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ABSTRACT 

 

Over the past few decades, research has provided the education sector a great deal of 

information pertinent to comprehension instruction. An alarming reoccurrence in today’s 

classrooms, however, is the lack of comprehension instruction found in primary classrooms. 

While several initiatives have addressed the insufficiency in instruction, the continued deficit 

reflected in our nation’s reading achievement scores, as well as those of the State of Texas, calls 

for the need to reevaluate the framework of primary literacy curriculum in efforts to provide 

teachers another option to support effective comprehension instruction.   

This quasi-experimental study evaluated the impact of Active Learning Literacy Charts 

as an instructional approach to student reading achievement and motivation in Grades K-3. Data 

were gathered using norm-based, criterion-based, standardized assessments as well as a survey, 

background questionnaire and additional archival data. Multiple statistical analysis, including 

multiple regression and logistic regression, were conducted to gain insight into student reading 

achievement and motivation of elementary students using multiple data.   

The study included 78 K-3 elementary teachers and 1,429 K-3 students from six Title-I 

elementary campuses in a South Texas school district. Three intact campuses received training 

on Active Learning Literacy Charts and utilized the approach, while comparison campuses 

implemented a different instructional literacy approach.  

Results indicated that the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts had a 

positive impact on both student achievement and motivation in Grades K-3.  
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Findings from this study confirms the need for a systematic instructional approach for 

comprehension, such as an Active Learning Literacy Chart, that encompasses the fundamentals 

of active literacy, balanced instruction, interactive learning and social collaboration to enhance 

the developmental growth of early readers in primary grades.  
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Background 

This dissertation study was modeled on and informed by research completed as part of a 

master's degree capstone project completed in 2009. In order to fulfill the requirements in 

obtaining a Master of Science in Reading from Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi, a 

capstone research project must be conducted and presented to a panel at the end of all 

coursework.  In 2009, Active Learning Literacy Charts were implemented and studied at my 

assigned campus of employment for four months as part of my research.  Selected teachers from 

Grades K-5 participated in the research and received professional development along with on-

site instructional support throughout the study.   

 During the research, teacher observations evaluated (a) the application of the chart, (b) the 

frequency of implementation and (c) the evaluation of common structures and variances found 

among all charts in each grade level.  In addition to observations, interviews gathered teacher 

perceptions on the use of Active Learning Literacy Charts and student performance.      

 At the end of the study, it was reported that (a) teachers were implementing Active 

Learning Literacy Charts on a consistent basis, (b) most charts were constructed implementing 

the suggested framework, and (c) teachers expressed the opinion that the increase in student 

participation, motivation and reading achievement scores were a result of implementing Active 

Learning Literacy Charts into their daily literacy curriculum.  

 During the study, however, it was found that, even though the use of literature in daily 

instruction increased as did comprehension instruction, the use of one genre (fiction picture 

books) dominated the literacy instruction supporting the claims that students often lack exposure 

to both nonfiction (Duke, 2000a, 2000b) and poetry (Denman, 1988) in their literary experiences. 

Therefore, the framework for Active Learning Literacy Charts was redesigned to include these 
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essential components and was piloted from 2009-2011 in my own classroom to reevaluate 

instructional practices pertaining to student development and achievement in literacy. 
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Chapter I: Introduction to the Study 

 
 The deficit archived in our nation’s record of academic achievement raises the question 

whether primary literacy education has actually been rehabilitated and whether it is comparable 

amongst students. Evidence points towards the inequities found in literacy education with respect 

to that of student achievement when measured against other countries and within our own 

parameters (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012; Program for International Student 

Assessment, 2013). In a national response, deliberate reform of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act has prompted such initiatives as the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), the Race to 

the Top Initiative (2009) and the Common Core State Standards Initiative (2010) as a means to 

correct the educational carnage depicted by our nation’s reading deficit. 

In spite of political, financial and pedagogical efforts, our nation’s youth continue to lack 

the fundamentals in reading skills; they fail to make substantial gains in annual growth and 

repeatedly reveal discrepancies in achievement across various demographic groups (National 

Assessment of Education Progress, 2011).   

The Nation’s Report Card reiterated these trends most recently, indicating that: 

• within the last two decades, substantial growth in achievement transpired in the 

area of math as opposed to reading; 

•  almost no change occurred in reading since the last administration of the 2009 

assessment; 

• more than 66 percent of fourth grade students in the nation lagged academically in 

reading; 
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• thirty-four percent of students in fourth grade performed at or above proficient 

level, while only 18 percent of Hispanic students and 17 percent of African 

American students were proficient; 

• adversity in student reading achievement between White and Hispanic students as 

well as White and African American students were still apparent (a 25-point 

difference between both ethnic groups); and 

• seventeen percent of fourth grade students eligible for free lunch as well as 17 

percent eligible for reduced lunch met or surpassed standards; students who were 

not eligible for free or reduced lunch outperformed their counterparts by 48 

percent (National Assessment of Education Progress, 2011). 

Part of these deficiencies can be attributed to the type and amount of comprehension instruction 

found in primary classrooms (Pressley, 2006a, 2006b; Taylor, Peterson, Pearson & Rodriguez, 

2002).   

Dating back as early as 1978, Durkin spearheaded a groundbreaking investigation 

supported by the National Institute of Education into comprehension instruction in the 

elementary setting.  Throughout the duration of this study, 24 teachers were observed for a total 

of 4,469 minutes during their reading instruction.  Of the 4,469 minutes, less than 1 percent (28 

minutes) was spent on comprehension instruction.  Durkin’s study essentially revealed that 

comprehension instruction was simply not taught. 

 Over 20 years later, Taylor, Person, Clark and Walpole (2000) conducted a study with 

fourteen schools in the United States in which two teachers per grade level in K-3 participated.  

It was documented that comprehension instruction minimal in Grades K-3 in all participating 

schools (Taylor et al., 2000). During an hour of reading instruction, trained observers noted that 
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only 5 out of 70 teachers were found to provide instruction on comprehension skill or strategy. 

When teachers were addressing comprehension, their tactics reflected asking students basic, 

literal questions from the stories read.  At the conclusion of the study, Taylor et al. reported that 

only 16 percent of the entire sample truly emphasized comprehension. 

 By 2006, Pressley observed minimal comprehension strategy instruction occurring in the 

classrooms, confirming that gains in comprehension instruction were miniscule and the minimal 

amount of instruction dedicated to actually teaching students the fundamentals of comprehension 

was still being replicated after thirty years.  Moreover, little strategy instruction was still being 

reported in high poverty elementary schools in various parts of the United States (Taylor, 

Pearson, Peterson & Rodriguez, 2003, 2005) and, in regards to instruction, teachers were found 

to spend an average of less than 1 minute per day explicitly teaching strategies (Connor, 

Morrison & Petrella, 2004).  

A vast body of research has placed great emphasis on the benefits of comprehension 

instruction when embedded in the curriculum for the purpose of reading development (Block & 

Pressley, 2002; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Pearson & Fielding, 1991) including substantial 

improvement in a student’s understanding of the text (Block & Pressley, 2002; Pearson & 

Fielding, 1991; RAND, 2002), an increase in independent metacognition (Cummins, Stewart & 

Block, 2006; Reutzel, Smith & Fawson, 2005) and an increase in comprehension achievement 

(Allington, 2002).   

The failure by teachers to understand how to provide adequate comprehension 

instruction, however, may be due in part to the complicated process of comprehension itself.  As 

Block and Lacina (2009) explain: 

Comprehension involves more than 30 cognitive and metacognitive processes, including 
making connections to background knowledge, interpreting text structures, questioning, 



   
 

  6 

clarifying meaning, comparing, contrasting, summarizing, imaging, setting purposes, 
using fix-up strategies, monitoring, cognizing, interpreting author’s intentions, pausing to 
reflect, paraphrasing, analyzing, recognizing personal perspectives, identifying gists, 
changing hypotheses, adding hypotheses, searching for meaning, being alert to main 
ideas, creating themes, determining importance, drawing inferences, corroborating 
congenial and non-congenial data, contextualizing, engaging in retrospection, generating, 
using mnemonic devices, predicting, organizing and reorganizing text. (p. 504)   

 
Conversely, literacy leaders in the field have not allowed for its intricate sophisticated 

process to serve as grounds to dismiss its contribution towards the overall literacy development 

for readers and have in fact, continued to accentuate its relevance for the past thirteen years 

(Figure 1). 

Adapted What’s Hot, What’s Not 2000-2013 Surveys 

 
Year Not Hot Hot What Should 

Be Hot 
2000 -  + 
2001 -  + 
2002 -  + 
2003  - X 
2004  X + 
2005  X + 
2006  X + 
2007  - + 
2008  - + 
2009  - + 
2010  X + 
2011  X + 
2012  X X 
2013  X + 

Figure 1. Adapted What’s Hot, What’s Not 2000-2013 Surveys (Cassidy, 2000). Adapted with 
permission 

   
            Key 
                   -     indicates that more than 50% of the respondents were in agreement 
                   X   indicates that at least 75% of the respondents were in agreement 
                   +    indicates that all of the respondents were in agreement 
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Nonetheless, the lack of sufficiently understanding the process of comprehension proves 

to be a continued challenge for teachers (Stanovich, 2000). More often than not, teachers have 

approached comprehension instruction with misguidance, lack of training and widespread 

misconceptions.  Consequently, teachers often believe that comprehension can be accomplished 

through (a) the act of students reading an excess amount of texts (Block & Pressley, 2003), (b) 

the sole reliance on state adopted materials or (c) the use of isolated single strategies or 

approaches within the instruction (Stahl, 2013).  

Ultimately, the amount and type of instruction provided in the classroom is the single 

most important source that influences student development in reading (Morrison, Bachman & 

Connor, 2005). In the wake of each instructional shift, or “pendulum swing,” literacy experts 

have intervened by providing ongoing, researched-based knowledge to keep educators abreast on 

effective approaches and strategies that impact literacy instruction, development and 

achievement (Allington, 2006; Block & Pressley, 2002; Cummins, Stewart & Block, 2006; Duke 

& Pearson, 2002; Pearson & Fielding, 1991; RAND, 2002; Reutzel, Smith & Fawson, 2005).  A 

myriad of supportive research composed of strategies, approaches and practices from experts 

alongside with the contributions of professional affiliations, continue to be gathered, compiled 

and made readily accessible for reference, guidance and growth in professional pedagogy (see 

Appendix L).  A few of the recommended instructional approaches that have profoundly 

impacted comprehension overall include  

1) teaching students to simultaneously apply the use of several metacognitive strategies 

when approaching texts (Block, Rodgers, & Johnson, 2004; Cummins et al., 2006). 

By incorporating the use of multiple strategies in daily comprehension instruction, an 

increase in student independent metacognition is established (Reutzel et al., 2005). 
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2) supporting the implementation of collaborative exchanges purposefully arranged in 

the classrooms to initiate meaningful peer conversations and connections (Allington, 

2006; Cunningham & Allington, 2003; Harvey & Goudvis, 2000, 2007; Keen & 

Zimmermann, 1997; Routman, 1991, 2000). Through these interactions, students are 

able to synthesize and better develop a deeper understanding of the text when 

relevancy is established during the literary process. The ability to understand the text 

fostered through collaborative arrangements is found not only to improve 

comprehension, but also to increase active engagement between the student and the 

text (Cazden, 1988). 

