


A Compari on of Student Achievement in READ 180 as Measured by TCAP in Middle 

Schools in One Middle Tennessee School System 

A Field Study 

Presented to 

The College of Graduate Studies 

Austin Peay State University 

In Partial Fulfillment 

Of the Requirements for the Degree 

Education Specialist 

Rachel Henley 

May 2011 



May, 2011 

To the College of Graduate Studies: 

We are submitting a field study written by Rachel Henley entitled 

"A Comparison of Student Achievement in READ 180 as Measured by ICAP in Middle 

Schools in One Middle Tennessee School System." We have examined the final copy of 

this field study for form and content. We recommend that it be accepted in partial 

fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Educational Specialist. 

Committee Member 

~Qi?J 
Committee Member 

Dean, College of Graduate Studies 



ST A TEMENT OF PERMISSION TO USE 

To the College of Graduate Studies: 

In partial fulfillment of the requirements for an Education Specialist Degree at 

Austin Peay State University, I agree that the Library shall make the Field Study, "A 

Comparison of Student Achievement in READ 180 as Measured by TCAP in Middle 

Schools in One Middle Tennessee School System" available to borrowers under the rules 

of the Library. 

Permission for extensive quotation or reproduction of this field study may be 

granted by my major professor or, in his absence, by the Head of Inter-Library Services. 

Any copying or the use of the material in this field study for financial gain shall not be 

allowed without my written permission. 

iii 



DEDICATION 

I dedicate my Field Study to my family. To my husband, Jeff Henley , and mY, 

daughter, Emerie Henley, thank you for the sacrifices you have made to help me succeed. 

Thank you for you continual support and encouragement throughout this process. To my 

parents , Richard and Judy Sims, I thank you for helping me have a strong foundation on 

which to build my life experiences. I love you all so much! You are always in my heart! 

iv 



Conclusions .. ..... . . . . . .. . .. . .. .. . ..... . ... . .... .. .. . .. . .... .. .. . .. ......... . .. . .. . .... 39 

Recommendations .. . .. . . . . . .. .. . ... .. .... ... .... .. ... . ... .. .. . .. . .... . .. .. .. . ... .. . . ..40 

VI. References .. .. .. .. . . .. . .. . . .. ........ .. .. . ... . ..... . ...... ... ... . ... ... .. ... ..... .... , .. .45 

VII . Appendices .. ... . ... .. ... . .. . .. . .. . . ... ... ...... .. ... ..... ... . ..... .... ..... . .. .... 50-56 

Appendix A : Clarksville-Montgomery County School System Letter of 
Approval for Study ........ . .... .. .. .... ... ......... .. .. ....... . ..... ... ... ... 51-52 

Appendix B: Clarksville-Montgomery County School System Approval 
for Use of Additional Data ... .... ...... ..... .. .... ...... ... . .. .. ..... ...... .53-54 

Appendix C: Austin Peay State University Institutional Review Board 
Approval .. . . .. .. .. ....... .. .. .. ....... . ... ................ . ... ....... .. ......... 55-56 

Appendix D: Austin Peay State University Institutional Review Board 
Final Approval After Required Revisions .................... . ... .. ... .... 57-58 

ix 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to acknowledge my committee chair, Dr. Gary Stewart, who has , 

continually supported me throughout my graduate journey at Austin Peay State 

University . I would also like to acknowledge Dr. Tammy Shutt for holding me to high 

standards and giving me encouragement along the way. Next, I want to acknowledge Dr. 

Don Luck, a statistics god, for taking time to meet with me and teaching me how to run 

the data for my field study. I would like to acknowledge Dr. Kimi Sucharski, the 

Clarksville-Montgomery County School System Research and Assessment/At-Risk 

Coordinator, for her willingness to help me throughout the field study process. I also 

want to acknowledge Elaine Hoffert, READ 180 Consulting Teacher for the Clarksville

Montgomery County School System, for her assistance in the data collection process, 

including spending multiple days wading through binders full of documents without 

hesitation. 

Finally, I would like to acknowledge the principal at Rossview Middle School, 

Anna Neubauer, who gave me the chance to experience leadership opportunities in the 

school. With her support, I have grown professionally and personally . Thank you all for 

giving me the tools to complete my degree! 

V 



ABSTRACT 

RACHEL RENEE HENLEY. A Comparison of Student Achievement in READ 180 ~s 
Measured by TCAP in Middle Schools in One Middle Tennessee School System (under 
the direction of DR. J. GARY STEW ART.) 

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to detem1ine what effects, if any, the reading 

intervention program, READ 180, had on student achievement rates as measured by the 

Language A11s portion of the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) in 

middle schools in one Middle Tennessee School System. The researcher analyzed the 

data of students who had been in READ 180 in sixth through eighth grades. The 

researcher then examined the effects of READ 180 on student achievement rates on the 

Language Arts section of the TCAP based on gender, socioeconomic status , and 

ethnicity. The results varied among groups; they showed either negative effects or no 

statistically significant differences. 
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CHAPTER I 

Introduction 

The history of educati on has been one containing considerable debate amqng 

educa tors, especially when discussing how to teach reading . Educators generally agree 

on the elements of reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency , vocabulary, and 

comprehension. However, for centuries instructors have questioned the best methods to 

teach reading. 

Many have stated the importance of teaching individual symbols and their 

corresponding sounds as the foundation for making sense of words. Others have 

promoted the use of all of the components of reading, as well as an admiration for 

literature. More recently, instructors have begun to advocate a combination of the major 

approaches to teaching reading; they want students to learn phonological relationships 

within the context of vocabulary and literature. 

There are several strategies that educators use when teaching reading. Research 

has been conducted on which of these strategies are the most effective in raising student 

achievement rates. In their book, Classroom Instruction that Works, Marzano, Pickering, 

and Pollock (2001) indicated nine categories of instructional strategies that have a high 

probability of yielding the greatest increases in student achievement. 

Marzano et al. (2001) suggested that a blend of strategies be used rather than 

focusing on the highest-yielding category . Dennis (2008) indicated there is no "silver

bullet " program that will eliminate literacy problems , but advocated teachers be given the 

tools to meet their students ' needs successfully. The Scholastic , Inc . reading intervention 

program , READ 180, gives such instruments to educators. The program incorporates 
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multiple instructional stra le(l ies includi ng ass isti,,e tech I H lb · dB h 
~ · ~ no ogy . asse nng an ausc 

(2006) noted that, idea ll y, "students can use an ass istive technology intervention to 

cont inuall y improve their reading skill s while at the same time taking advantage qf a 

reading support to provide the scaffolding necessary to read text at their grade level " (p . 

73). READ 180 integrates the most effective strategies into a balanced approach to 

literacy to give students the opportunities to maximize their learning in a supportive, yet 

challenging environment that is tailored to their individual needs. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem that was examined in this study was the large number of students 

who are at-risk of failure in Reading/Language Arts at the middle school level, which 

includes grades 6 - 8. In the most recent data available from the U.S. Department of 

Education Institute of Education Sciences (2007), eighth grade students showed a three

point improvement from 1992 in reading achievement rates. However, there have been 

consistent gaps in the reading achievement rates when data was disaggregated based on 

gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. 

Purpose of the Study 

Scholastic, Inc. (2009a) boasted that the implementation of READ 180, a reading 

intervention program, has yielded two years growth in reading proficiency rates. The 

program uses a variety of instructional strategies to provide lessons that target the 

students' individual needs, including an electronic reading intervention software program 

component that corrects students as they read passages by using a microphone that is 

hooked to the computer. The purpose of the study was to determine the effects that 

READ 180 has on middle school-aged students in one Middle Tennessee School System. 
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ignificance of th e Study 

READ 180 has been implemented into the Clarksv ille-Montgomery County 

School System fo r grades 6 - 12. According to the 2009-2010 Clarksville-Montg_omery 

County School System School Budget Highlights (2009a) , the program is part of the 

Unfunded Budget Requirements , which are items that are needed in the school system, 

but cannot be funded without modifying the current revenue intake 

(www.cmcss.net/archives/2010/Budgetpresentation.pdf, pg. 8). The required resources to 

sustain the implementation of READ 180 are part of the Tier 1 and Tier 3 divisions of the 

Unfunded Budget Requirements. "Maintaining the current tax rate of $1.02 fully funds 

Tier[s] 1 ... the total cost for Tier 3 is $2.5 Million or 8.8 pennies on the dollar" 

(www.cmcss.net/archives/2010/Budgetpresentation.pdf, pg. 7-11). 

Research Questions 

1. What is the difference in student achievement rates before beginning the READ 

180 program and completion of the first year of READ 180? 

