,
AND DURATION
Reading Strategies | Students will list and Reading Strategies Week of April
explain seven key reading | handout and 16, 2007

strategies.

poster.

Modeling and
Practicing Thinking-
Aloud with Text

Students will observe
teacher modeling think-
aloud strategies while she
reads, and then will practice
the same technique using g
variety of history texts.

Passages of history
text (from various
reading levels),

L, Think-Aloud Check-
[List and Bookmark,
poster of Reading

Strategies

Beginning week
of April 23, on-
going at least
once weekly
through the end
of the
intervention

window.

Send out content-
area teacher survey
to all Aspire
secondary content-
area teachers

[see Appendix C]

Secondary content-area
teachers will answer
questions about their
students’ behavior with
reading informational (non-
fiction) texts. Teachers will
also comment on their
instruction of content
reading skills

Content-Area
Teacher Survey

Week of April 16
(this was sent ou
after all schools
completed their
spring break.)

—F

Administer Student
Questionnaire
[Appendix B]

Students will answer survey
about their behavior and
approaches with reading
informational (non-fiction)
texts.

y Student
Questionnaire

Week of June 4,
2007
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Post-Intervention
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INTERVENTION OBJECTIVE MATERIALS TIME,,
ACTIVITY FREQUENCY,
AND DURATION
Administer Students will read a Post-Test, PassageWVeek of June 4,
Intervention Post- | selection from the history | from history text. | 2007
Test text and answer questions
[see Appendix 1] that are based upon Bloom's
Taxonomy. This post-test
will be similar to structure to
pre-test.
Administer Second | Students will retake the 7" Grade Spring | Week of June 4,
Round of Spring Spring Reading Benchmark Reading 2007
Reading Benchmark (first given in March 2007) | Benchmark

and results will be
compared)
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Appendix B

Study History Questionnaire
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Student Survey adapted from Improving Student Ceimgmsion in Social Science by Teaching
Reading Strategies (Bauman, 2002).
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Appendix C

Content-Area Teacher Survey
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Student Survey adapted from Improving Student Ceimgmsion in Social Science by Teaching

Reading Strategies (Bauman, 2002).
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Appendix D

Content Reading Pre-Test
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Pre-test Text — 4.3 “Guilds” (page 4%jig¢tory Alive! The Medieval World and Beygnd

Text Readability
Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level 6.1
Metametrics’ Lexile Analyzer 1000 Lexile (middleventh grade)

KNOWLEDGE

List the three things a master agreed to providmtapprentice after an agreement was signed.
[House, feed, train the apprentice]

COMPREHENSION

Look at the picture. Predict why the cobblers vimgkin the shop were most likely journeymen.
Explain/support your opinion. [Because it was tapensive to set up their own business, these
men could probably not afford to do so, and so thesgame journeymen, working for the master
of the shop that is pictured.]

APPLICATION

What do you think would happen if an apprenticetgaster piece” was not approved by the
guild? [They would not set up a business and nmglsbme a journeyman, or they might go
through the apprentice process all over again]

ANALYSIS

How is the medieval apprenticeship like modern-sigtyooling? [People go to school to learn
skills and have to be tested and receive a diplontegree to prove their expertise or skill, and
then they can go into business for themselves ok fov a ‘master’]

SYNTHESIS

Write an advertisement for a modern-day apprertipes one of these fields (airplane
mechanic, veterinarian, math teacher, archaeolagastiener, architect, and biologist). Include
the length of the apprenticeship, what the mastrdvhave to provide if an agreement is
signed, and what has to be proved in order to bk a “master.”

EVALUATION

Assess the value and importance of medieval guiBlgport your explanation.
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Appendix E

Example of a Weekly Reading Log with Non-Fictiontlas Requirement
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Appendix F

Reading Journal — Non-Fiction Independent Reading
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Once a week
Read and fill out a double-journal entry.

On the left column are the things you noticed, andhe right column are your personal
responses to those things (ex: What | Saw, Whablght.).

WHAT | SAW: WHAT | THOUGHT:

April 12, 2007 “Geography and Trade” - pages 138-139

Woodland | never realized that Western Africa actually has forests. The forests

forest have a variety of plant life, such as oil palms, yams, and kola trees. |
wonder if these kola trees have something to do with what we call
“cola?"

I have learned that an extended family includes all of your close
Extended relatives; not only father, mother, and siblings, but also aunts and
families uncles, even distant cousins. Families seemed to be much more
dependent upon each other back in middle ages West Africa because
they relied upon each other for everything. It's too bad that my own
family does not have that same sense of “need” for one another;
maybe we’d be closer than we are.