3) complementing the reading process through the use of integrating hands-on learning 

with text-based learning (Anderson, 1998; Anderson & Guthrie, 1999).  By 

embedding active approaches into comprehension instruction, students are able to 

take away more from the learning experience rather than grasping the concepts in a 

traditional and abstract manner. 

4) including multiple forms of text (including but not limited to print, visual, digital and 

multiple genres) and exposing students to a variety of materials in order to stimulate 

critical literacy (Lankshear & Knobel, 2003). Findings have concluded that 

classrooms linked to high achievement provide students a variety of materials and 

resources rather than one form of literacy source, such as a single basal reader or 

textbook (Allington & Johnston, 2002).   

Despite these efforts, the scarcity of comprehension instruction continues to manifest in 

classrooms  (Connor, Morrison & Petrella, 2004) and continues to be taught in a poor and 

insufficient manner (Dewitz, Jones & Leahy, 2009). The infiltration of limited comprehension 
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instruction has not only been found in classrooms, but in teacher instructional guides 

accompanied in basals (Durkin, 1981), content area textbooks (Neilsen, Renniet & Connell, 

1982) and informational texts (Duke, 2000a, 2000b). The dearth of comprehension instruction in 

practices and resources has led to a historic instructional shift in primary grades in which 

comprehension instruction has evolved to being required by federal mandate to be taught in 

every K-3 public school in the United States (Block & Lacina, 2011). 

Statement of the Problem 

Today, K-3 teachers continue to face the challenge of revolving educational policies and 

regimented curriculum mandates in a standard-driven climate that often results in the 

compromise of best practices. With special attention still focused on closing the achievement 

gap, along with high-stakes accountability remaining at the forefront, teachers must continue to 

seek ways to foster, rather than impede, literacy development for primary students. It is 

imperative that teachers provide an curriculum and assessments that are appropriately aligned in 

order to improve reading achievement (Sweet & Snow, 2002). 

 In the State of Texas, the State Board of Education supported this concept by adopting a 

mandated curriculum framework known as the Texas Essential Knowledge of Skills (TEKS) in 

order to provide districts, schools and teachers a guide for curriculum development and selection 

of instructional materials to support student learning (Texas Education Agency, ). TEKS was 

specifically designed to provide teachers a better understanding of the expectations on what 

students should know and be able to do in all grade levels from elementary to high school.  

Within this framework, teachers would, in retrospect, have a reference for curriculum purposes, 

but would also have a guide that would assist them in being able to align curriculum and 

instruction with state student performance assessments.   
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 Texas’ commitment to public education and statewide accountability also resulted in a 

coalition of educators, administrators, legislative and business leaders who invested in the 

development of an accountability system that levied consequences, rewards and sanctions based 

on annual performances of schools and districts.  Two specific state assessments used for 

evaluation purposes for campus and district performances for students in the public sector 

include the Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) and the Texas of Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) recently replaced by the State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness (STAAR) in 2012. 

 With instructional support and across the state accountability in place, the National 

Assessment of Education Progress reported that, in the state of Texas,  

• 32 percent of all fourth grade students were found to be performing at or above the 

proficiency level in Reading; 

• 19 percent of fourth grade Hispanic students were found to be performing at or above 

the proficiency level in Reading; 

• 18 percent of fourth grade African American students were found to be performing at 

or above the proficiency level in Reading; 

• and 17 percent of fourth grade students eligible for free or reduced lunch were found to 

be performing at or above the proficiency level in Reading (NAEP, 2011). 

Results for the state of Texas emphasized two points:  

1. The deficit in reading for the state continues to exist across various groups. 

2. The deficit for each group reflects underperformance when compared to national 

scores. 
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In order to produce students who are self-reliant and self-assured critical thinkers able to 

apply self-knowledge throughout their educational and professionals careers, it is essential to 

build a foundation on which student literacy success is dependent upon effective instruction 

infused with researched-based techniques (Block, 1999), along with adequate instructional time 

to foster the development of reading fundamentals (Block & Pressley, 2002; Pressley, Wharton-

McDonald, Mistretta & Eschevarria, 1998). Teachers should have the luxury of being able to 

propel a child’s capabilities to “comprehend the literal meaning printed on a page,” as well as 

being able to “evaluate and apply the ideas in printed materials to their very own lives” (NRP, 

2000) without compromising purposeful literacy.  As Freire argued, “Its [literacy] power lies not 

in a perceived ability to read and write, but rather in an individual’s capacity to put these skills to 

work in shaping the course of his or her life” (1970).  

It is also equally important to equip teachers in knowing how to “orchestrate a panoply of 

practices” (Duke, Pearson, Strachan & Billman, 2011), considering that they play a critical role 

in promoting the development of proficient students (RAND, 2002). One literacy tool that may 

serve as a platform for both cognitive and teaching strategies to coexist and be taught 

collectively is an Active Learning Literacy (A.L.L.) Chart.   

For over a decade, various literacy charts have paved their way into the heart of my own 

K-5 literacy curriculum, grounding daily instruction into a forum that fuels constructive 

discourse, critical thinking and active engagement while serving as an outlet to freely explore 

comprehension with my students. A.L.L. Charts were inspired by Roser, Hoffman and Farest’s 

Language to Literacy Program (1990) and later evolved into an instructional literacy protocol 

that served as an adjustable framework that would coincide not only with my own professional 

needs, but also with the diverse needs exhibited by my students.  
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To date, A.L.L. Charts have been implemented in my own classroom for 10 years and 

most recently in the classrooms of my colleagues for five years.  A.L.L. Charts continue to 

undergo educational facelifts in order to seek ways to implement comprehension instruction 

seamlessly.  Evaluation of the impacts A.L.L. Charts generate or have on students and teachers is 

necessary to improve and validate its use.  Decisions calling for modifications of the charts are 

made based on prior action research, observations, personal trial and error, collegial 

conversations with teachers across grade levels, recommendations from literacy experts and their 

research, and, most importantly, the invaluable input that my own K-5 students willingly provide 

when exploring this avenue with me. 

As an active elementary educator, I must admit that I grappled first hand with the 

challenges posed by the testing demands, and I experienced what the research claimed—added 

pressures of accountability influenced the adjustment of instructional practices in order to “prep” 

students for high-stakes assessments (Hoffman, Assaf & Paris, 2001; Kedian, 2006).  In turn, 

A.L.L. Charts served as a catalyst in helping myself, my students and my colleagues find balance 

in our literacy curriculum that would not only complement and synthesize driving theories, 

practices and researched-based strategies, but would also allow us to remain in compliance with 

accountability policies put in place by the State of Texas.  

Extant research suggests benefits for using literacy charts in general. Research has shown 

that, when literacy instruction is complemented with the use of literacy charts, all learners, 

including at-risk students, English Language Learners (ELL) and struggling readers benefit 

(Roser & Martinez, 1995).  Findings have also defined the influence literacy charts have on the 

developmental process of students in the areas of reading, language, oral language and writing 

(Roser, Hoffman Labo & Farest, 1992).   
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Often referred to as visual tools that stimulate meaningful conversations and academic 

discussions, literacy charts have been found to aid student comprehension through teacher 

modeling, questioning techniques, critical thinking, constructing mental images from text, 

regulating strategies, applying strategies simultaneously and creating graphic representations to 

support text structure (Benson & Cummins, 2000; Ogle, 1986; Roser, Hoffman & Farest, 1980; 

Wood, Lapp, Flood & Taylor, 2008). Existing research, therefore, leads us to the conclusion that, 

when paired with explicit comprehension instruction, visual aids such as literacy charts serve a 

dual purpose that can significantly improve children’s overall comprehension (Brown, Pressley, 

Van Meter & Schurder, 1996).    

With limited research depicting the relevance between literacy charts, primary 

comprehension instruction and reading achievement as measured by standardized assessments 

(Dole, Brown & Trathen, 1996; Fuchs, Kazden & Allen, 1999; Roser, Hoffman, Farest, Isaacs & 

Battle, 1989), this study may provide information that could bridge a coherent comprehensive 

literacy curriculum in terms of comprehension instruction for Grades K-3. 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this research is to evaluate the impact Active Learning Literacy (A.L.L.) 

Charts have on student reading outcomes.  The intent of this study is to (a) compare reading 

achievement scores between schools receiving and not receiving the intervention and (b) 

compare reading motivation scores between schools receiving and not receiving the intervention. 

 This study will address two research questions: 

1.  How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student-   

 reading achievement? 

2.  How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student-reading 
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motivation? 

Significance of the Study 

 With respect to the history of works in applying various skills and strategies to enhance 

comprehension development, scholars have paved the way to further the understanding of 

comprehension development in the field. This study, therefore, may prove significant in 

contributing to the underdeveloped area of literacy charts and their impact on comprehension 

development and student motivation. It may also pose numerous pertinent questions to guide 

future research and may provide additional insight to educators, administrators and researchers in 

the field of literacy. Findings from this  

study may also help further improve reading components currently embedded in K-3 literacy 

curriculums.  

Definition of Terms 

Terms in this study will be operationally defined as follows: 

A.L.L. Charts     Active Learning Literacy Charts 

Constructivism  theory of learning that emphasizes the active 

construction of knowledge by individuals 

(Woolfolk, 1999). 

Criterion-referenced test “a test that compares students’ performance with a 

criterion or standard” (Gunnings, 2002, p. 71). 

Elementary campus     consists of Grades Pre-K to 5th grade. 

Graphic organizer   “diagram used to show how words or ideas are       

  related and can be used to improve comprehension”    
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  (Gunning, 2002, p. 340). 

Metacognition knowledge and awareness in regards to strategies 

for monitoring one’s own learning (Reutzel et al., 

2002). 

Norm-referenced test “a test in which students are compared with a norm 

group, which is a sample of others who are in the 

same grade or are the same age.  The score indicates 

whether students’ performance is average, above 

average, or below average compared to the norm 

group. Scores are commonly reported in raw scores, 

percentile rank, grade-equivalent scores, normal-

curve equivalents, stanine, or scaled scores” 

(Gunning, 2002, p. 71). 

Pictorial maps “Maps that are visual or a combination of verbal 

and visual items” (Gunning, 2002, p. 341). 

Reading achievement  “the level of reading ability to which an individual 

is estimated to be functioning. Note: Such estimates 

may be based on: a. the person’s performance on a 

standardized or informal reading test. b. the level of 

basal reader being used for reading instruction. c.  

teacher judgment. d. the reading group in which a 

student is placed. e. the nature and number of trade 
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books read by the student. f. some combination of 

these features” (Harris & Hodges, 1995, p. 208). 

Reading comprehension  the construction meaning through the interaction 

and involvement with written language (Sweet & 

Snow, 2002).   

Reading motivation individual's goals towards reading (Guthrie & 

Wigfield, 1999). 

Reading skills actions towards reading that include decoding and 

comprehension with speed, efficiency and fluency 

that occurs automatically (Afflerbach, Pearson & 

Paris, 2008). 