2. What is the difference in impact on the TCAP scores of READ 180 participants 

based on gender? 

3. What is the difference in impact on the TCAP scores of READ 180 participants 

based on socioeconomic status? 

4. What is the difference in impact on the TCAP scores of READ 180 participants 

based on ethnicity? 
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H~·potheses 

1. There wi ll be no stati st ically significant difference between student achievement 

rates befo re beginning the READ 180 program and completion of the first,year of 

READ 180. 

2 . There will be no statistically significant difference between the TCAP scores of 

READ 180 participants based on gender. 

3. There will be no statistically significant difference between the TCAP scores of 

READ 180 participants based on socioeconomic status. 

4. There will be no statistically significant difference between the TCAP scores of 

READ 180 participants based on ethnicity. 

Limitations 

The population size for this study limits the ability to make generalizations about 

the READ 180 program. The program has been in place for three years. Because the 

study included students from each of the seven middle schools in the Clarksville

Montgomery County School System, different teachers were present in the teaching of 

the READ 180 program; however, each teacher has been trained according to the 

standards of the program for proper implementation. The data is limited to the students 

who took the district-level Benchmark III Test for READ 180 in the 2007, 2008, and 

2009 school years because the district did not require a master list of participants in the 

program until the 2007-2008 school year; therefore , the only indicator of who had 

participated for all three years of the program was the READ 180 Benchmark III Test 

results. During the 2008-2009 school year, the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment 

Program test was renormed; therefore , the mean scores were adjusted to reflect a new 



curve equiva lent. This limited the data analys is to the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 school 

yea rs . 

Assumptions 

5 

Forthe purposes of this study, it was assumed that each group of students was 

taught by teachers who were highly qualified according to the No Child Left Behind 

(2001) Act to teach Reading/Language Arts. It was assumed that each of the READ 180 

teachers followed the scripted program. It was also assumed that the students did their 

best on the Language Arts portion of the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program 

test. 

Definitions of Terms 

1. Benchmark Test - Formative test, given three times per year in every content 

area, that assess students' mastery of individual curriculum standards (Clarksville 

Montgomery County School System, 2010). 

2. Lexile level - Measure of either an individual 's reading ability or the difficulty of 

a text (MetaMetrics, Inc. , 2009) 

3. NCE - Normalized standard scores that were developed by RMC Research 

Corporation under contract to the then Office of Education (now the Department 

of Education) as a measure of effectiveness of Chapter 1 (now Title I) programs 

and projects. NCEs have a mean of 40 and were constructed to have a standard 

deviation of21.06 and a range of scores from 1 to 99 scores (CTB/McGraw-Hill, 

2009). 
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4 . n Chi ld Left Behind Act (NCLB) - Law that states that al l students will achieve 

pro fi ciency in Read ing/Language Arts by 20 14 (Tennessee Department of 

Educa tion, 2006). 

5 . READ 180 - A comprehensive reading intervention program , based on more than 

a decade of sc ientifically based research and the collaboration of reading experts, 

des igned to meet the needs of students in elementary through high school whose 

reading level is below the proficient level (Scholastic , Inc ., 2009a). 

6. Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) - "A research-based , computer-adaptive 

reading assessment for Grades K - 12 that measures students' level of reading 

comprehension and reports it using the Lexile Framework® for Reading" 

(Scholastic , Inc., 2009b). 

7. Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP) - A criterion-referenced 

assessment in a multiple-choice format that provides a measure of the knowledge 

and application of skills in various subject areas . For the middle school grades, 

the test covers Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies. 

(Tennessee Department of Education, n.d .). 
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CHAPTER U 

Review of Literature 

Components of Reading 

According to the National Institute for Literacy (2009), there are five components 

of reading : phonemic awareness , phonics, fluency, vocabulary , and comprehension. 

Phonemic awareness refers to a student's understanding that words are made of sounds, 

which can be manipulated to fonn new words although the sounds that make the word are 

the same. Phonics , on the other hand, is the understanding of the symbols that produce 

the sounds that make up words. Mather and Goldstein (2001) stated that, "Reading 

fluency encompasses the speed or rate of reading, as well as the ability to read materials 

with expression" (pg. 1). Students must also have the ability to rely on their vocabulary 

to make meaning of their reading. Finally, comprehension connects the words the reader 

is reading to the meaning of those words. "Good readers are both purposeful (they have a 

reason to read) and active (they think to make sense of what they read)" (National 

Institute for Literacy, 2009, p. 1). 

Historical Perspective 

Over the past several centuries, people have debated the best methods for teaching 

reading; however, it was only in the early twentieth century that educational research 

began to intensify. After much discussion, two primary means of instruction have 

remained steadfast: Phonics and Whole Language . Phonics focuses on a person's ability 

to make connections between the symbols in a language and the sounds that each symbol 

represents, whereas Whole Language looks at the broad spectrum of literacy, including 

word recoonition and a text-1ich environment. Recentl y, however, a more balanced 
0 
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approach to literacy, which incorporates both phoni·cs a d Wh I L h b n o e anguage, as een 

mak ing its debut in classrooms. 

Phonics. The phonics approach to teaching reading emphasizes the relati \mships 

between sounds (phonemes) and symbols (graphemes). Within this approach, there has 

been discussion about whether to teach sounds and symbols individually, as pairs, or in 

syllables. Some have argued that one must master the sounds for individual symbols in 

order to achieve a solid foundation upon which reading can be built. Others believe that 

symbols are normally found in pairs, such as th or qu , so children should learn the sounds 

of pairs first. Other people believe that teaching reading in a syllabic manner, learning 

each syllable in a word. Hempenstall (1997) reported that in the mid-1800 's, "it 

[Phonics] followed a sequence of teaching upper-case and lower-case letter names two

letter and three-level combinations, monosyllabic words , multi-syllabic words, phrases, 

sentences and, finally, stories" (pg. 5). 

Phonics research had a great impact on the way reading is taught in US schools. 

In 1967, Jean Chall published her findings that began what is now termed "The Reading 

Wars." "She concluded that systematic teaching of phonics tended to produce better 

word recognition , spelling, vocabulary, and comprehension in all children ... " 

(Hempenstall, 1997). The Reading Wars sparked public interest in how reading should 

be taught , which, in tum, generated interest among government officials. Hempenstall 

(1997) reported that the governn1ent first funded literacy research in the 1960 's and 

1970 's and found that the models that systematically taught basic skill s perfom1ed best , 

and one model that also emphasized phonics had the most impressive results in both 
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academic and affective areas. Ho · 1 wever, It 1as been argued that phonics is too limited in 

its approach to reading. 

In a study conducted by a group at the Behavioural Science Institute at Ra9boud 

University Nijmegen in the Netherlands , the benefits of systematic phonics instruction 

was compared to the benefits of a nonsystematic phonics instruction. De Graff, Bosman, 

Hasselman, and Verhoeven (2009) explained their utilization of a computer-based 

phonics program, which both taught using the same grapheme-phoneme 

correspondences: 

In the systematic-phonics program, children encounter, after being introduced to a 

prespecified set of five grapheme-phoneme correspondences, a planned set of 

phonics-through-spelling and synthetic-phonics activities in which they gradually 

learn more letters ... For the nonsystematic approach , a commercially available 

phonics program was used. Children were able to learn about the relationship 

between graphemes and phonemes through the use of a keyboard that produced 

the phoneme of the key that is pressed. This training program did not have a 

prespecified order in which children had to practice; they were allowed to practice 

by choosing freel y from a set of 10 different letter-sound and phonics exercises. 

(p. 320) 

The examiners used 93 kinderga1tners, who were in the last year of their 

customary 2-year kindergartner program, to analyze the benefits of systematic phonics 

instrnctions versus those of a nonsystematic phonics instrnction. There were 4 7 boys and 

46 girls with a mean age of 75.8 months (SD =4 .8 months), 67 whom were Native Dutch 

with the remaining 26 being immigrant children, from three schools. The students were 



diYided into three groups : one group to be instrn t d · · • 
~ c e using a systematic phomcs 

approach. one group to be instrncted using a nonsys t t. h · 
~ ema 1c p orncs app roach , and a 

cont rol group . De Graff et al. (2009) stated "Control ch .Id . . II d · fi 
~ , 1 ren we1e enro e m 1ye types 

of programs : basal reading pro 0 rams regular curriculum whole I h I k 
b , , anguage , w o e wor , 

and mi scell aneous programs " (p. 319). The participants were subjected to four tests , 

which were administered both before beginning the study and after the method had been 

canied out: Productive Letter-Sound Test , Free Sound-Isolation Test, Reading Test , and 

Spelling Test. 