Looks like the above.... Narrow left column, wideght column.
You must write a minimum of one full page, withrirargins on all sides

Every week you will receive a participation grade\riting in your journal, based upon
how fluent of a writer you are (the more you writee higher your grade)

Every so often, your journal will be collected oviee weekend and returned the
following Monday.



152

Appendix G

Photo: The Structure and Features of Texts
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The Structure and Features of Texts
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Appendix H

Photo: Reading Strategies
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Display of Reading Strategies in Classroom
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Appendix |

Content Reading Post-Test
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Post-test Text — 25.2 “Class Structure” (pages 28D} History Alive! The Medieval World and
Beyond

Text Readability
Fleisch-Kincaid Grade Level 8.0
Metametrics’ Lexile Analyzer — 6.0 (early sixthage)

KNOWLEDGE

What are the five main social classes in Aztecetg@iRuler and his familynoble classof
government officials, priests, and high-ranking raas; commoners(citizens who were not of
noble rank)peasants(neither slaves nor citizensjaves]

COMPREHENSION

What differences exist between fhechtecaand farmers? Explain/support your response in
your own words. Rochtecahad their own god, lived in a separate sectiord teies with rare
goods; enjoyed many privileges such as owning &misending children to the nobles’ schools.
Farmers could not own land, but were loaned plbtara to live and farm on; paid tribute using
crops, labor or manufactured goods.]

APPLICATION

Construct a graphic organizer to illustrate theglstructure of Aztec society.

[Graphic organizer should reflect the five levatslicating the ruler at the top and slaves at the
bottom, with the others falling in likewise fashibatween.]

ANALYSIS

Why do you think Aztec rulers were not chosen bameteredity? [Answers can vary. One
reason might be so that the best for the job cbaldhosen, rather than who is next in line. It
makes rulership less predictable, given that thve mger would be chosen by a select group of
advisors (although perhaps the advisors couldfu&nced.”)]

SYNTHESIS

Aztec advisors have given you the job of creatimgwa class structure in Aztec society.

Create a new class structure in Aztec society,nting new levels and rights, purposes, etc.
[Students should create definite levels that ingi@ahierarchy; those with more details will earn
more points, especially if rights and purposesaaidressed.]

EVALUATION
Do you think giving Aztec slaves rights is a goadad thing? Why? Explain/support your
response. [Answers will vary.]
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Appendix J

Action Research Intervention Journal Excerpts
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Intervention journal:
Week of April 9, 2007

This week my students started reading nonfictiooksdor SSR/IR. | have a basic collection of
nonfiction books, so they were able to find somaghight away. A few students were finishing
up with fiction books, which | permitted them to.do

Their response was really surprising to me — theeced when | announced the switch. Made
me realize that this is an important genre thatiaee be included much more for SSR/IR.

On Friday | delivered the lesson on structure @drimational materials and it went well. The
students were interested in digging into the mal®ri They were not as strong at being able to
provide the structure of the materials; they weosthy giving generic features, or in some cases,
overly specific features of the materials. We @ahof time, so we will wrap up this lesson on
Monday, and then | can provide them with indepengeactice.

April 19, 2007

Reading Journals

The students are used to writing a personal regpnfsction, but this is a new experience, and

it is interesting to hear and observe their reastioFor example, Amanda was struggling with
what seemed to be the format of the journal, amtessed a desire to just free-write her
thoughts. It was only after guided practice hadeeh that she told me she now understands, but
will miss the ‘letter writing’ format. | told hahat she could use that format every so often, but
that learning this new format will enable her tepend more specifically to nonfiction texts.

I’'m glad we used the text on the fall of the Ronkampire for guided/independent practice,
because it will nest perfectly with our upcomingtum Medieval Europe.

Week of April 16...

Things have already fallen behind and it is duthéofact that we are in the midst of reviewing
the ELA standards because of STAR quickly appraachSo far, | have had to push things
forward one week. We wrapped up the types of maironal materials lesson early in the week,
and have covered reading journals in a two-dayledmishing today. A lesson that somehow
got lost in the shuffle was choosing a n/f book.

| think this is a necessary skill to cover, andvsowill for next week.