Reading strategies attempts in effort for the reader to decode text, 

understand words, and construct meanings of text 

during reading (Afflerbach et al., 2008). 

Reciprocal teaching a technique geared towards comprehension and the 

use of student metacognition in which the teacher 

and students take turns predicting, questioning and 

analyzing during the reading process (Cecil, 2007). 

R.E.A.L.  Recursive Engagement of Aligned Literacy Model. 

Standards “broad curricular goals containing specific grade-

level targets or benchmarks. They represent 

systematic ways for educators to ask themselves, 

what is it that we want our students to be able to 
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know and what do we want them to be able to do” 

(Cecil, 2007, p. 383). 

Text talk “an approach to read-alouds that is designed to 

enhance young children’s ability to construct 

meaning from decontextualized language to 

promote text comprehension and further language 

development” (Cecil, 2007, p.384). 

Think aloud a metacognitive technique using during literacy 

instruction in which the teacher verbalizes aloud 

and models the process of comprehension (Davey, 

1983). 

Title I “programs designed to provide economically 

disadvantaged students with assistance that 

supplements and supports, but does not supplant, 

classroom instruction.  The program is designed to 

reduce the gap in achievement between 

economically disadvantaged students and other 

students” (Gunning, 2002, p.19). 

 

 
 



   
 

  18 

Summary and Conclusion 

 This chapter explored the relevance of comprehension instruction and the deficiency in 

literacy comprehension development. Several approaches were discussed to provide a resilient 

foundation for successfully equipping students with strategies for comprehension development 

including the use of literacy comprehension charts.  The rationale and benefits for using literacy 

charts in order to create strategic readers were explained.  Finally, the purpose of the study and 

supporting research questions were presented. 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



   
 

  19 

Chapter II: Literature Review 

Two staples have been found in research and literature relevant to effective literacy 

instruction:  (a) the recurring findings reflecting the importance of the teacher’s role, and (b) the 

recurring findings reflecting the consensus that there is no one method considered best when 

teaching reading (Bond & Dykstra, 1967, 1977; Chall, 1967; Duffy & Hoffman, 1999; Fielding 

& Pearson, 1994; Shanahan, 2003; Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1988).  

The relationship established amongst the teacher, student and content is one of the basic 

elements needed for authentic learning, intellectual responsibility, educational autonomy and 

equitable opportunity to be able to re-create knowledge while re-creating curriculum and 

instruction. This transformation in literacy education can only be realized by acknowledging the 

existence of promising contributions made by those in the field and in the classrooms—from the 

past to the present. As Hargreaves and Fullan (2012) claim 

there needs to be a mix of committing to best practice (existing practices that already 
have a good degree of widely agreed effectiveness) and having the freedom, space, and 
resources to create next practice (innovative approaches that often begin with teachers 
themselves and that will sometimes turn out to be the best practices of the future). (p. 50) 

 
 The purpose of this chapter is to (a) discuss the theories, models and practices paralleling 

the attributes of effective instruction, (b) discuss of reading motivation and achievement, (c) 

provide information on the evolution of comprehension instruction, (d) discuss K-3 

comprehension instruction, (e) provide a historical tracing of comprehension literacy charts and 

their contributions towards the field of literacy, (f) explain an Active Learning Literacy Chart 

and the pedagogical foundation it rests upon and (g) discuss the relevance of professional 

development for literacy teachers. 
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Supportive Theories, Models and Practices in Effective Instruction 

Constructing Meaning from Schema 

 From the 1920s to date, constructivism has influenced American education and 

educators.  Proponents of this theory agree that the key concept of learning is being able to 

actively construct knowledge by merging new knowledge with existing knowledge in a natural 

occurrence (Woolfolk, 1999).  For educators, this would mean investing time and self in 

developing a curriculum with innovative opportunities for students to synthesize and conjure the 

“new” from the “old” through an active, supportive and motivating environment (Tracey & 

Morrow, 2006). The reconceptualization of knowledge is based on individualized, existing 

schemas of the learner in which Bartlett (2005) describes as 

an active organization of past reactions, or of past experiences, which must always be 
supposed to be operating in any well adapted organize response. That is, whenever there 
is any order or regularity of behavior, a particular response is possible only because it is 
related to other similar responses which have been serially organised, yet which operate, 
not simply as individual members coming one after another, but as a unitary mass.  
Determination by schemata is the most fundamental of all the ways in which we can be 
influenced by reactions and experiences which occurred some time in the past. (p. 201) 

 
  Anderson and Pearson (1984a, 1984b) adopted schema theory into the field of literacy 

by asserting the notion that schemas of readers not only impact the overall act of learning, but 

also influence the act of reading in terms of content, reading processes and text structures.  Other 

scholars concurred and provided an explanation that elucidated how schema accounted for 

assimilating text, inferencing, memory retrieval to permit reconstruction (Pearson, 2009), 

building coherent mental models during the process (Van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983) as well as 

serving as an accountable predictor for comprehension (Johnston, 1984). 

Rosenblatt (1978) joined the movement in altering the perceptions of those whose views 

were cemented in the belief that meaning resided solely within the text, by crediting schema in 
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her own works and contending that, “the text is merely an object of paper and ink until some 

reader responds to the marks on the page as verbal symbols…. The finding of meanings involves 

both the author’s text and what the reader brings to it” (pp.14, 23). 

When a reader’s background experience, educational experience, lived experience and 

even their present disposition are embraced during the intimate process of negotiating meaning 

with the text, it is in that pivotal moment that the awareness and the purpose of the text becomes 

a heightened reality for the reader (Rosenblatt, 1978).  As Rosenblatt’s Transactional Theory 

points out (1978), “the reader’s primary goal as he meets the text is to have as full an aesthetic 

experience as possible, given his own capacities and the sensibilities, preoccupations and 

memories he brings to the transaction” (p.132). 

Negotiating meaning with the text, while natural for some, may not seem natural for the 

inexperienced reader. The process of shifting between a continuum of efferent stances and 

aesthetic stances may prove difficult for a novice reader experiencing a potential setback in the 

literacy process.  Situations in which the reader is unable to experience the literary work as 

intended can be resolved through the suggestive use of an apprenticeship model approach 

(Rosenblatt, 1985). Elements embedded within the apprenticeship model approach serves as a 

fulcrum that leads to a conjoint refinement in both learning and in the culture of learning, by 

which the process of guiding a reader in acquiring how to evoke meaning from the text would 

provide the ultimate experience—the “poem” (Rosenblatt, 1985). Consequently, the 

collaboration established through an apprenticeship model approach fortifies the role of the 

reader from the obscurity of the text, redefining the purpose as one that is notable, comparable 

and necessary (Rosenblatt, 1985). 
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Critical Literacy 

The notion of liberating students from a role that deliberately neglects their presence and 

defies them from experiences often associated with that of literacy can impact the value placed 

upon students and how they are perceived in the classroom (Rosenblatt, 1978).  Being subjected 

to an idle role in the literacy process not only negates the basic principles of reading, but also 

negates one’s own intellectual freedom that serves as fuel for creativity, transformation and 

knowledge. The premise for sound critical literacy entails providing an inclusive culture for 

students to be able to, in their own right, contribute to the onset of learning and literacy in which 

their voices are valued and heard. Students must embark on becoming “agents of text rather than 

victims of text” (Harste, 2006) and must have the confidence to take on a critical stance using 

their own background knowledge to assume the power they possess between their own stance 

and that projected from the author’s text (McLaughlin & Devoogd, 2004).   

 In order for students to become active agents of critical literacy, teachers must become 

critically literate as well by engaging in theoretical research and self-critical practices, as well as 

being open to change and actively supporting it (Comber, 2001). Teachers must, therefore, be 

subjected to embrace and cultivate the liberty of literacy in a non-traditional manner that consists 

of dual parties (students and teacher).  These lines of partnership cannot be contradicted or 

blurred with the presence of a traditional educational hierarchy in which the teacher undertakes 

the role of becoming a “depositor” (Freire, 1970). Consequences for what Freire referred to as 

the “banking of education concept,” would delineate the role of the student and equate them as a 

passive recipient of information and understandings (Freire, 1970).  The lack of thinking for 

one's self is not only considered detrimental for the individual, but can also be detrimental to 

society as a whole (Brown & Keely, 2004) when learners become dependent upon the prescribed 
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knowledge of the oppressor, inhibiting their educational artistry and depreciating their overall 

literacy experiences (Freire, 1970). 

Propelling the coexistence of both the teacher and student joining efforts in building 

knowledge in a committed partnership only augments “pushing the cognitive envelope” for one 

another (Kincheloe, Slattery & Steinberg, 2000).  Such a partnership supports the concept of a 

student-teacher dualism in which both respected parties have the opportunity to learn, question, 

reflect and participate in co-constructing knowledge. Literacy experiences, therefore, become 

more than just a concept; they become a tool of empowerment that impacts all involved parties 

(Freire, 1973; McLaren & Leonard, 1993).  Freire (1970) echoed this stance when he claimed 

A revolutionary leadership must accordingly practice co-intentional education. Teachers 

and students (leadership and people) cointent on reality, are both subjects, not only in the 

task of unveiling that reality and thereby coming to know it critically, but in the task of 

re-creating knowledge. (p. 51) 

 Principles in critical literacy should ultimately convey, inspire and guide the work of both 

the teacher and the student and can be ratified when 

• focus is placed on the issues of power while reflection, transformation and action is 

promoted; 

• focus is placed on problem and complexity; 

• adaptation to context and utilization of dynamic strategies occur; 

• disruption in the commonplace results from multiple perspectives (McLauglin & 

DeVoogd, 2004, p. 14-16). 

As educators merge their curriculum into the aspects of critical literacy, they must also sustain 

the credo that “comprehension is never enough; it must have critical edge” (Pearson, 2001). That 
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is, in order for comprehension to have “critical edge,” the instructional framework must support 

participation beyond the walls of a classroom and should naturally involve the world around the 

students—not to be mistaken as an “add-on” (Vasquez, 2010), but as a critical piece in the 

curriculum. The underlying process of reading is what Freire (1970) attributes as more than just 

reading the words; it is, in essence, learning how to “read the world” (p. 20).   

Teachers and students must focus on dispensing their potential into creativity, inquiry, 

critical thinking and habitual cognitive engagement that is beyond the text, so that the movement 

of empowerment is extended as a perpetual invitation to all those around them. When 

encountering a complex instructional transformation, educators must also place praxis at the core 

of the conversion and must continuously reflect not only on themselves, but also on the projected 

reflections of their own students (Friere, 1970) in order to transcend the true intent of learning. 

By understanding the contextualized dimensions of teaching and the purpose for critical 

literacy, teachers can prevent the continued infliction of a teacher-dominated, fragmented 

curriculum that often conflicts with the students’ ability to connect their everyday learning to 

their everyday lives (Kincheloe, 2008; Kincheloe, Slattery & Steinberg, 2000).  The outcome of 

attaching genuine reflection and solidifying it within an effective literacy curriculum would 

ultimately create endless opportunities for students to enact their own significant contributions to 

society (Freire & Macedo, 1987; Luke & Freebody, 1999).   