After 15 sessions, each 15 minutes long, over a period of five weeks, De Graff et 

al. (2009) executed the post-assessment of each of the aforementioned tests. The 

researchers found that both the phonics approaches were more successful in the training 

of children to produce the letter sounds of 10 different letters or graphemes than children 

in the control group, but there was no difference between the systematic and 

nonsystematic phonics approaches groups . Children benefited from systematic phonics 

instruction more than both the nonsystematic phonics instruction and control groups 

when isolating and pronouncing the sounds of seventeen consonant-vowel-consonant 

words. The Reading test showed that children who participated in systematic phonics 

instruction significantly increased their ability to read 16 consonant-vowel-consonant 

items , which included both words and nonwords that corresponded to the three stages of 

the systematic training. Children who participated in the systematic phonics instruction 

al so outperformed their counterparts in the Spelling Test. Both the nonsystematic 

phonics instruction group and control group showed no statistical difference in their 
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r erfom,ance on 
th

e Free Sound-Iso lati on Test, Reading Test, or the Spelling Te t (p . 328-

329) . 

Whole Language. Some researchers have advocated the use of Whole Lc!nguage 

instead of Phonics. Whole Language is a holistic approach that focuses on a reader 's 

experience through the use of all aspects of reading : phonemic awareness, letter-word 

coITespondence skills , word recognition, vocabulary, comprehension skills, and an 

appreciation of literature. Daniels , Zemelman, and Bizar (1999) contended that Whole 

Language is not a set of strategies , like Phonics, but stated that it "offers a comprehensive 

reading and writing program for all children from prereaders to students throughout their 

school years " (p . 32). Opponents of the Whole Language approach like Ryder, Tunmer, 

and Greaney (2007) contended that: 

.. . Children who do not possess sufficient levels of essential literacy-related skills 

and experiences at the outset of formal reading instruction (and who are not 

provided with explicit instruction to overcome their weakness in these areas, 

especially phonological awareness), will be forced to rely increasingly o 

ineffective word identification strategies (such as using picture cues, partial word

level cues, and contextual guessing). (p. 366) 

The cycle of debate among educators has been repeating itself for centuries. 

However, Phonics and Whole Language have been at the forefront for the past several 

decades. In 1989, Robert Slavin coined this motion a "pendulum" which moves from one 

extreme to the other in the quest to determine the most effect method for teaching 

reading. Today, educators are beginning to advocate for a more balanced approach to 
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lit eracy hy using hoth Phonics and Whole Language 1·d t · · h · · 
· ~ ~ eas o max 1m1ze t e opportu111t1 e 

for a student to lea rn to read . 

Balanced Literacy. A balanced approach to literacy combines the compo,.nents of 

both Phonics and Whole Language , allowing teachers to utilize an assortment of 

trategies that supports both traditional approaches. This approach depends on the 

effecti ve use of reading and writing to meet each student's needs. It is imperative that the 

teacher uses formative assessments to determine which group, text level, and strategies 

will be used to target the areas in which the students need to strengthen. The strategies 

that the teacher employs are greatly dependent on the skills in which each student is 

deficient. 

The San Diego City Schools implemented the practice of balanced literacy. After 

five years of the system 's reform efforts, Biter, O 'Day, Gubbins, and Socias (2009) 

explained the balance literacy framework: 

This approach aims to gradually release responsibility to students by utilizing 

instructional methods that range from a high level of teacher control and modeling 

(e.g. , through a teacher reading aloud) to a high level of student independence 

(e.g ., through independent reading). Additional instructional strategies that 

support this release of responsibility included shared reading, in which the teacher 

and students , together, read text at a level of cognitive demand that is higher than 

students could tackle on their own, and guided reading , in which the teacher and a 

small group of students closely read a text, focusing on an area of need for these 

students. (p . 19) 
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Bit er et al. (2009) utilized two measurement tools, which had been previously 

validated. to anal yze the effects of balanced 11·teracy 
O 

t ct h. n s u ent ac 1evement. Data was 

coll ected five times over the span of two years by trained observers, most of whicJ,. were 

fonn er teachers or graduate students in education (p 23-24). "They tried to record 

classroom conversations as close to verbatim as poss ible " (Biter et al., 2009, p. 23) . 

The results from the Biter et al. (2009) showed " .. . three measures of literacy 

instruction demonstrated a consistently positive and statistically significant relationship 

to students ' reading comprehension achievement. These were instruction focused on 

higher-level meaning of text , writing instruction, and the presence of accountable talk in 

classroom interactions" (p. 31). 

The Four-Block Method. The Four-Block Method is based on the principles of 

balanced literacy. As the name suggests, it has four primary elements: Guided Reading, 

Self-selected Reading, Working with Words, and the Writing Block. Guided Reading is 

an activity in which students read aloud so that the teacher can guide them to 

comprehending the meaning of the text. The next block allows students to choose the 

materials that they want to read, which builds their confidence and may spark interest in 

related topics . Teachers should also choose a literary text to read aloud to the students so 

that the teacher can model his or her fluency . 

The Working with Words block is used to allow students to focus on phonemic 

awareness , vocabulary , and spelling. Students are given individualized lessons to help 

them to understand the components of language and , in tum, increase their 

comprehension and fluency when reading. The final block, the Writing Block, 

emphasizes writing. By giving the students writing prompts, the teacher is able to direct 
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the cont ent whil e the student is conveying hi s O h h h · 
~ r er t oug ts through completing the 

writ ing process. 

Readin g Achienment 

Every two years, the National Assessment for Educational Progress (NAEP) 

(2007) teSts students in fourth and eighth grades to determine their reading levels. These 

scores are grouped as Basic, Proficient, and Advanced. Although the NAEP conducted 

their assessment in 2009, results will not be reported until early Spring 2010 due to the 

changes that were made to reflect the 2009 framework. According to the 2007 NAEP 

testing , there were 6,930 schools with 160,700 eighth grade students who participated in 

the assessment (http :/ /nces .ed .gov /pubsearch/pubsinfo .asp?pubid ~007 496, pg. 6). 

Overall gains were seen for lower- and middle-performing students . 

Reading Achievement by Ethnicity. "Scores for White and Black students in 

2007 were higher than in both 2005 and 1992. The score for Hispanic students has not 

changed significantly in comparison to 2005 , but was higher than in 1992" (National 

Assessment for Educational Progress , 2007) (p . 28). The increase for White students 

were mostly seen for the lower- and middle-performing student , while the increases in the 

Black population of students was seen throughout all levels of performance. There are 

significant achievement gaps between White and Black students and White and Hispanic 

students, but no significant achievement gap between Black and Hispanic students . 

Reading Achievement by Gender. There were no significant changes in the 

combined reading achievement rates on the NAEP test of male and female students; 

however, there is a ten-point gap between the two genders . Females have maintained the 

higher achievement rate consistently since 1992. According to the National Assessment 
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for Educatio nal Progress . fema les pe1ionned h. 1 . 1 h · · 1g 1e1 t 1an t eir male counterparts m al I 

three readi ng contex ts: reading fo r literary expe11·ence ct · " · " · d 
~ , rea mg 1or m1 ormat1on, an 

read ing to perfonn a task (p. 30). 

Reading Achievement by Socioeconomic Status. The NAEP report shows that 

there was only a one-po int increase in students who were eligible for free lunch and those 

who were not eligible for a lunch price reduction. There was no significant difference in 

the score of students who were eligible for reduced lunch prices. The trend , however, 

between students who are not eligible for free or reduced lunch prices and those who are 

eligible show a considerable gap in reading achievement rates. 

Reading Interventions 

The No Child Left Behind Act (2001) has increased accountability on schools 

through benchmarks for students to be reading at grade level by 2014. Due to the 

accountability standards that the law has placed upon educators, schools are performing 

reading interventions. In order to successfully combat the reading deficiencies of 

students , it is important to determine the most effective strategies in increasing reading 

achievement. 

Tennessee Growth Plan. Tennessee was one of two states that piloted a growth 

plan , which sets goals for meeting the standards enacted by No Child Left Behind. The 

goals for the Growth Plan include students be able to meet proficiency in 

Reading/Language Arts by the 2013-2014 school year (Tennessee Department of 

Education [TDOE] , 2006, p. 2). In order to reach this target , the Tennessee Department 

of Education has established benchmarks for proficiency. The first benchmark, for the 

2005-2006 through the 2006-2007 school year, the goal was 83 %. It increased to 89 % 
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fo r the 2007-2008 school yea r through the 2009 2010 
1 

· - sc 100I year. The TDOE raised the 

level of expectation to 94% fo r the 2010-20U school year through the 2012-2013 school 

year. In acco rdance with the expectations of the No Child Left Behind Act, the TpOE 

anticipates that the proficiency level for Reading/Language Aits will reach 100%. 