April 25....

| taught the lesson in comparing narrative and skpry texts today to both classes. This was a
more difficult skill for them to do than | had azipated. They wanted to comment on the

content rather than the actual structure. Onewaappropriate responses were given, that
changed things for the better. The students (blafses) came up with a long list for each form
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of text. There were some interesting commenthéatiestions, especially surrounding how
they approach nonfiction text. Comments like ‘miere boring,” ‘I can’t lie down and read
nonfiction, | have to sit at my desk,’” are a fewattetand out for me.

Week of April 30...

4/30 — |1 did a lesson on reading strategies, argldefighted to discover that so many of the kids
knew these strategies ahead of time! | also begzeting w/kids individually to talk about their
reading journals and how reading is going in gdndta interesting, because there seem to be
two distinct groups: kids who provide evidenceausing reading strategies in their journal
writing and those who simply don’t respond at althie writing, but instead “copy” from the text
into their journal. | was only able to meet abéwir 5 students per class today, so it will be
interesting as this kicks into full swing, if | caense any growth. Of those who gave evidence
of strategies, the most prevalent today was vigatin and making connections. | wonder if
they will transfer this to a testing situation?
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Appendix K

Reading Log Tally & Reflection



End of the Year Reading Log Tally & Reflection
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ITEMS TITLE AUTHOR # Pages you When did you Did you Did you
READ Read in this read this novel? | complete this| read this
(indicate the Book. (Write down the book? more than 1
genre) dates you read this (Y=yes; NA= time?

book) No, A= (Yes or No)
abandoned)
Sample: | Anne of Greer L.M. pgs 3-345 11/2 - 11/30 Y NO
Hist. Gables Montgomery

Fiction
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WRITE YOUR TOTALS BELOW:

GENRE

# OF ITEMS

# OF PAGES

EX: Hist. Fic.

14

6,314

HISTORICAL
FICTION

B IOGRAPHY

FANTASY

SCIENCE
FICTION

REALISTIC
FICTION

NON-FICTION

OTHER

GRAND
TOTALS

%

%

$$+ I+
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Appendix L

Reading Journal Tally



READING JOURNAL TALLY

Section:

Student Initials:

165

Date:

Incidences of Reading Strategif

Tally #s

Predicting

Picturing

Questioning

Making Connections

Identifying a Problem

Summarizing

Using fix-ups

Other:

Direction copying from text

Date:

Incidences of Reading Strategig

Tally #s

Predicting

Picturing

Questioning

Making Connections

Identifying a Problem

Summarizing

Using fix-ups

Other:

Direction copying from text
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Appendix M

Reading Response Journal Rubric (f8rGrade)
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RRJ # Score /20 = % = &rad
Comments:
7" Grade Humanities
Reading Response Journal Rubric
Indicator 4 3 2 1

Includes three
quotes from the
literature,

Writes out more
than one passage
from the

Writes out one
2 passage from
the literature

Writes out one
passage from the
literature (no page

No passages from th
literature are includeg
in the student’s

~=

including page literature (includes page | number given). | journal response.
numbers. (includes page | numbers).

numbers).
Demonstrates Shows multi- Shows adequateShows some Shows no
understanding of | dimensional understanding | understanding of | understanding of text;

text by providing
evidence of
reading strategies

understanding of
text by using two
or morereading
strategies at a
deep level

of text by using
one reading
strategy.

text by providing
limited application
of one reading
strategy.

no reading strategies
appear to be used.

Idea Development

The writing is
clear and focused
and explained
very thoroughly.
Details are
neither skimpy
nor over-
whelming.

They enlighten

The writing has
defined topics,
but lacks the
details that
“complete the
picture”.
Information is
generalnot
very specific or
personal.

The writing has a
main topic, but
provides no detail
or might just be a
summary of the
story with

minimal
application of
reading strategies

The writing is
sketchy and poorly
focused. Reader
must guess as to
meaning. Main topic
Is unclear if present a
all.

—

Use of
Conventions

Uses conventions
accurately.
Properly cites a
text (page
number,
underlines title or
uses quotes)

Use
conventions
adequately.
Response is
mostly
understood
without
confusion

Uses conventions
sparingly. May
result in some
confusion.

Uses correct
conventions rarely.
Writing is nearly
impossible to follow
without confusion.

On Time —
Written with the
Proper Date &
Labeled
Correctly

Is labeled with
the correct date
for that RRJ, and
includes the
correct RRJ#
and title of book

Is missing one
of the
following: date,
RRJ#, book
title.

read.

Is missing two of
the following:
date, RRJ#, book
title.

No date, no RRJ #,
and no book title.