Transference of Knowledge in Social Collaboration 

In the process of re-creating knowledge collaboratively (Freire & Macedo, 1987), it is 

important to note that a key component in determining the effectiveness of such collaboration 

includes implementing an instructional design that shifts both the knowledge and responsibility 
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from one party to the other. In order for a learner to be able to master the ability to “re-create” 

knowledge, the learner must first be able to obtain it and then experience it so that he/she, too, 

can partake in contributing to the process of constructing knowledge.  Vygotsky (1978) dubbed 

this transference of knowledge as the “Zone of Proximal Development” which he defined as, 

“the distance between the actual development level as determined by independent problem-

solving and the level of potential development as determined through problem-solving under 

adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86).   

Vygotsky argued that providing students the opportunity to engage in cognitive tasks 

through social collaboration with a “more knowledgeable other,” while still supporting the 

shared intellectual and social space, was crucial. This “more knowledgeable other” is the expert 

who takes the initial responsibility of regulating, fostering and supporting the novice’s cognitive 

competence.  Gradually, as the learner assumes the knowledge and becomes motivated, the 

expert shifts more and more of the responsibility to the novice until the novice envisions a final 

understanding of internalization without assistance or prompting. An instructional design 

supportive of this framework enables the learner to take on the responsibility for his or her own 

learning (Pressley, 2000; Rosenshine & Meister, 1997).   

However, scaffolding, while essential in the process, is not to be mistaken as a point in 

which a teacher simply models and expects learners to be able to replicate the concept in their 

own performances (Wood, Bruner & Ross, 1976). Various sorts of support must be provided to 

enhance the learner’s knowledge, including time, practice, feedback and coaching (Duffy et al., 

1987; Pearson, 1985; Wood et al., 1976). A model known as the Cognitive Apprenticeship 

model, outlined that the following standards for educators to abide by when mentoring students: 

•  model expert behavior 
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•  monitor the group’s understanding 

•  engage in on-line diagnosis of emerging competence 

•  push for deeper understanding 

• scaffold the weaker students’ emerging competence 

• fade into the background whenever the students are able to take charge of their own 

learning (Brown & Campione, 1996). 

By adapting instructional practices to the methods proposed in this model, cultivation of a 

student’s ability to learn, grow and transform as an apprentice during metacognitive activities 

would excel (Brown & Campione, 1996). The Cognitive Apprenticeship model provides students 

an educational platform in which they are able to learn the concept, learn it well, be able to apply 

it appropriately and eventually own the new learning on their terms.   

 Another model illustrating collaborative guidance and focused on the social aspects 

between the teacher and the student was the Gradual Release of Responsibility (Pearson & 

Gallagher, 1983). Grounded in the works of Vygotsky and of Bruner and Campione, the Gradual 

Release of Responsibility model (see Figure 2) defined both the teacher and student’s role within 

the learning process individually as well in conjunction. The model shows the teacher is no 

longer responsible in assuming the learning at a given task, but rather the responsibility of 

learning within the process is shared with the student (Duke & Pearson, 2002). 
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   Gradual Release of Responsibility Model  

 
Figure 2. Updated adaptation of the original Pearson and Gallagher (1983) graphic from Duke 
and Pearson (2002). Asterisked terms are borrowed from Au and Raphael (1998). Reprinted with 
permission. 

   

The Gradual Release of Responsibility model played an integral role in instruction and 

influenced many aspects in literacy achievement (Fisher & Frey, 2007), reading comprehension 

(Lloyd, 2004) and literacy outcomes for English language learners (Kong & Pearson, 2003).  The 

model entails five stages in which the responsibility shifted between the teacher and student. 

These stages included 

1. Providing explicit description of the strategy including when and how it should be 

used; 

2. Providing teacher and/or student modeling the strategy in action; 

3. Providing collaborative use of the strategy in action; 

4. Providing guided practice using the strategy with gradual release of responsibility; 
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5. Providing independent use of the strategy (Duke & Pearson, 2002). 

Stages in the Gradual Release of Responsibility are driven based on the needs of students are 

often fluctuates on a continuum when the need arises (see Figure 3).  

Gradual Release of Responsibility Description Stages 

 
Figure 3. Gradual release of responsibility description stages. Additions made to the figure are 
modeled after Pearson’s 8 Minute Mini Model Presentation provided by P.D. Pearson. 

       
Three particular regions exist in Pearon and Gallagher’s model: 

• Region 1, as represented in the upper part of the model, reflects the primary 

responsibility being that of the teacher (100%).  The teacher in this region is solely 

responsible for providing direct instruction and explicit modeling for the suggested task 

at hand. 

• Region 2, as represented at the center part of the model, reflects the responsibility of the 

task being shared by both the teacher and student (50/50).  In this region, the teacher 

scaffolds the learning and provides guided practice to support the understanding of the 
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task at hand.  An increase of the responsibility on behalf of the student occurs when the 

student begins to show an increase in internalizing the concept. 

• Region 3, as represented at the bottom part of the model, reflects a shift in 

responsibility from being primarily that of the teacher, to being that of the student. The 

student is solely responsible (100%) for demonstrating, modeling and applying the 

learned concept independently.  

 The Gradual Release of Responsibility affirms the theory claiming that simple acts of 

learning can be reinforced and enhanced by observing others (modeling), rather than individually 

experiencing knowledge in isolation (Bandura 1969, 1977, 1986, 1997).  Further, peer 

interactions emphasizing a social aspect through discussions have been known to accelerate 

learning and the construction of meaning (Vygotsky, 1978). For these reasons, educators should 

regard the importance of co-constructing meaning with others through social interaction, 

collaboration and discussions in order to aid the process of building one’s own knowledge.  

 Building on the concept of social interaction has in comprehension instruction, Fisher 

and Frey (2008) extended the components of the Gradual Release of Responsibility model by 

including a collaborative component to facilitate construction of meaning between the teacher 

and students (see Figure 4). 
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Gradual Release of Responsibility Model  

 
Figure 4. Gradual Release of Responsibility Model by Fisher, D., & Frey, N. (2008). Reprinted 
with permission. 
 
 

Fisher’s description of the Gradual Release of Responsibility encompassed four phases: 

• Phase 1: Focus Lesson phase—in this phase, the teacher establishes a relevant purpose 

for the concepts that need to be learned by modeling and using “I” statements to 

demonstrate the use of metacognition and its rationale.    

• Phase 2: Guided Instruction phase—in this phase, students are either pulled into a small 

group to work with the teacher or the teacher rotates through small cluster groups in the 

classroom while strategically prompting, cueing and questioning students so that they 

begin to take control of their cognitive responsibility.   

• Phase 3: Collaborative phase—in this phase, students are placed in collaborative groups 

for student-to-student interaction.  Collaboration amongst peers also includes a 

component of individual accountability to measure gains in understanding and mastery 

of the concept.  

• Phase 4: Independent phase—in this final phase, students apply their learned 

knowledge independently in and out of the classroom (Fisher, 2013). 
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Because learning is considered a social activity, teachers should provide opportunities for 

students to collaborate, share responses, share alternate perspectives and share their 

metacognitive roadmaps within their learning process (Almasi, 1996 Fish, 1980; Guthrie, 2004). 

By creating a social learning community that is not centered around direct teacher instruction 

(Slavin, 1983), thinking is stimulated and better developed through the use of effective social 

interaction and collaboration (Cramer & Puccio, 2004). 

Reading Motivation and Achievement 

Reading motivation has been found to be a key factor in students’ becoming proficient 

readers and has often been linked to being an important variable in reading achievement.  With 

motivation playing a crucial role, Kasten and Wilfong (2005) pointed out that literacy educators 

should strive for attaining two goals -teaching students to read and teaching students to “want” 

to read with the understanding that of the two goals, the “latter is more challenging” (p. 656).  

This challenge has rung truth in research, indicating a decrease in the motivation to read 

among elementary students (Durik et al., 2006; Kush & Watkins, 1996; McKenna et al., 1995) 

with a causal decline in reading achievement (Guthrie & Alveramann, 2009). The decrease in 

reading motivation has not only been found among elementary students, but also among students 

of all ages across several countries and in the United States, with at least 37% of students 

reporting that they did not read for enjoyment at all in 2009 and were less enthusiastic about 

reading when compared to their counterparts in 2000 (PISA, 2010).   

 Motivation, however, failed to be identified as a fundamental component of reading 

instruction by key scholars of The National Reading Panel (Gambrell & Marink, 2009; National 

Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000). The release of The National Reading 

Panel Report focused on five core areas in reading including phonemic awareness, phonics, 
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fluency, vocabulary and comprehension.   Multiple researchers refuted the notion of motivation 

not being recognized by conducting intense studies focusing on motivation as a potential 

contributing factor to reading achievement  (Applegate & Applegate, 2010; Cooter & Perkins, 

2011; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997; Gottfried, 1990; Guthrie & Alveramann, 2009; Guthrie, 

Wigfield, Metsala & Cox, 1999) and have, since then, blatantly shown that motivation is related 

to the success or failure of elementary students in regards to reading development and 

achievement (Cooter & Perkins, 2011).    

Additional studies have concluded that engaged and motivated students attain higher 

levels of achievement in reading (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997), often read more (Guthrie et 

al., 1999), receive higher grades in school (Sweet, Guthrie & Ng, 1998) and perform better on 

reading standardized tests (Gottfried, 1990). Other studies suggest that motivation accounts for 

an increase in student standardized scores ranging from anywhere between 14 to 40 percentile 

points more than students who were less motivated  (Guthrie & Humenick, 2004).  

Not only has motivation been noted as a contributing factor in regards to reading 

achievement, but it has also been found to trump other pertinent factors as well. Guthrie, Schafter 

and Huang (2001) revealed that a student’s reading engagement was more important than the 

student’s family background (e.g., parent education and income) when looking at reading 

achievement. Gender was later added to the list of proceeding factors as Guthrie (2004) cited 

data from PISA concluding “that engaged reading can overcome traditional barriers to reading 

achievement, including gender, parental education and income” (p. 5). 

In terms of motivation for reading, theoretical review has confirmed the complexity of 

such attributes with statistical investigations identifying 12 dimensions later categorized into 

three types of motivation: internal motivation, external motivation and self-efficacy (Wigfield & 
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Guthrie, 1997). Internal motivation, or intrinsic motivation, is often associated with factors such 

as social interactions, autonomy support, opportunities of self-selection in text (Gambrell, 2011; 

Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000), choices in literacy activities (Lepper, 1998; Morrow, 2001; 

Spaulding, 1992; Turner, 1995) and collaborative engagements in the classroom (Anderman, 

1999) that often provide internal and emotional satisfaction for the individual.  However, 

according to Harter Whitesell and Kowalski (1992), intrinsic motivation for reading has been 

found to decline while extrinsic motivation increases through the advancement of schooling for 

each student.  External motivation, or extrinsic motivation, is often affiliated with encouraging 

students to attain a preferred outcome, who, as result of exhibiting such desired behavior, are 

rewarded with some form of incentive. 