For students in sixth through eighth grades , the meeting of the stated objectives is 

dependent on their projected score on the high school proficiency standard. "For 

example, a 6
th 

grade student with a projected score on the high school reading/language 

a1ts assessment (English II) that falls above the English II proficiency standard will be 

counted as proficient" (TDOE, 2006, p. 10). Several strategies have been implemented 

into classes to overcome the achievement deficiencies as measured by the TCAP results. 

Effective Interventions. It is imperative that educators utilize effective reading 

interventions to increase the achievement rates of their students. Educational research 

has recently been conducted to determine the most successful reading interventions. One 

such study was conducted by Block, Whiteley, Parris, Reed, and Cleveland (2009), 

comparing instruction on reading comprehension in four school districts in the United 

States. The study included 660 participants, 53 % of whom were male and 47 % female. 

Sixty-two percent came from low to low-middle socioeconomic schools, and 38% came 

from middle to high socioeconomic schools (p. 262). The study compared six major 

instructional strategies: workbook practice, silent independent reading with teacher 

monitoring, situated practice, conceptual reading, transactional learning, and basal 

readers. 

Block et al. (2009) reported that increasing the time of usage of basal readers did 

not make a significant increase in reading comprehension regardless of the reading ability 
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level, gender, or ethnicity The mo t fu · · 
~ · s success 1 111struct1onal strategies contained the 

fo llowing common features: student choice for gu·d d · d d · · 1 e 111 epen ent readmg practice, 

readin° more than seven pages of c t. · · 
o on muous text from fiction or nonfiction classroom 

books , and lS-20 minutes of silent reading that contained specific teacher actions. Block 

et al. (2009) also stated that: 

·· ·Those treatments that produced significantly more achievement for less able 

readers worked equally well for more able readers ... Rather than planning 

different instructional approaches for different reading levels, instructional 

approaches should change on the basis of the comprehension skill or strategy the 

students are to master. (p. 278) 

Ryder et al. (2007) studied the effects of explicit instruction in phonemic 

awareness and phonemically based decoding sblls versus New Zealand 's centrally 

controlled literacy education program. When " ... compared with other countries like the 

United States, there is considerably less variation in the reading methods and 

instructional strategies used in New Zealand classrooms" (p. 356). The researchers 

administered the Burt World Reading Test, New Zealand Revision to 64 students. Of 

those who participated in the initial testing , 24 of the lowest scoring students were used 

as part of the study. Those 24 students were paired to make 12 pairs. One student from 

each pair was randomly assigned to the intervention group, whereas the other student was 

assigned to the control group. Ryder et al. (2007) stated that "The tests selected for this 

study included measures of phonemic awareness, phonological decoding ability, context 

free word recognition ability, accuracy of recognizing words in connected text, and 

reading comprehension" (p. 356) . Ryder et al. (2007) explained the method of research: 
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The intervention program was canied out over a period of 24 weeks during the 

first three terms of a four-term school year. Following the intervention the 

children in the intervention and control groups were given the same tests t!1at 

were administered prior to the intervention program. Two years after the 

intervention, follow-up data were obtained from 10 of the 12 matched pairs using 

the Burt Test and the Neale Accuracy subtest. The tester for the follow-up testing 

was blind to group assignment. (p . 355) 

Ryder et al. (2007) found that the intervention oroup scored hioher than the e, e, 

control group in every category tested both immediately after the intervention program 

ended and two years later when the follow-up testing occurred. This research shows that 

"[f]or children encountering difficulty in developing the ability to intuitively perceive 

redundant patterns and connections between speech and print , explicit instruction in 

phonemic awareness and alphabetic coding skills is likely to be critical" (p. 350) . 

Marzano. Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001) shared their findings of nine 

instructional strategies that affective student achievement. The authors used a meta

analysis to determine the average effect size of selected instructional practices. This 

information was presented in standard deviation units . The nine analyzed categories of 

instructional strategies were: (1) identifying similarities and differences, (2) summarizing 

and note taking , (3) reinforcing effort and providing recognition , (4) homework and 

practice , (5) nonlinguistic representations, (6) cooperative learning, (7) setting objectives 

and providing feedback , (8) generating and testing hypotheses, and (9) questions, cues , 

and advance organizers. 
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Of the cate 0 orie of instructio 1 t · · 0 na s rateg1es that affect student achievement , 

identifying similarities and differences showed the greatest effect size (1 .61 ) and a 45-

percentile ga in· Summarizing and note taking was second with an average effect $ize of 

1.0 and 34-percentile gain . The third most effective category was reinforcing effort and 

prov iding recognition with an average effect size of 0.8 and a 29-percentile gain. The 

nex t category, homework and practice, showed a 28-point percentile gain with an average 

effect size of O .77 . Both nonlinguistic representations and cooperative learning showed a 

23-point percentile gain , but nonlinguistic representations had an average effect size of 

0.77 whereas cooperative learning had and average of 0.73. Setting objectives and 

providing feedback as well as generating and testing hypotheses both yielded an average 

effect size of .61 and a 23-point percentile gain. Questions, cues, and advance organizers 

generated the lowest percentile gain , 22-points, and an average effect size of 0.59 (p. 7). 

As in other points in educational history , educators have taken the information 

from Marzano et al. (2001 ) and focused on only a few strategies. Many have 

implemented only those strategies that have the highest return fo r their investments. 

Marzano et al. (2001 ) stated that "their focus was onl y on the instructional strategies 

component of classroom pedagogy and suggested that classroom management and 

curriculum design also played key roles in effective pedagogy" (p. 10). 

Marzano (2009) cautioned educators to prevent three major mistakes in 

implementing the nine catego1ies of instructional strategies that he and his colleagues 

repoited as being effective eight years earlier. He stated, ·'While beginning with a narrow 

focus is legitimate , a school or district must expand the breadth of its discussion of 

f+ t. t h. o " (p 32) Marzano indicated that the strate2: ies with the hi 2:hest e 1ec 1ve eac Ill.:, . . ~ ~ 
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prohahility of pos iti ve ly affecting student ach·e d · · · 
L I vement o not apply in every s1tuat1on 

within the classroo m. Differe t · 11 strategies should be used for specific purposes; Marzano 

wa rns against usin g the strategies as a one-size fits all sol r· t I · · 
L - - u 10n o c assroom mstryct1on. 

His final caution to educators was to not presume that the high-yield strategies would be 

the most effective in every classroom situation. There are other factors that affect the 

successfulness of increased student achievement. He stated, "If a strategy doesn ' t appear 

to be working well , educators must adapt the strategy as needed or use other strategies" 

(p . 35) . 

A Vision for Literacy. In their report to the Adolescent Literacy Funders Forum 

at its annual meeting, Biancarosa and Snow (2004) presented their results in a discussion 

between a panel of five nationally known researchers and representatives from the 

Carnegie Corporation of New York and the Alliance for Excellent Education. The 

researchers and representatives used current literature and personal experience to 

determine ways in which the field of education could improve student achievement (p. 

19). They found fifteen components that would improve student literacy achievement, 

including nine instructional improvements and six infrastructure improvements. The nine 

instructional elements suggested are: ( 1) direct, explicit comprehension instruction, (2) 

effective instructional principles embedded in content, (3) motivation and self-directed 

learning , (4) text-based collaborative learning, (5) strategic tutoring, (6) diverse texts, (7) 

intensive writing, (8) a technology component, and (9) ongoing formative assessment of 

students (p. 12). 

Direct, explicit comprehension instruction includes comprehension strategies, 

comprehension monitoring and metacognition instruction, teacher modeling, scaffolding 
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instmction, and apprenticeship models . Biancarosa (2005) stated that, " .. . comprehension 

instmction must occur throu 0 hout a student 's educat· · II · h 
i:, 1011, espec1a y mt e grades where 

demands increase: 4
th 

through 12th grade" (p 17) As ex 1a· db Th c · · d • . p me y e ogmt101J an 

Technology Group at Vanderbilt (1990), "Inert knowledge is knowledge that can usually 

be recalled when people are explicitly asked to do so but is not used spontaneously in 

problem solving even though it is relevant " (p. 2). Biancarosa and Snow (2004) indicated 

that content-area teachers should help their students read like they would if they were 

experts in those fields (p. 15). The Cognition and Technology Group at Vanderbilt 

(1990) stated how to provide content-rich experiences : 

We attempt to do so by creating environments that permit sustained exploration 

by students and teachers and enable them to understand the kinds of problems and 

opportunities that experts in various areas encounter and the knowledge that these 

expe1ts use as tools. (p. 3) 

Biancarosa and Snow (2004) noted that motivation is key to learning and 

suggested allowing students to choose reading materials on their own as a way to nurture 

their intrinsic motivation. Text-based cooperative learning involves students interacting 

with texts, rather than merely discuss ing a topic . Ryder et al. (2007) explains, "Children 

can be taught what they need to know to learn to read 'as the need arises ' through 

frequent encounters with absorbing reading mate1ials .. (p. 351) . Giving students the 

strategies to overcome specific obstacles in reading is found in strategic tutoring. 