Both types of motivation were reflected in Oldfather’s study (2002) when 31 fifth and 

sixth graders of diverse backgrounds and reading abilities were evaluated over an eight-month 

period in their initial responses when completing a literacy task.  Oldfather found that students 

fell into three groups.  The first group consisted of students who were intrinsically motivated and 

found the project to be “worthwhile.” The second group consisted of students who were 

extrinsically motivated based on the accountability system put in place.  The final group 

consisted of students who did not complete the assignment and demonstrated neither internal nor 

external motivation towards the completion of the literacy task.  Oldfather concluded that 

students who fell in the latter group needed a community that was nurturing and conducive for 

optimal learning that would “empower and motivate them” (p. 252).  

 Bandura (1986) suggested that motivation (or the lack of motivation) is the result of an 

individual’s self-efficacy or self-confidence in being able to demonstrate the mastery of such 

learning experience. Self-confidence can be increased through the learning experiences fostered 
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in the classroom which allow students to respond and demonstrate content acquisition through 

various opportunities that values how the student ascribes meaning to the task (Applegate & 

Applegate, 2010; Freeman, McPhail & Berndt, 2002; Lee, 1999).  There are strong implications 

that planning motivational opportunities and instructional practices influences the experiences 

and motivation for students. Experts have pointed out that, even readers who possess strong 

cognitive skills, will defer from reading experiences if motivation is not considered (Wigfield, 

Guthrie, Tonks, & Perencevich, 2004). 

Gambrell (2011), therefore, provides educators with “7 Rules of Engagement” which 

consists of an overview of extensive research conducted by a considerable number of experts 

highlighting the most agreed-upon factors in developing practices and classroom environments 

that opt for motivation. These “7 Rules of Engagement” maintain that reading tasks and activities 

must relate to students’ lives, a wide range of reading materials must be provided, sustained 

reading should be encouraged, choices in literacy tasks need to be allowed and opportunities for 

social interaction must be provided, opportunities for success when encountering challenging 

texts must be considered and valuing the importance of reading should be a non-negotiable.  In 

addition, Rowe (1991) added that factors found to contribute to reading achievement include 

attitudes toward reading, teacher affect, literacy program, and professional development.  

By acknowledging insightful information rooted in a vast amount of research, educators 

will not only contribute to the ideal development of students becoming proficient readers, but 

also offer promise in students becoming passionate readers as well.   
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The Evolution of Comprehension Instruction 

Skills and Strategies 

Understanding skills and strategies can be proven difficult when comprehension 

developmental processes and instruction have both been described as one cognitive aspect rather 

than two separate entities (Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995).  While they may both serve to achieve 

the same goals, they do not result in the same behavior for a student who views the text with the 

lens of a skilled reader or that of a strategic reader.  Knowing the difference between a reading 

skill and a strategy is important for readers in order to read critically and effectively; it is also 

equally important for teachers to understand the distinction between the two in order to teach 

readers how to use both adequately. 

As early as the 1920s, teaching of skills surfaced within the reading curricula and 

impacted literacy instruction significantly (Smith, 1965).  Instruction initially addressed both 

general and specialized skills. However, determining what skills were most beneficial in the 

development of comprehension was key.  In 1944, Davis conducted the first psychometric 

analysis to analyze school reading curricula, resulting in nine componential skills of 

comprehension: (a) word meanings, (b) word meanings in context, (c) passage organization, (d) 

main thought, (e) answer specific text-based questions, (f) text-based questions with paraphrase, 

(g) inferences about content, (h) literary devices and (i) author’s purpose.  The identified skills 

were applied within the reading curricula and evaluated through the measurement of customized 

comprehension assessments for effectiveness. 

Although skills dominated comprehension instruction for several decades, reading 

instruction began its metamorphosis when teaching with strategies was proposed in the 1970s. 

Like Davis, several individuals set out to identify what strategies facilitated comprehension 
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development best. Keene and Zimmerman (1997) suggested strategies such as connecting the 

new to the unknown, determining importance, inferring, using sensory images, synthesizing and 

solving reading problems.  Pressley (2002) recommended strategies including predicting, 

questioning, making images, seeking clarification and constructing summaries. Duke and 

Pearson (2002) identified eight of the most common strategies for improving comprehension: (a) 

setting purposes for reading, (b) previewing and predicting, (c) activating prior knowledge, (d) 

monitoring, clarifying and fixing, (e) visualizing and creating visual representations, (f) drawing 

inferences, (g) self-questioning and thinking aloud and (h) summarizing and retelling. 

 Such strategies became an integral part of everyday practice and began to take shape in 

even basal instruction (Pearson & Fielding, 1991), prompting for three waves of research to 

evaluate the evolution of comprehension strategy instruction and its impact on student learning 

(Pressley, 1998).    

The first wave of research of comprehension strategy instruction emphasized the 

effectiveness of teaching simply with a single strategy approach, entailing one isolated approach 

until the student was able to demonstrate mastery of the concept. Once competency of an 

approach was reflected, the teacher moved onto a second strategy and so forth. The single 

strategy approach proved effective, assisting in students learning how to use approaches in 

application one at a time. 

The second wave of research of comprehension strategy instruction emphasized the 

benefits of implementing multiple strategies when reading.  Models representing this concept 

included Reciprocal Teaching (Palinscar & Brown, 1984) which incorporated a small cluster of 

strategies (e.g. questioning, clarifying, summarizing and predicting), and Collaborative Strategic 

Reading (Vaughn, Hughes, Schumm & Klingner, 1998) which combined elements of reciprocal 
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teaching, collaborative learning and a small group of strategies (e.g., brainstorming and 

predicting, monitoring understanding, identifying main ideas and generating questions and 

viewing key ideas). Using a repertoire of small strategies appeared more beneficial for readers 

since the process of reading dealt with using various strategies at various points in reading the 

text.  

The third wave of research of comprehension strategy instruction emphasized the 

effectiveness between the transactions that took place between the reader, text and amongst 

students. Transactional Strategies Instruction (1992), for instance, stressed the use of multiple 

strategies (e.g., predicting, generating questions, clarifying confusions, constructing mental 

images, relating text to prior knowledge and summarizing), complemented via the collaborative 

context in which peers discussed their thinking processes. This type of instruction emphasized 

the joint construction of understanding and its benefits of collaboration (Brown, Pressley, Van 

Meter & Schuder, 1996). 

Wilkinson and Son (2011) added a fourth wave of research, known as “dialogic 

approaches,” in comprehension strategy instruction. Dialogic approaches include a compilation 

of content-rich instruction interwoven with discussion, argumentation and intertextuality.  

Models of learning and comprehending with dialogic approaches include: 

• Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction (Guthrie, Wigfield & Perencevich, 2004) 

designed for teaching multiple comprehension strategies in the content-area of science; 

• In-Depth Expanded Application of Science (Romance & Vitale, 2001) which embeds 

reading language arts with science concepts including mapping and relating learning to 

new knowledge; 
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• and Reading Apprenticeship Model (Schoenbach, Greenleaf, Cziko & Hurwitz, 1999) 

which incorporates the use of metacognitive conversations in content-areas. 

This most recent wave of research has determined that instruction in the classrooms is a 

continuous cycle of evolution and must essentially adjust to embracing skills and strategies along 

with content and relationships.  Learning how to use both strategies and skills is essential for a 

reader. Depending on the reader and his/her intentions, reading strategies can serve as either a 

skill or strategy in a reading situation (Paris, 1983). According to Afflerbach, Pearson and Paris 

(2008), the heart of accomplished reading is having the ability to balance both the automatic 

application of reading skills and reading strategies, while being able to shift seamlessly between 

the two when the situation calls for it. 

K-3 Comprehension Instruction  

K-3 comprehension instruction is defined by the U.S. Department of Education as 

“developing students’ ability to (a) comprehend the literal meaning printed on a page; (b) 

interpret author’s intentions to report knowledge, show possession, implied meaning; and (c) 

evaluate an apply ideas in printed materials to their lives” (NRP, 2000, p. 76).  According to 

Block and Lacina (2009),  

Highly effective K-3 comprehension instruction must include highly effective instruction; 

teach think-alouds; modeling; scaffolding; guided practice; independent use of process so 

that students develop an internalized self-regulation of comprehension processes; a time 

for students to tell teachers what they need and want to learn to comprehend better; ample 

reading, vocabulary and decoding development; and rich shared experiences with fiction, 

nonfiction, and technologically based texts. (p. 504) 
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In developing an instructional framework for primary students, the literature suggests that 

a reading plan must seek to increase engagement and motivation through student choice in 

literature and activities, purposeful reading pursuits related to a variety of reading goals, 

selective application of multiple metacognitive approaches and skills when encountering depths 

of various texts, and strategic collaboration supported by facilitation and social interaction for the 

purpose of constructing new knowledge (Guthrie, McGough, Bennet & Rice, 1996).  

Most importantly, teaching the complexities of comprehension should not be limited to 

older children elementary children and should be provided to younger children during the 

process of learning how to read (Duke & Pearson, 2002). Pearson and Duke write that, 

“comprehension instruction’ and ‘primary grades’ should appear together often-that 

comprehension instruction in the primary grades is not only possible but wise and beneficial 

rather than detrimental to overall reading development” (Pearson & Duke, 2002, p. 247). Studies 

have shown that students in Kinder have the ability to learn and independently, applying 

comprehension strategies in their reading process to positively impact their reading achievement 

performance (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). This concept is supported by Emergent Theory which 

emphasizes that literacy development is not defined by a child’s “reading readiness,” but rather 

is a developmental process that begins soon after birth (Teale & Sulzby, 1986).  

Studies have illustrated that student comprehension and achievement improves when an 

instructional framework is developed and structured with effective teaching approaches (Guthrie, 

Anderson, Alao & Rinehart, 1999; Moore & Whitfield, 2009). Structured teaching approaches 

within comprehension instruction equate to the explicit teaching of multiple strategies in a 

“naturalistic context” and include the use of comprehension monitoring, summarization, question 

answering and generation, story structure and the use of graphic and semantic organizers (The 



   
 

  40 

National Reading Panel, 2000).  Furthermore, comprehension can be supported through 

meaningful interactions and discussions based on students’ understanding of a strategy and/or 

text (Fielding & Pearson, 1994; Pressley, 2006a; NICHD, 2000). 

Having students engaged in “high-level” discussions has also been repeatedly found to 

impact reading gains (Guthrie, 2004; Guthrie, Wigfield, & Von Secker, 2000; Knapp 1995; 

Lipson, 2007; Taylor & Peterson, 2006). Thus, by transitioning from traditional classroom 

discourse (Cazden, 1988) and embracing authentic, collaborative exchanges, personal and 

educational connections can be shaped in a more fundamental manner (Fuchs & Vaughn, 2008; 

Christoph & Nystrand, 2001; Goldenberg, 1992; Tharp & Gallimore, 1998; Wells, 1999). 

Teaching students to strategically utilize multiple strategies and skills when necessary is a 

start for students to become critical readers; having strategies applied across multiple genres 

effectively is an area that has been underrepresented in classrooms today. Comprehension is not 

limited to one genre or structure.  Students encounter various texts in their day-to-day 

experiences. Moreover, students encounter various texts as part of their assessments in their 

educational career, including texts found in formal assessments, informal assessments, criterion-

based assessments, norm-based assessments, assessments with multiple choice, assessments with 

open-ended questions and even assessments online.  And, although, students encounter reading 

assessments that may vary in format, the ultimate task for any reader is to comprehend the given 

text.  Understanding the structure of multiple genres allows readers the advantage of having a 

reading plan of action in place, as texts’ organization and structure are important factors in text 

comprehension (Fletcher, 2006; Meyer, 2003; Snyder, 2010).   