Ryder et al. (2007) suggested that srudents be exposed to a wide range of topics to 

" ... include a wide variety of cultural, lingui stic, and demographic groups" (p. 18). They 

suooested that students also w1ite intensively. paying attention to applying c1itical 
bb 
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thinking while allowin° them opportu ·i- . . . 
~ 0 01 1es to respond to situations m which they may be 

required to write in the future both in school and out Ed t h Id h I ' . uca ors s ou use tee no ogy 

in their classrooms. Biancarosa and Snow (2004) stated that: 

As a tool, technology can help teachers provide needed supports for struggling 

readers, including instructional reinforcement and opportunities for guided 

practice ... As a topic, technology is changing the reading and writing demands of 

modem society . Reading and writing in the fast-paced, networked world require 

new skills . (p. 19) 

The ninth instructional component of effective literacy instruction is ongoing 

formative assessment. This allows teachers to monitor the students' needs and address 

them promptly . Students are able to make corrections and learn new techniques in 

addressing similar tasks in the future. The authors noted that there is never going to be 

one solution to meet the needs of all students. "The need is for better dissemination, 

evaluation, and comparison of interventions that work , so administrators and teachers can 

better select the interventions that are most appropriate for thei r individual students" 

(B iancarosa and Snow, 2004, pp. l 0-11). 

READ 180 

Due to the number of students who are not reaching the proficiency goals in 

literacy, along with the increased accountability standards placed on schools, there have 

been many reading intervention programs introduced to the world of education. READ 

180, published by Scholastic, Inc. is one such program. The program utilizes a va riety of 

instmctional strategies to assist at-risk students in strengthening targeted areas of 

weakness in reading and writing . 
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The Scholastic. Inc. (2005) stated that " f 
1 

. . 
a success u , systematic readmg 

intervention must incorporate the fo llowing six ele t . ( l ) · ·fi 
men s. sc1ent1 1c research base, (2) 

proven results , (3) comprehensive instruction , (4) purposeful assessment, (5) data;driven 

instruct ion , and (6) professional development" (pp. 8-9) . The READ 180 program is 

designed to meet or help students overcome their deficiencies in reading and writing by 

applying each of the components in a carefully calculated manner. The Scholastic, Inc. 

(2005) web site claimed , " ... data from schools across the country show that READ J 80 

students frequently improve their reading levels by 2-5 years" 

(http ://teacher .scholastic .com/products/read 180/overview /faq .htm). 

The research base for the READ 180 program began in 1985, when Dr. Ted 

Hasselbring headed a joint effort between the Orange County, Flmida schools and 

Peabody College of Vanderbilt University (Hassel bring, Goin, Taylor, Bottge, and Daley, 

1997; Scholastic, Inc., 2005). The program, called the Orange County Literacy Project, 

premiered in three middle school classrooms during the 1994-95 school year. It grew to 

13 schools the following year and district-wide the next year (Hasselbring et al., 2005, p . 

30) . The program had four principles upon which it was based: (1) a two-hour block for 

literacy instruction, (2) no more than 20 students in each class , (3) two complementary 

approaches to literacy, the Peabody Leaming Lab and the Literacy Workshop , and ( 4) 

ongoing professional development. 

The Peabody Leaming Lab was a computer-based program that was " ... designed 

to improve the word recognition , reading comprehension, and spelling skills of middle

level students" (p. 31). The Lab featured a computer-animated tutor that provided the 

students with a reading lab , a word lab , and a spelling lab. The students watched a short 
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video segment when beginn in g a new ct · 1 b · 
~ ~ ~ rea mg a , which gave the students background 

in fo m1ation about the text. The students would read a passage , while the tutor assessed 

their ability to read it. Based on the assessment , individualized reading assignmeots were 

popul ated fo r the students (p. 31). Teachers participated in more than a week of 

profess ional development activities to learn how to effectively implement the Peabody 

Learning Lab. 

READ 180 has been implemented in school districts across the country. 

Scholastic, Inc. (2005) reported that average reading achievement rates, measured as 

Normal Curve Equivalents, were at least double in the city schools in Boston, Dallas, and 

Columbus from Spring 2000-Spring 2003 (p . 8 , 15). The program has an extensive 

comprehension element, informative assessments , and a data-drive instruction element. 

The comprehensive instruction element emphasizes reading, writing , and vocabulary, and 

includes whole-group instruction with small-group rotations. 

According to the Scholastic, Inc. (2009a) web-site, the READ 180 Instruction 

Model is based on a 90-minute block of time, which begins with 20 minutes of teacher

led whole-group instruction 

(http: //teacher.scholastic.com/products/read 180/overview /faq .htm) . Next , the students 

rotate between three stations for 20 minutes each : small-group instruction, instructional 

software, and modeled and independent reading. The remaining IO-minutes is used to 

wrap up the class in a whole group setting. 

Led by the teacher, the small-group instruction station targets specific areas that 

the students need to strengthen. The teacher also gives support in the reading of the 

students' required reading. Scholastic, Inc. (2005) indicated: 



The REA D 180 Topic Softwa. . ·ct . 
ie p1 ov1 es struggling readers with customized 

instructi on immediate feedba k ct · ct· · · · ' c , an 111 1v1duahzed practice to address their 

unique reading needs. The Topic Software collects data based on individtpl 

responses and adjusts instruction to meet each student ' s needs in the areas of 

decod ing, word recognition , fluency , comprehension, vocabulary, and spelling . 

(p. 54) 
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Modeled and independent reading are designed to allow students to listen to a 

fluent reader and practice their own reading. Modeled reading is provided via 

audiobooks that each have a narrator and Reading Coach. The students are then able to 

choose from an assortment of paperback books that are available in a range of reading 

levels and high-interest topics (p. 70). Once the students complete the reading of their 

chosen book, they take a computer-based quiz. The program assesses the students' 

comprehension, vocabulary, and grammar, and data becomes available for the teacher. 

According to Scholastic , Inc. (2005), another assessment program, the Scholastic 

Reading Inventory (SRI), is used to determine the students' reading levels. "SRI is a 

research-based, computer-adaptive reading assessment for Grades K - 12 that measures 

students' level of reading comprehension and reports it using the Lexile Framework® for 

Reading " 

(http: //teacher .scholastic .com/prod ucts/sri/overv iew /compAdaptiveAssessment .htm). 

The assessment program allows students to select an area of interest , and then gives a 

series of questions within the area of interest. Since the SRI is a computer-adaptive 

Pro aram it recoanizes when a student responds to a question inconectly and it adapts by 
b • b 

giv ing a slightl y easier question. If the student responds correctly, the questions will 
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become sli ghtl y more difficult The assessme111 tak · I 20 · Once 
~ · ' es approx imate y minutes. 

finished , the student rece ived a Lexile score. 

MetaMetrics , Inc. (2009) indicated their Lexile Framework can be used to,help 

tudents select books that meet their reading level. The Framework calculates both the 

reader ' s Lexi le measure and the texts ' Lexile measure . The Lexi le reader measure 

gauges the reader's reading level , whereas the Lexile text measure assesses the difficulty 

level of the text. By appraising both levels , the reader can choose high-interest books 

that are within their reading ability . The Lexile Framework® for Reading can also be 

used " . .. to monitor a reader' s growth in reading ability over time" 

(http ://www.lexile.com/about-lexile/lexile-overview /) . 

As with any reading intervention, it behooves educators to engage in professional 

development opportunities . Scholastic , Inc . provides educators with such chances by 

facilitating online courses that "introduce key pedagogical ideas and best-practice 

strategies that you can immediately implement in the classroom" (Scholastic, Inc., 2005, 

p . 165) . Scholastic, Inc. also offers a series of ongoing READ 180 seminars to provide 

instructional support. 

READ 180 uses the six elements of an effective, comprehensive program to 

support the literacy needs of at-risk learners . A variety of strategies, including the use of 

technology , are utilized to accurately assess the students' areas of strength and those that 

need to be strengthened. The teacher is then able to target the areas that need to be 

strenothened and accentuate the areas of strength. This assists the students to become 
0 

stronger, more fluent readers . 
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Conclu sions 

Reading achievement rates have been less than satisfactory for many yea rs. There 

has been a consistent gap between Caucasian students and African-American and 
y 

Hi spanic students . There has also been a gap between students who are not eligible for 

free o r reduced price lunches and those who do qualify. The No Child Left Behind Act 

(200 1) has increased the accountability standards to which educators are held . Due to the 

di screpancy between raised accountability standards and the Jag in reading achievement 

rates, there is a great need for targeting students with below proficiency rates . 

Historically, there have been a number of approaches to teaching reading. 

Phonics and Whole Language were the forerunners of literacy education for centuries. 

However, in recent years, educators have taken a more balanced approach to teaching 

reading. They have blended the best elements of Phonics and Whole Language to create 

a more effective approach. There are several strategies that an educator can implement in 

their classrooms to enhance the learning opportunities. 

After years of research with proven results, Scholastic, Inc. introduced their 

reading intervention program, READ 180, to the world of education. The program 

utilizes whole- and small-group instruction, modeled and independent reading , and 

assistive technology to target students' needs in reading . Instruction is data-driven, 

which helps teachers to direct their lessons to the specific skills and concepts in which the 

students are struggling to comprehend. The program also promotes continual 

professional development so that the teachers are aware of best practices and strategies , 

which is essential to the effective implementation of any approach to teaching reading. 
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As reported at the Board of Education meeting in May 2009, the Clarksville

Montgomery County School System (2009d) had fully implemented READ 180, a 

reading intervention program , in all of the district 's middle schools 

(http ://www.cmcss.net/documents/schoolboard/minutes/20080513 .pdf). The program 

focuses on students who are significantly below grade level in reading. The program, 

however, is a component in the Unfunded Budget requirements for the school system. 

This means that , without increased funding in the coming years , the district will run out 

of funds to maintain full implementation of the program. It is important that the district 

determine the effectiveness of the reading intervention program to ascertain the cost

benefit ratio. The researcher evaluated the impact READ 180 has had on middle school

aged students. 

Research Design 

Ex post facto research was used to determine the impact READ 180 has had on 

middle school-aged students. The researcher collected pre- and post-assessment data , 

which was analyzed using Microsoft Excel. This data showed the impact that READ 180 

has had on middle school-aged students. 

Participants 

The population from which the sample for this research was taken represents a 

diverse group of students. The Clarksville-Montgomery County School System serves 

approx imately 29 ,000 students and employs about 3,900 teachers , administrators, and 
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suppon staff (Clarksvill e-Montgomery County School Sys tem, 2009c) . The Clarksv ille

Montgome ry County School Sys tem is the seventh largest school district in the state with 

a student population that is 61 .2 % white , 27 .6 % African-American, 7 .7 % Hispani,c , 2 .7 % 

Asian/Pacific Islander, and .5 % Native American/Alaskan (Clarksville-Montgomery 

County School System, 2009b). 

The sample for this study consisted of students who participated in the reading 

intervention program, READ 180, in their sixth, seventh, and eighth grades, which were 

the 2007-2008 , 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years. They were admitted to the 

program based on their results on the Language Arts portion of the Tennessee 

Comprehensive Assessment Program. 

Instrument 

The researcher utilized data from the Language Arts segment of the Tennessee 

Comprehensive Assessment Program (TCAP). The TCAP is administered to all students 

in third through eighth grades in Tennessee in the spring of every school year. The 

program measures the students' understanding of tbe state-wide curriculum standards. 

Each child is given a score based on a Nom1al Curve Equivalent (NCE) as well as a 

percentile ranking. For this study, the NCE of the Language Arts section of the test was 

used to detennine the effects of READ 180 on students who were in the program 

throughout their middle school years. However, due to the adjustments to the curve 

equivalents of the TCAP during the 2008-2009 school year, the researcher was only able 

to analyze the 2006-2008 TCAP data. 
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Procedure 

The researcher began this study by collecting data about individual participants. 

The Clarksv ill e-Montgomery County School System Consulting Teacher for the B..EAD 

180 Program provided the participants' results from the Tennessee Comprehensive 

Assessment Program test. Then, the information was disaggregated and entered into a 

Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The researcher used the functions of the Excel program to 

determine the impact READ 180 has on middle school aged students by testing each of 

the null hypotheses. 

Data Analysis Plan 

After the data were collected, the researcher analyzed the data using a data 

analysis program. The researcher used a paired, two-tailed t-Test to compare the student 

achievement rates before beginning the READ 180 program to the student achievement 

rates upon completion of the first year of participation in the program. The researcher 

also used paired, two-tailed t-Tests when comparing the impact on TCAP scores of 

READ 180 participants based on gender, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity. The t

Tests were calculated at the significance level , or alpha (a) level , of 0.05. 
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This study was conducted to detennine what effects, if any, the reading 

intervention program, READ 180, has had on students in one Middle Tennessee school 

system . The focus was the effects on the students who had been in the program during all 

three middle school grades: sixth, seventh, and eighth grades. There were 33 participants 

in the READ 180 program for all three years, but for the purpose of this study, the 

researcher omitted three participants because they did not have either the baseline or 

comparative scores available. This may have been caused due to the students coming 

from another state; therefore, they would not have taken the TCAP test. Table 1 shows 

the demographic information for the participants in this study. 

Table 1. 

Demographic Information of Sample Population 

Group Gender N 

Total Female 18 

Male 12 

Low Socioeconomic Status Female 15 

Male 9 

African-American Female 14 

Male 7 

White Female 4 

Male 5 
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There were 18 fe mal es and 12 males in the program. Of the 30 participants, 21 

were African-American students and nine Wh.t t d T 
1 e s u ents. wenty-four of the 30 

paiticipants were approved fo r free or reduced lunch prices, and therefore, identifjed as 

having a low socioeconomic status . All 30 participants participated in TCAP testing in 

fifth and sixth grades, which included the school year prior to and the end of the first 

school year that the students participated in READ 180 program. The TCAP results are 

reported as NCE scores ranging from 1-99. The NCE scores show where students stand 

in comparison to other students in the grade level and subject areas that have taken the 

TCAP assessment. 

Analysis of Findings 

The researcher used Microsoft Excel to analyze the data by creating a spreadsheet 

to calculate a paired, two-tailed t-Test at the a = .05 level to test each of the hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1 

There will be no statistically significant difference between student achievement rates 

before beginning the READ 180 program and completion of the first year of the READ 

180 program . 

The researcher utilized the participants ' fifth grade NCE scores from the 2006-

2007 school year, which were the scores earned on the TCAP in the year prior to 

beginning READ 180 . The mean of the 2006-2007 NCE scores was 28 .63 with a standard 

deviation of 7.58. The researcher used a paired , two-tailed t-Test that was tested at the a 

=.05 level to test the baseline scores to the NCE scores that the READ 180 students had 

earned on the TCAP in the 2007-2008 school year, or the participants' first year in the 

program . The students ' mean NCE scores for the 2007-2008 school year was 23.77 with 



a 5tandard dev iation 12 26 The I Test • Id d · · - yie e at P =0.05 . The results lead the 

re5ea rcher to reject the null hypothesis . Table 2 illustrates the results of the t-Test. 

Table 2 . 
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T11 -o-tailed, paired !-Test at the a - 05 f f I · - · eve eva uatmg student achievement rates before 

beginnina the READ 180 readina · t , · o o m e, ventzon program and upon completion of the first 

year of the program. 

School Year Mean Standard Deviation p-Value 

2006-2007 28 .63 7.58 

0.05* 

2007-2008 23.77 12.26 

*Significant at p <05 

There was a statistically significant difference between student achievement rates 

before beginning the READ 180 program and completion of the first year of READ 180; 

however, the results showed a statistically negative difference between student 

achievement rates before beginning the READ 180 program and completion of the first 

year of program. It is notable that p =0.05 because it is on the cusp between rejecting 

and retaining the null hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 2 

There will be no statistically significant difference between the TCAP scores of 

READ 180 participants based on gender. 