In regards to comprehension strategy instruction in narratives, research suggests that 

comprehension of a story is a significant component of academic performance (Dymock, 2007), 
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and understanding the elaborate structure and language of narrative texts leads to students having 

a better understanding (Calfee & Patrick, 1995; Dymock & Nicholson, 1999). Through explicit 

instruction, students are better able to grasp the purpose of narrative texts and, as a result, have 

fewer problems when comprehending this particular type of text (Calfee & Patrick, 1995; 

Dymock & Nicholson, 1999; Smolkin & Donovan, 2001).  

 Narratives are not the only text that should be focused on.  Duke and Pearson (2002) 

noted that teaching expository text is equally beneficial. Contradictory to what some may claim, 

teaching expository text need not be confined to upper elementary grades; it can be taught early 

on in first grade (Duke, 2000b). Due to its unique features and structures, teaching awareness for 

expository text must be attempted explicitly and systematically (Sweet & Snow, 2003) for 

students to be able to benefit and better comprehend this particular type of genre (Dymock & 

Nicholson, 1999).  

While exposure to narrative and expository texts may seem as non-negotiable, poetry is 

another genre that contributes to comprehension.  As Rasinksi (2003) stated, “poetry is a genre 

that is all too often neglected” (p. 146).  The need for poetry in daily instruction does not go 

unsaid.  The use of literary devices, word concepts, phrasing and fluency found in using poetry, 

are all contributing factors in building comprehension. Further, poetry implicitly calls for 

repeated reading which leads to what embedding prosody (Schriber, 1991) and has been found to 

enhance the student’s overall reading performance and comprehension (Rasinksi, 2003).  

One genre that doesn’t lack exposure and is often criticized is the genre of test 

preparation. Test preparation calls for careful analysis of text and its structure in order to be 

successful in comprehending standardized or formatted text (Santman, 2002). Several educators 

and researchers have recommend test preparation be taught in “genre units” (Calkins, 
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Montgomery, Santman, 1998; Hornof, 2008; Santman, 2002) which are designed to be taught 

through explicit instruction and with teacher support and collaborative tactics.  Through these 

units, students are able to be build on strategies such as analyzing test-specific vocabulary, 

deconstructing various types of questions and interpreting the “language of the test” (Santman, 

2002, p. 209). Although understanding the format of a test is recommended, it is also important 

to note that effective preparation for reading tests should emphasize best practices that are 

already in place in the literacy classroom. Best practices and high-quality teaching should not be 

compromised for the sake of testing (Higgins, Miller, & Wegmann, 2006; Hollingworth, 2007; 

Volante, 2006). 

Ultimately, K-3 comprehension instruction should be engaging and supportive of an 

optimal learning environment that promotes student choice, interesting texts, relevant tasks, 

challenging queries with literature, strategic and explicit instruction aided by visual support and 

scaffolding. The development of such comprehension instruction maximizes motivation and 

comprehension of the text and impacts achievement and development (Guthrie & Widgfield, 

2000; Snow, 2002). 

Comprehension and Instruction Aided by Literacy Charts- A Historical Tracing 

K-W-L-Charts 

 The K-W-L teaching model surfaced in 1986 and impacted how both teachers and 

students approached and comprehended expository text (Ogle, 1986). K-W-L is a graphic 

organizer developed to facilitate the thinking process that occurred pre, during and post reading.  

K-W-L is an acronym that represents three cognitive steps including brainstorming, developing 

questioning techniques and engaging in seeking new knowledge that would address posed 

questions (Hefflin, & Hartman, 2002; Ogle, 1986).  The “K” in K-W-L- represents what the 
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student “knows” about the topic; the “W” represents what the student “wants” to know before 

he/she begins reading; and the “L” represents what the student “learned” or still needs to “learn” 

after reading the selection.   

Flexible in its use in regards to the classroom setting, the K-W-L was noted as beneficial 

in both small group and whole group settings. Although the K-W-L was initially done with the 

teacher recording student responses onto a board or overhead, the K-W-L graphic organizer was 

extended into a literacy chart to support visual learners. The learning that took place during the 

comprehension process of this strategy was recorded by the teacher and referred to throughout 

continued conversations and academic inquiries (Hefflin & Hartman, 2002). The K-W-L strategy 

also entailed a component of student accountability in which throughout each column of the 

strategy, students transcribed responses and questions on a supporting worksheet (see Figure 5).   

K-W-L  

 
Figure 5. K-W-L strategy sheet. Modeled after Ogle’s K-W-L strategy sheet (1986). 

                             
For any application of K-W-L, multiple strategies were modeled through think-alouds 

and oral discussions held between the teacher and the students.  Strategies addressed through the 

use of the K-W-L included 



   
 

  44 

• categorizing responses in general categories of information to assist students in learning 

how to think in “content-structuring terms”; 

• addressing questions left unanswered through the use of additional literature and 

resources to find pertinent information; 

• conjuring responses with commitment and accountability (Ogle, 1986). 

 An effective comprehension strategy (Hefflin & Hartman, 2002), the K-W-L has been 

adapted throughout the years.  Some of these variations include 

• K-W-L Plus, an extension of the original K-W-L procedure designed to include the use 

of summarization and mapping (Carr & Ogle, 1987); 

• K-W-L-A, a modification that was designed to include an “A” for affect on student 

learning in which students were able to respond personally to the information learned 

(Madeville, 1994); 

• K-W-L-W, another version that added a “W” at the end for “further wonderings” and 

was designed for students to ask questions as a result of their learning and research 

(Hill, Ruptic & Norwick, 1998); 

• K-W-H-L-W, intended to ask students “how” they were going to collect the 

information noted on the “W” column (Mooney, 1990); and  

• K-L-E-W, modified specifically for the content of science and used to include the “E” 

for evidence in supporting the learning described throughout the strategy (Hershberger, 

Zembal-Saul & Starr, 2006). 

Further research indicates that, by using a K-W-L literacy chart, students are better able to 

remember material read, become more engaged in their own reading, become more aware of 
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their own background knowledge and understand how to organize learning more efficiently 

when reading expository text (Hefflin & Hartman, 2002).   

Language to Literacy Program 

 In 1990, Roser, Hoffman, Farest and fellow colleagues conducted a research study in the 

Brownsville Independent School District in response to the Texas Education Agency’s challenge 

to meet the needs of economically disadvantaged at-risk students through the use of innovative 

programming.  Six elementary campuses were selected based on low scores projected on a state-

mandated test. Seventy-eight teachers (from within kinder, first and second grade classrooms) 

and approximately 2,500 children participated in this 18-month project. The resulting Language 

to Literacy (L-to-L) program was created to establish the relationship between oral language 

development and reading developing assuming that literacy skills would develop in the same 

manner as that of oral language (Roser & Hoffman, 1990).  

With a grant from the Texas Education Agency, Roser and her colleagues provided staff 

with extensive support including training in best practices using literature units and various 

language charts.  The literature units developed contained a total of seventy units, each unit 

including a set of ten children books, a two-week pacing guide, and an accompanying teacher 

guide that included focus and response activities. The vehicle for this program, however, was the 

use of Language Charts, which teachers used to collect thoughts, feelings and responses by the 

children. Language Charts in this project varied from an assortment of webs and comparison 

charts that were deemed effective by others in the field.  They were often created using butcher 

paper and ruled into a lattice or matrix with specific headings allowing students to see the 

commonalities and differences amongst texts within each unit.  The type of discussion ultimately 

determined the type of chart the teachers were required to use (see Figure 6). 
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Language to Literacy Program Language Chart 

 
Figure 6. Roser, Hoffman, Labo & Farest (1990). Template was created on text sets centered 
around the theme “different and special.” Adapted with permission. 

 
Responses recorded on Language Charts occurred after the sharing of each book and 

were done by either the teacher or the student themselves.  Empty spaces of the chart were filled 

with artwork and selected cutouts of characters, scenes or favorite sections of the books read.   

The use of the various Language Charts and across genres allowed for students to acquire 

knowledge of literary devices (e.g., characterization, theme, point of view, style, mood etc.), 

story elements (e.g., character, setting, plot, solution etc.) and characteristics of particular genres 

(e.g., myths, tall tales, fables, etc.)  In addition, the program encouraged writing through the use 

of student journals since Language Charts were often overwhelmed with student responses and 

were not designed to house all responses. Students were able to draw and write in their journals, 

adding responses that were not recorded on the Language Charts by the teacher.  The use of 

journals facilitated and nurtured the growth of students as writers and provided them an 

opportunity to develop their oral language development through the act of sharing aloud their 

responses.   

 The L-to-L project and the use of Language Charts had eight recurring functions: 
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1. evidence of testimony to the importance of sharing and study of literature in a 

classroom; 

2. historical account of experience with literature in a classroom; 

3. demonstration of oral to written language connections; 

4. stimulus for expression of personal responses to literature; 

5. occasion for connecting the individual books to the linking element(s) that undergird 

the unit; 

6. opportunity to reflect on a literary experience; 

7. bridging trade books and content area study; and 

8. serving as a springboard for other responses to literature (Roser & Hoffman, 1990). 

Results from this program showed that five of the six schools made statistically significant 

growth in their State mandated test and three of the five schools were cited among the most 

improved in the State. Most importantly, the program reflected the impact that text sets had on 

literacy development when used strategically with reading, writing and oral language 

development. 

GO! Charts 

In an attempt to address the restructuring of Louisiana’s educational system and deficits 

in comprehension as measured by The Developmental Reading Assessment, Benson and 

Cummins (2000) initiated the Developmental Retelling Model to provide both teachers and 

students with a fundamental framework that would support comprehension through the use of 

retelling strategies.  Embedded within the framework was a powerful tool that helped children in 

their comprehension process—GO! Charts.  



   
 

  48 

GO! Charts were attributed to the work done by Roser and Hoffman’s Language Charts 

and were adapted for use in the Developmental Retelling Model.  Similar to Language Charts, 

GO! Charts were constructed from bulletin board or butcher paper that measured 90 inches wide 

and was divided into six columns: 

1. Preview/Predict—used to help students establish schema for the text. A preview of 

titles, text features and illustrations were used to stimulate thoughts and connections 

prior to the actual reading. 

2. Vocabulary/Inquiry—used to help student explore words associated to the topic. 

3.  Understandings—allowed students to reflect on their understanding of the text.   

4. Interpretations—reflected information on how students analyzed or synthesized new 

information.  

5. Connections—encouraged students to make connections from the text read to their 

own lives, world or other literature.  

6. Organizers—assisted students in organizing their understanding of the text through the 

use of graphic organizers or mind maps dubbed as GO! Maps (Cummins, Steward & 

Block, 2006) (See Figure 7). GO! Maps consisted of various graphic organizers for 

hierarchical structure, conceptual structure, sequential structure and cyclical structures 

that were used to help students arrange their thought process when involved with a 

piece of literature. 
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GO! Chart for Fiction Text  

 
Figure 7. GO! Chart by Benson, V., & Cummins, C. (2000). Reprinted [and adapted] with 
permission. 
 