Of the 30 participants in this study, 18 were female and 12 were male. The 

researcher used a paired , two-tailed t-Test to detem1ine whether the fema les who 

participated in the READ 180 program during their sixth grade year had any statistically 
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significant differences than that of the males who participated in the program during that 

same yea r. The t-Test resulted in a p =0.88 for females and p =0.02 for males. Based 

on these results, the researcher retained the null hypothesis for females, but reject~d the 

null hypothesis for males . This means that READ 180 made a statistically significance 

for males who participated in the program for the first year of middle school; however, 

females did not demonstrate a statistically significant difference in their Language Arts 

TCAP NCE scores despite participating in the reading intervention program at the same 

time. Male students showed a decline in mean NCE scores on the Language Arts portion 

of the TCAP test. Table 3 shows the findings of the t-Test results of the comparison 

between the TCAP scores of male and female participants. 

Table 3 

Two-tailed, paired t- Tests at the a = . 05 level comparing TCAP scores of READ 180 

participants based on gender. 

Gender N Mean Standard Deviation p-Value 

Female 18 

2006-2007 26.72 7.68 

0 .09 

2007-2008 26 .33 9.07 

Male 12 

2006-2007 31.50 6.74 

0.02* 

2007-2008 19 .92 15 .56 

*Significant at p <0.05 



There wi ll be no stati sticall y si . f . gm icant difference between the TCAP scores of 

READ 180 pa11icipants based on soc· . ioeconom1c status. 

Table 4 di splays the researcher's fi ct · , m mgs when compa1ing TCAP scores of 

READ 180 partic ipants based on soci·oeco . nom1c status. 

Table 4 

Two tailed, paired t- Tests at the a . 05 level comparing TCAP scores of READ 180 

participants based on socioeconomic status. 

Socioeconomic Status N Mean Standard Deviation p-Value 

Low 24 

2006-2007 27.58 7.20 

0.27 

2007-2008 24.79 12.56 

Not Identified 6 

2006-2007 32.83 8.23 

0.09 

2007-2008 19.67 11.00 
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The researcher further investigated the differences between the Language Arts TCAP 

NCE scores of READ 180 participants based on their socioeconomic status. The 

researcher used the students' eligibility to receive Free and Reduced Price Meals as 

outlined by the United States Department of Agriculture (2011). Of the 30 READ 180 

participants studied , 24 were considered to be of low socioeconomic status. A paired, 
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two-tail ed 1-Tes1. calcu lated at the a = 05 leve l d o 27 ~ · , genera te p = . 1or students who 

were o f low socioeconomic status B d I · · · · ase on t 11s va lue, the null hypothes is was reta ined . 

The differences in means compa1ing the NCE mean in 2006-2007 to the NCE mean in 

2007-2008 exhi bited a decline from beginning the READ 180 program and the 

completion of the first year of the program . Likewise, the students who were not 

considered to be of low socioeconomic status al so indicated a decline in means. The null 

hypothes is was retained fo r thi s group of students as well because a paired , two-tailed t

Test at the a = .05 level revealed no statisticall y significant difference in TCAP scores by 

producing a p =0.09. 

Hypothesis 4 

There will be no statistically significant difference between the TCAP scores of READ 

180 participants based on ethnicity. 

There were 21 African-American students and nine White students for this study. 

When analyzing the difference of TCAP scores for African-American students , the 

researcher utilized a paired , two-tailed t-Test at the a =.05 level that resulted in a p = 

0.26. This led the researcher to retain the null hypothesis . The means for TCAP scores 

for these students declined from the year before the students began READ 180 to the end 

of their first year in the program. The means for TCAP scores for White students also 

decreased during that same time period. When analyzing any differences in White 

students, the paired , two-tailed t-Test evaluated at the a = .05 level produced a p =0.11 , 

so the researcher retained the null hypothesis. Table 5 indicates the data analysis based 

on ethnicity. 
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Table 5 

Two-tailed, paired t- Tests at the a 
.05 level comparing TCAP scores of READ 180 

participants based on. ethnicity. 

Ethnicity N Mean Standard Deviation p-Value 

African American 21 

2006-2007 26 .90 7.75 

0.26 

2007-2008 23.76 12 .25 

White 9 

2006-2007 32.67 5.66 

0.11 

2007-2008 23.78 13.05 

Summary 

After completing paired , two-tailed t-Tests at the a =.05 level , the researcher 

found that the READ 180 program had negative effects on students who pa11icipate in the 

program during the sixth grade. The researcher also determined that the program had 

varying effects on males versus females ; females showed no statistically significant 

difference in their TCAP scores, but males did show a stati stically significant difference . 

There were no statistically significant differences in TCAP scores based on 

socioeconomic status. There were differences in the outcomes of paired , two-tailed t

Tests at the a =.05 level that compared READ 180 scores based on ethnicity. For 
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African-Ameri can students, the researcher found that there were no statistically 

signi fica nt differences in TCAP scores; however, there was a statistically significant 

difference in TCAP scores for White students. The researcher was unable to ascertain 

any differences in Hispanic students because there was only one Hispanic student in the 

READ 180 program for the middle school grades. 



CHAPTERV 

Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations 

Summary of the Study 
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The purpose of this stud Y was to detennine the effect of READ 180 on the student 

achievement rates of middle school students based on NCE scores from the Language 

Arts portion of the TCAP. Paired, two-tailed t-Tests, calculated at the a =.05 level, were 

utilized to test four null hypotheses. The researcher analyzed the data collected from the 

TCAP scores of 30 CMCSS students from the system ' s seven middle schools. 

Conclusions 

When comparing the student achievement rates of students who participated in 

the reading intervention program, READ 180, during their sixth grade year the researcher 

found that there was a statistically significant negative difference in achievement rates. 

The program made no statistically significant difference in achievement based on 

socioeconomic status. When disaggregated on the basis of gender, the researcher found 

that READ 180 had mixed effects on achievement. Although all subgroups saw declines 

in the achieved mean scores, only males showed a statistically significant negative 

difference; no statistically significant differences were yielded in any other subcategory 

in this study. 

The limitations of this study should be considered when reviewing the results. 

Since the TCAP test was renormalized during the 2008-2009 school year, the data 

analysis was limited to only the first year of the students ' three years of participation 

READ 180 program; the data analysis shows only very short te1m effects of the READ 

180 program on middle school students. Re-evaluating the Language Arts portion of the 
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TCAP to detem1ine the lon°-tenn effects of READ 180 ct · ti · 0 on rea mg pro 1c1ency rates 

would be beneficial in helpino to make decisions abo t h th k ct·fy 
o u w e er to eep, mo 1 , or 

di scontinue use of the program in CMCSS. 

The researcher used only students who had participated in the READ 180 

program for three years; there may be other students who had been in the program during 

the 2007-2008, but whose test scores were not analyzed. The data that was analyzed 

included the pilot year, which may have lent itself to negative results due to lack of 

execution in the implementation of the program. 

Recommendations 

This study was limited to a small sample of students. It would be helpful to 

extend this study to include all students who were in READ 180 during their sixth grade 

year. After the 2011-2012 school year, it would be beneficial to re-evaluate the effect 

that READ 180 has on students in or because the renormalized TCAP results will be able 

to be utilized to compare student achievement rates in Reading/Language Arts. Research 

may also be conducted by using other measures of student achievement rates, such as the 

Scholastic Reading Inventory that is imbedded in READ 180 and computes students ' 

Lexile levels. 

It would be beneficial to broaden this study to include neighboring counties who 

have implemented the READ 180 program to compare the effects that the program has on 

student achievement rates. Although this study shows a negative effect on the students' 

TCAP NCE scores , the negative effect cannot necessarily be attributed solely on READ 

180. These students were identified as being "at-risk " before being placed in the 
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intervention program. This mean th h 
s at t ese students may have also had negative gains if 

they were not in the program. 

Each of Clarksville-Montgomery County School System's seven middle ss;hools 

have implemented the reading intervention program, READ 180; therefore, there are 

seven different teachers, at any given time, who are teaching READ 180 in CMCSS. This 

study did not determine the total number of instructors who tauoht READ 180 durino the 
/::) /::) 

2007-2008 school years. It should be considered that these teachers have teaching styles 

that would influence the means of employing the lessons found in the program guide and 

may shape the students' responses to the interventions. 

For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that all teachers were highly 

qualified to teach Reading/Language Arts as determined by No Child Left Behind (2001). 