 Seeing the benefits of using GO! Charts for fictional texts and addressing the need 

teaching comprehension using expository text (Duke, 2000a), research measured the 

comprehension of expository text (Cummins et al., 2005).  Six elementary campuses were 

selected from Louisiana and Texas in which 858 students in Grades K-6 participated in an eight-

month study. Classes from these campuses were randomly selected and assigned into 

experimental and control groups.  Measures within this study included data analysis from norm- 

and criterion-referenced assessments to monitor comprehension improvement, in addition to 

qualitative measures gathered from student and teacher journals. 

 During the study, teachers were provided two full days of training and provided explicit 

scripts to support and guide daily instruction.  Instructions for the experimental group included 

using GO! Charts (see Figure 8), with either Post-It Noting Strategy or Bookmarking Strategy 

for expository texts. 
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GO! Chart for Nonfiction Text 

 
Figure 8. GO! Chart for non-fiction text (Benson & Cummins, 2000). Reprinted [and adapted] 
with permission. 

 
Findings from this study revealed that when GO! Charts were used in combination with 

an additional strategy for nonfiction texts, comprehension was impacted sufficiently (Stewart, 

Block & Cummins, 2004), supporting the need to continue incorporating a network of multiple 

strategies before, during and after reading.  However, the study also reported that neither 

students nor teachers fully understood the complexities involved with nonfiction texts including 

text features, text structures, and their purpose. This finding would serve for a need in the field to 

provide teachers insight on teaching nonfiction.  

Active Learning Literacy (A.L.L.) Charts 

Conceptualization of A.L.L. Charts-Their Pedagogical Foundation 

A discord exists between what the National Association of Education Progress 

emphasizes as thoughtful literacy and what state assessments emphasizes as literal 

comprehension (Applegate, Applegate, McGeehan, Pinto & Kong, 2009), not to mention the 

countless views that are continuously projected onto educators as to what literacy is, should be 

and how to attain it. Brophy (2000) highlighted the effects of such discord when stating that, 
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“Teachers are rightly confused and irritated by the seemingly continuous shifts and 

contradictions in the advice directed at them” (p. 177). Such discord misguides teachers who 

have experience and even more so those who have none, on how one to approach developing 

effective comprehension instruction in today’s classrooms. 

Thus, Active Learning Literacy (A.L.L.) Charts bring a sense of harmony to this discord 

through its attempt to collectively synthesize multiple approaches, theories and aspects derived 

from prominent research. A.L.L. Charts emerged from a strong pedagogical orientation 

supported by both theoretical and empirical data initially gathered from the Language to Literacy 

Program and GO! Charts. Their shared history ranges over several decades pertaining to the use 

of authentic literature, learning and collaboration between and amongst teachers and readers.   

The instructional framework of A.L.L. Charts mirrors the components found in Stahl’s 

(Figure 9) model of what constitutes a comprehensive curriculum in literacy.  In addition to the 

comprehensive layout, A.L.L. Charts also encompasses the fundamentals of what Harvey and 

Goudvis (2007) refer to as “active literacy,” defined as 

the means to deeper understanding and diverse flexible thinking. Reading, 
writing, drawing, talking, listening and investigating are the cornerstones of active 
literacy, and comprehension instruction is more effective when it takes place 
within an active literacy framework. (p.16) 
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Components of a Comprehensive Curriculum  

 
Figure 9. Stahl (2013) explains the components of a comprehensive curriculum. Reprinted with 
permission. 

                                               
Only through active learning and active literacy can schema, metacognition and 

comprehension development through explicit instruction, engaging tasks, social collaboration, 

purposeful literacy and autonomy be accelerated.  Both students and educators need to be active 

in experiencing the realms of literacy.  As Dale (1969) claimed, we remember: 

10 percent of what we read 
20 percent of what we hear 
30 percent of what we see 
50 percent of what we both see and hear 
70 percent of what we talk about with others  
90 percent of what is experienced through a purposeful experience (p. 108). 
 

 In order to support a balanced approach in teaching literacy through the use of a balance 

of literature, skills, strategies and approaches, the principles of A.L.L. Charts are best supported 

by a model that serves as a visual representation to describe the rationale for recursive 

engagement of aligned literacy (see Appendices Q-R) also dubbed as the R.E.A.L. Model.. 
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The R.E.A.L Model supports not only the experiences and interactions that are 

interwoven by several theories that speak to the importance of having meaningful interaction 

between text, readers and teachers; it also recognizes the importance of having recursive dual 

roles in the process of this interaction—as both a learner and as a teacher.  The transference of 

knowledge from one individual to another is no longer confined to a “more knowledgeable 

other” who is usually considered as the expert or the teacher in the R.E.A.L. model. Rather, the 

possibility that a student, given his/her social and cultural background, could become the more 

knowledgeable other within the learning situation (Goatley, Brock & Raphael, 1995) is at the 

core of this model.  

 The R.E.A.L. model reflects the learning process as being encountered by both the 

student and teacher.  That is, the transfer of knowledge can be extended from the teacher to other 

students, from a student to other students, from a teacher to other teachers, or from a student to a 

teacher.  Both diagonal lines in the model represent the concept of gradually releasing the 

responsibility of a new concept through interchangeable roles, which fluctuate across the 

continuum when a new concept is applied or is in need of being readdressed.  

Construction and Implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts 

Active Learning Literacy Charts are relatively easy to design and are constructed by 

using butcher paper, chart paper or poster paper. The design of an A.L.L. chart is reflective of the 

creative insight that the teacher, their colleagues and/or students provide and can take any shape 

or form throughout the development process.  The theme of the chart is reflective on any aspect 

of the literature selected and can be organized in a manner that fits the class best (Appendix P). 

However, an A.L.L. Chart should have a visual focal point highlighting aspects from the 
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literature being read (e.g., character, theme, setting etc.) to provide students a “teaser” of what is 

to come in their literacy experience and begin to build background (Figure 10). 

Early Phase of an A.L.L. Chart 
 

 
Figure 10. Early phases of A.L.L. Chart (Randel, 2012) centered around the literature piece Carl 
the Complainer (Knudsen & Cocca-Leffler, 2005). 

    
The aspect of vision is emphasized not only through a focal point found in the design of 

the chart, but also throughout the entire learning process.  Medina (2008) pointed out that vision 

memory takes up half of the brain’s resources and is found to trump all other senses. Medina 

further explains that any material presented in an oral format results in remembering only 10 

percent of the information and for only three days. However, once a visual is attached, the 

retention shifts drastically, from 10 to 65 percent.  An A.L.L. chart, therefore, incorporates visual 

aspects in every phase with personal illustrations (both student and teacher), relevant digital 

images, supportive graphic organizers, 3-dimensional student products, and student images 

during their learning to catapult optimal learning during the construction of each chart.   

The visual aspects of the chart also reflect a balance of dual (teacher and student) 

accountability and dual ownership in learning, constructing, creating and applying new 

knowledge. It not only aids students in comprehension with a visual record, but also aids 
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teachers as well by “tracking” a student’s abilities throughout reading instruction (Gambrell, 

Morrow & Pressley, 2007, p. 230).  Each phase in the chart serves as a record of accountability 

for teachers, students, staff and school community to view, learn from and reflect. 

Active Learning Literacy Charts in relation to meaningful discussions. A.L.L. Charts 

(initially launched with a picture book) include a phase known as, “Show me the talking,” which 

provides the teacher and students a place on the literacy chart to house meaningful conversations 

relevant to the literature.  This phase is broken into three different segments: book analysis, 

vocabulary analysis and self-analysis. 

Book analysis provides opportunities for class discussions to look beyond the surface of 

identifying the title, author, illustrator, genre, author’s purpose and point of view (narration). 

During discussions, students are also expected to discuss the rationale for each element (e.g., 

Why do you think the author chose this title? Why do you think the illustrator chose this design 

for book jacket of the book? Why do you think the illustrator chose these illustrations to be 

represented in this book?). In order for students to make connections, visual cues are set in this 

phase including images of the author, illustrator and the actual book. Students are encouraged to 

find information about the author and illustrator to add new information to the literacy chart.   

 Vocabulary analysis is embedded in this phase to get the wheels of comprehension 

turning (Anderson & Freebody, 1981; Anderson & Nagy, 1991). Vocabulary, while initially 

selected by the teacher, is extended throughout this phase as students encounter words they deem 

important to know and understand.  Vocabulary analysis is done in a form of cooperative groups 

in which the teacher serves as a facilitator, monitors conversations and prompts deeper complex 

thinking.  During the vocabulary analysis process, students create visual and informational 
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vocabulary books by using various literature sources including dictionaries, thesauruses, 

magazines and online sources (Figure 11).  

Student Vocabulary Booklets 

  
Figure 11. Student sample of vocabulary booklets created in collaborative efforts on the A.L.L. 
Chart.  Students work on using multiple resources of their choice to exemplify their 
understanding of the term. 

 
Vocabulary booklets are created to house the understanding and deconstruction of each 

word (e.g., providing a visual representation using illustration, an image from a magazine, clipart 

and supporting it with definitions, self-created sentences or examples and non-examples). Each 

vocabulary booklet is displayed on the literacy chart for easy reference. Vocabulary booklets 

from the A.L.L. Chart are also used throughout the year during Reader’s and Writer’s Workshop 

and can be found on vocabulary word walls, in the classroom library and reader’s/writer’s station 

for continued use. 

Making connections with texts is the final segment in this phase that takes place after a 

read-aloud is conducted. Students are encouraged to make personal connections (text-to self), 

literary connections (text-to-text), purposeful connections to society (text-to-world) and modern 

connections to the media world (text-to-media). By providing students opportunities to use prior 
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knowledge with the new knowledge, a schema is built for better understanding. This is necessary 

in order to students to be able to extend their own knowledge through conversations with others 

about their perceptions and connections to the same text (Keene & Zimmermann, 1997).   

Active Learning Literacy Charts in relation to multiple genres. A.L.L. Charts include 

another phase known as, “Show me the thinking” which is designed for academic conversations 

revolving around text structures and organizational features that impact comprehension across 

genres (Meyer & Wijekumar, 2007). By familiarizing students with the various structures and 

organizational features, students are better able to predict how information is arranged and are 

better able to see the relationships among the ideas for a better understanding (Armbruster, 2004; 

RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). 

Research shows that when students receive explicit instruction on narrative text structure, 

they have a greater understanding and are able to comprehend this particular text with fewer 

problems (Calfee & Patrick, 1995; Dymock & Nicholson, 1999). Therefore, the first literature 

piece in which students are exposed to in A.L.L. Charts is a fiction selection for the simple 

reason that students are, more often than not, exposed to this common text structure even before 

entering school. Narrative text structures is continuously taught through mini lessons and think 

alouds, supplemented with ample opportunities for application, collaboration with peers (see 

Figure 12), facilitation by a mentor teacher(s) and ultimately, independently applying the learned 

concept to a self-selected fictional piece.  