Although these teachers were highly qualified, there were differences in the experience 

levels of the individual teachers. A lack of teaching experience may have caused 

inconsistencies in classroom management, which may have had a negative effect on the 

implementation of the program. All teachers in the Clarksville-Montgomery County 

School System are required to complete a minimum of 18 hours of professional 

development. This study did not focus on the professional development opportunities 

offered to and/or taken by READ 180 teachers. All teachers in the Clarksville

Montgomery County School System are required to complete a minimum of 18 hours of 

professional development annually, but they do not require those professional 

development hours to be obtained in any particular subject area. It may be beneficial to 

study the effects professional development of READ 180 teachers have on the 

implementation and effectiveness of the program. 
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Once this data was analyzed it may be helpful t fu h I d , o rt er ana yze ata to 

detennine whether the READ 180 teachers would benefit f ~ · Id I t 1 rom pro1ess1ona eve opmen 

opportunities that were tailored to the specific needs of READ 180 teachers. It cq,uld be 

that teachers need to participate in classroom management, whole group teaching 

strategies, small group instructional strategies, or technology-based instruction. All 

teachers need to feel confident in employing the strategies prescribed by the READ 180 

program. The teachers must also receive the same infonnation and training so that all 

teachers will be consistent in their implementation and execution of the program. 

An assumption of this study was that all teachers followed the scripted lessons 

provided by Scholastic. It is possible, however, that some teachers have strayed from the 

script at some points during the years of this study, even if to add personal examples to 

support the lesson. Without strictly following the lesson plans, the program may not have 

its expected effect, which would be a premise for further study. On the contrary, the 

teachers may have meticulously followed the scripted lessons , so there needs to be 

additional investigation to detennine whether the READ 180 program is aligned with the 

curriculum standards assessed on the TCAP. Discrepancies between the two may 

account for some of the results seen in this study . 

Because the TCAP combines Reading and Language Arts skills into one test, it 

may be helpful to detennine if all of the skills that are being tested are being taught in the 

READ 180 program. To detem1ine the effectiveness of READ 180, it is imperative for 

the teachers to implement the program consistently while ensuring that all state 

cuniculum standards are being taught throughout the year. Since the TCAP is the 
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measure for student growth in Tennessee READ 180 h Id b 1· · , s ou e a 1gned with the TCAP 

in order fo r the effectiveness of the reading inte1, ,e11t· b 1 · d 
v 10 11 program to e rea 1ze . 

It may also be beneficial to stud y the differences in Reading/Language Af!s 

defic iencies before beginning READ 180. This study did not determine how far behind 

grade-level each child was before beginning the program, so it is possible that students 

were far below the grade-level expectations and were unable to "catch up " to meet those 

expectations in their middle school grades. Knowing how long it takes students to grow 

to meet the expected proficiency levels may help the schools to target the students who 

have the best chances of growth when participating in READ 180. 

This study did not take into account the individual participants' attitudes about 

participating in the READ 180 program. It may be helpful to understand if student 

attitudes towards being in the program affect the outcome of the instruction. Students 

who understand that they need reading interventions to reach acceptable proficiency 

levels may have a different experience in the READ 180 program than a student who 

may be apprehensive about being in the program. Having this data available, schools 

may be able to target students that would gain the most from participating in the program. 

It would also be beneficial to determine whether their peers impact READ 180 

participants . Middle school students may be affected by labels they receive when being 

in a program such as READ 180, which would be help school staff to be able to proactive 

in the combat against any negative labeling by other students. 

The results of this study show that there is no statistically significant difference 

between the TCAP scores of READ 180 female participants, which is grounds for 

additional study. It should be considered that these "at-risk" students should be given 
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read ing materials that are of interest t h · · ~ o t em 111 order to get them to buy mto the program 

and achieve greater gains. Conversely, additional research needs to be conducted to 

detennine whether the materials do not appeal to male students, which may accoupt for 

statisti call y significant negative effects. It would be beneficial to detennine what types of 

readi ng materials would be most effective in helping students improve their reading 

proficiency levels. These materials could possibly be adopted for the READ 180 

program. 

It would also be advantageous to detennine whether the program's materials 

should vary based on region and demographics . It would be helpful to know whether a 

particular set of reading materials and READ 180 lessons were more effective than 

others. For instance, would one set of materials be best used in rural areas versus urban 

areas or a highly mobile population versus a sedentary population? Clarksville

Montgomery School System serves a diverse population. It would be helpful to be able 

to tailor the READ 180 mate1ials to meet the needs of each of the middle schools ' 

students. 

This study showed that students who participated in the first year of the READ 

180 program at the middle school level made negative gains on their Language Arts 

portion of the TCAP assessment. Since the READ 180 program was designed to be a 

two-year program, it would be beneficial to further explore the effectiveness of the 

READ 180 program on students who are in the program for two consecutive years . If 

this study had been expanded to include all students who had been in the program for two 

years , the data analysis may have yielded different results. 
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Clarksville-Montgomery County School System Letter of Approval for Study 
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Sallie Armstrong, Ed.D. 
Curriculum & Instruction Director 

SYSTEM~ Board of Education 

931-920..7619 
621 Gracey Avenue Oarlcsvillc, Tennessee 37040 

Fax: 931-920-9819 email: sallie.annmong@cmcsuict 

May 28, 2010 

Dear Ms. Henley, 

- Our Research Committee has uet -~d :;.p~:~·.1•:c y~t:: !".!ql.!e!;t tn c.:md!1CT re~earch 11:ii ~g 
archival data from Read 130 :!)&..-ficipants at Ros~:v:ew Micdl:! Sch•)ol from 2008 to th~ present. 
You may cont!!ct tbe pri~C'i?a! for fui1hw p,:-rrr.i~ ion. \l!e~e sf'.ncl the Distri::t l.l ~PY of your 
results when completed. 

Sincerely, 

.}~ ~~ '6 
Sallie Am-1slrong, Ed .. D. 
Cu_rriculum and !rutru·:tior. Girecim 

SA/lp 
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Appendix B 

Clarksv ille-Montgomery County School System Approval for Use of Additional Data 



request to utilize additional data 
Sallie Armstrong 
Sent:Monday, October D'I, 2010 7:'19 AM 
To: Rachel Henley 

This request is approved . 

Sallie Armstrong, Ed.D. 

Director of Curriculum and Instruction 

Clarksville Montgomery County Schools 
621 Gracey Avenue 

Clarksville. TN 37040 

9319207819 

~~ •· 
QARKSVILLE 

:•/(1 ;·-f TGO/v\ [RY COLH lT\., 
SCHOOi S'l'ST f M 

I 00% Graduation Rate 

CONFIDENTIALllY NOTICE: This e-mail and all attachments with it may contain confidential Information 
Intended solely for the use of the addressee. If you have recetved this message in error, please notify the 

sender Immediately by electronic mall and delete this message and all cop and ba:lcups thereof. 
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Appendix C 

Austin Peay State University Institutional Review Board Approval 



Jan. 19,2010 

Rachel Henley 
J 16 Bellamy Court 
Clarksville, TN. 37043 
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RE: Your application regarding study n~mber 09-047 A comparison of student achievement in Read 180 
as measured by Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program and Scholastic Reading Inventory 
assessment scores. 

Dear Ms. Henley, 

Thank you for yo~r appli~ation for the ~tudy above. The Austin Peay IRB has reviewed your application 
and has approved 1t pending the following modifications: 

• Provide a complete description of the data set you will use. List the variables it will include, and 
indicate whether personally identifiable information will be included. 

• Provide documentation that the school system has approved the project. 
• Revise the answer to# I of the IRB application so that it is clear you are looking at the effects 

Read 180 on student achievement. 
• Provide a more detailed description of where the data will be stored, and how it will be protected. 

Once you have provided documentation to the IRB that the modifications have been made, you are free to 
conduct your study. Your study is subject to continuing review on or before Jan. 19, 2011 , unless closed 
before that date. Enclosed please find the forms to report when your study has been completed and the 
form to request an annual review of a continuing study. Please ubmit the appropriate form prior to Jan. 
19, 2011 

Please note that any changes to the study as approved must be promptly reported and eppro ed. Some 
changes may be approved by expedited review; others require full board review. If ou he e an 
questions or require further information, contact me at (221-7231; fax 221-6267: emai l grnh (a)ap u.edu). 

Again, thank you for your cooperation with the APSU IRB and the human res arch re iev process. Best 
wishes for a successful study! 

Sincerely, 

Charles R. Grah 
Chair, Austin Peay Institutional Review Board 
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stewart, Gary 

front: 
sent: 
ro: 
cc: 
subfecl= 

Grah, Char1es 
MondaY, August 16, 2010 2:42 PM 
Rachel.Henley@cmcss.net 
Stewart. Gary, Lujan, Jennifer D. 
IRB proposal 09-047 
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1.owed the revision of your IRB proposal l09-047). I believe that you have made the changes requested by the 
I have rev... . . 
!RB- therefore, tree to begin your study without further delay. 

Good luck to you. 

suddyGrah 
Chair, IRB 
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