 

 

 

 



   
 

  58 

Reading Skills and Strategies 

 
Figure 12. Students working collaboratively on main idea and details using an interactive writing 
approach and a graphic organizer for a visual. 

 
Expository text also plays an integral role in A.L.L. Charts as well since prior research 

has that nonfiction was under-utilized in the preliminary use of Active Learning Literacy Charts. 

Expository text has been found to be scarce in both primary basal readers (Neuman, 2006) and in 

primary classrooms (Duke, 2000a, 2000b). 

Unlike narrative texts that tend to follow one structure, the structure for expository texts 

support many structures, including descriptive text structures (e.g., web, matrix, list), sequential 

text structures (e.g., linear string, continuum, cause and effect, problem-solution) and 

argument/persuasion (Dymock & Nicholson, 2007). Expository texts are found to be more 

complex in structure than narrative texts and also require explicit instruction, modeling, and 

several opportunities in applying the knowledge and understanding of expository text structure in 

collaborative situations with peers and teacher.   

Another genre is that often neglected in classrooms is poetry (Rasinski, 2003). Research 

has suggested that one of the greatest impairments to reading and comprehension is the lack of 
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fluency and prosody found among struggling elementary students (Rasinski & Padak, 1998).  

Because poetry has many benefits, including usefulness in teaching students words, phrases and 

various literacy devices (Rasinski, 2003), establishing automaticity in word recognition (LaBerge 

& Samuels, 1974) and expressiveness in oral language (Schreiber & Reid, 1980), it is the final 

piece of the literature triad used to construct an A.L.L. Chart in this phase. Poems, often recited 

aloud, are useful in teaching students how to listen and reread to grasp a fuller meaning of the 

poet’s message (Fisher, McDonald & Frey, 2013). Through the use of poetry, readers can learn 

to acknowledge the poem’s lines, punctuation, rhythm and rhyme in support of building fluency, 

prosody and comprehension. 

Through the chart’s common thread, students are able to process and critically analyze 

the literature seeking for commonalities and differences across genres, while building knowledge 

for skills and strategies for various texts (Duke & Bennett-Armistead, 2003). The A.L.L. Chart 

essentially offers a balance in literature guaranteeing the constant exposure of fiction, 

nonfiction/informational texts and poetry (see Figure 13) on a consistent basis.  Activities are 

aligned with relevant concepts that highlight the purpose of each genre, its structure and its 

purpose.  
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Nonfiction and Poetry 

 
Figure 13. Student samples of text coding and poetry analysis. 

 
Active Learning Literacy Charts in relation to learning. A.L.L. Charts include a third 

phase known as “Show me reconstruction” which is designed to provide students the opportunity 

to transition instruction on a concept or skill from a concrete stance to an abstract stance. This 

type of instruction allows students to make the transference of knowledge from concrete to an 

abstract manner understanding the different levels that can be applied to the learning process.  

To support the understanding that takes place during this phase, interactive journals, lap 

books, anchor charts, teacher think-alouds, discussions and collaborative learning opportunities 

equip students with various techniques to become independent and critical readers. Mini-lessons 

are developed to include the use of clue/key words, graphic organizers, open-ended questions, 

multiple choice questions, questioning stems, hands-on activities and the application of learning 

towards relevant student products. Lessons designed in this phase for “informal application” are 

designed to be engaging, authentic and relevant to real-world experiences, as students add their 

own knowledge to solidify their understanding (see Figure 14). 

 



   
 

  61 

Concrete and Abstract Learning 

 
Figure 14. Students’ work on strategies or skills with hands on activities and collaborative 
settings. 

A more “standardized” instruction lies in the formal lesson of application.  This type of 

instruction allows students to make the transference of the learned knowledge in a more formal, 

standardized manner.  Formal lessons of application include developing student familiarity on 

the questioning format of each skill, various ways to organize information in regards to the skill, 

and finally the many ways a skill can be assessed. However, high-quality teaching should not be 

compromised for the sake of test preparation (Hollingsworth, 2007); rather, it should connect 

student learning to content knowledge, motivation and understanding of a standardized or formal 

format in reading (Guthrie, 2002b; Santman, 2002).  This would allow teachers to practice 

building on what Kontovourki and Campis (2011) call “test-wiseness” for familiarity on 

standardized testing in order to help students recognize a formal text and apply the necessary  

strategies (Santman, 2002).   

An additional tool embedded in an A.L.L. Chart is an interrelated anchor chart. An 

A.L.L. anchor chart includes strategies, skills, products and visuals on applying informal and 
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formal learning of a particular focus skill or strategy. It is a literacy tool used to facilitate student 

learning and serves as a guide for students when reading independently. Anchor charts are 

deliberately designed to highlight a specific concept, strategy or skill (Calkins, 2000; Harvey, 

2007; Miller, 2002) and are co-constructed by the teachers and students during a mini-lesson in 

order to “anchor” the understanding (see Figure 15).  

Once the A.L.L. Chart is no longer displayed, the anchor chart embedded in the A.L.L. 

Chart remains in a prominent spot in the classroom for visual reference and guidance on an 

independent reading-related task. This allows learning to remain accessible for students and 

enables them to continue making connections as new learning occurs. 

Anchor Chart 

 
Figure 15. Anchor chart developed during instruction supported by Active Learning Literacy 
Charts. 

 
Active Learning Literacy Charts in relation to reconstruction. Last, A.L.L. Charts 

include a final phase known as “Show me the book and your nook,” which is designed for 

students to showcase student-developed products. This final phase allows for “intellectual 
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freedom,” allowing students to enhance the literacy chart with art work, self-created writing 

pieces, the use of technology, research, advertisements, commercials, models, projects, 

interactive walls, and self-created games (Figure 16).  

Student Showcase 

 
Figure 16. Students utilize technology to highlight aspects of literacy and promote individual 
interpretation and creation. 

 
In addition to creating student products, students also help in building text sets for each 

literacy chart to support extended reading and learning (see Figure 17). Text sets include a 

collection of resources that are linked to the Active Learning Literacy Chart. They include 

resources from different genres, information from websites, suggestions on interactive links, 

support apps and video links to provide students a wide experience in reading.  All materials are 

not restricted in readability level, allowing students to explore other texts. 
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Text Sets 

 
Figure 17. Students contribute to the building of text sets by selecting literature that is associated 
to the theme and working progress of an Active Learning Literacy Chart. 

 
 

Students are encouraged to extend the use of the A.L.L. Chart with their authentic 

contributions and continuous learning.  As Rosenblatt (1956) stated, “Both our classroom 

atmosphere and the selection of reading materials should therefore be guided by the primary 

concern for creating a live circuit between readers and books” (p. 66). 

Professional Development for the Literacy Teacher 

With evidence reflecting that the classroom teacher is the most important in-school factor 

that contributes to student achievement, providing effective professional development that is 

redesigned and tailored to students, content and teacher is of the upmost importance.  By having 

teacher knowledge fostered through professional development, teachers are better able to select 

sound materials, approaches and instructional practices to meet and enhance student learning and 

literacy development (Gersten, Fuchs, Williams & Baker, 2001). Further, the knowledgeable 

reading teacher can take a curriculum driven by regimented standards and redesign it into a 

curriculum that challenges students to no longer be concerned about giving the “right” answers 

(Fairbanks, 1998), but rather provokes insightful responses that disturb traditional discourse 

(Cazden, 1988). 



   
 

  65 

Professional development is an ongoing learning process that spans the career of an 

educator (McIntyre & Byrd, 1998). As Fullan (1991) simply puts it, it is “the sum total of formal 

and informal learning experiences” (p.316). Educators are encouraged to obtain at least 80 to 100 

hours of professional development in the area of literacy per year (Learning First Alliance, 

2000).  In sharp contrast, the National Center for Education Statistics reported that teachers 

obtain an average of 1 to 8 hours of professional development on a yearly basis (2001).   

The amount of professional development that a teacher participates in has been found to 

have some form of influence on student learning. After conducting a review of nine studies 

relevant to professional development, Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss and Shapely (2007) 

concluded that 

• professional development of 14 hours or less showed no effects on student learning; 

• professional development of more than 14 hours of learning showed positive effects; 

• and professional development of 30 and 100 hours spread out over 6-12 months had the 

largest effect on student learning. 

The lack of investment in professional development is detrimental to student achievement 

when impacted by instructional flaws.  Hargreaves and Fullan (2013) explain that if the 

educational system is trying to avoid “dumbing down” the curriculum for our students, we also 

must look at avoiding “dumbing down” teaching for our teachers and invest in “professional 

capital” in order to prevent falling further behind other competitive educational systems in place.   

 Professional capital integrates three forms of capital collectively: human, social and 

decisional (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2013); that is, professional capital must include essential 

components such as team building, interaction, providing feedback, establishing relationships 
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among the team and allowing for opportunities in professional decision making in complex 

situations (Hargreaves & Fullan, 2013). 

Via professional capital, pathways are created for teachers to contribute to school culture, 

build networks of communication, and hone their requisite knowledge of skills and teacher craft 

through contextualized learning, rich professional development and collaborative efforts. As a 

result, learning is accelerated for both the adults and students in the school. 

With criticism that the quality of professional development lacks in content, delivery 

and/or intensity (Bean & Morewood, 2011), professional development must be viewed beyond 

the scopes of  “drive by” workshops or courses, and must instead be viewed as an intense 

development of best practices and habitual learning (Fullan, 2001). Hence, the new paradigm for 

professional development rejects “short-term” ineffective models and instead favors models that 

offer more meaningful learning opportunities for teachers (Stein, Smith & Silver, 1999).  The 

International Reading Association of Professional Learning and Leadership Standards (2010) 

explain that effective professional learning is evidence based, inclusive and collaborative, 

focused on content-based needs, supportive, grounded in research and job embedded. In order to 

improve reading achievement, professional development must therefore embrace a school-based 

design that consists of long-term engagement, collaborative planning and shared visions among 

educators for improved instruction (Strickland, 2002). 

Facilitation in the process of professional development should also support the Gradual 

Release of Responsibility model between teachers and trainers.  Teachers need to experience the 

process, observe the process in action through others, collaborate with one another and be able to 

apply what they've learned in terms of content.  According to the National Staff Development 

Council, 
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• 5% of learners transfer a new skill into their practice as a result of learning a theory; 

• 10% of learners transfer a new skill into their practice as a result of learning a  
 
theory and seeing it demonstrated; 
 
• 20% of learners transfer a new skill into their practice as a result of theory,  
 
demonstration, and practice during training; 
 
• 25% of learners transfer a new skill into their practice as a result of theory,  
 
      demonstration, practice, and corrective feedback during training;  
 
• 90% of learners transfer a new skill into their practice as a result of theory,  
 
demonstration, practice, and corrective feedback during training and are followed  
 
up with job-embedded coaching (Joyce & Showers, 1988). 

Hawley and Valli (1999) shared views on professional development and emphasized that 

professional development should 

• focus on students and student performance, 

• involves teachers, 

• be school based, 

• provide opportunities for teachers to collaborate, 

• be ongoing and supportive, 

• provide teachers theoretical understanding 

• be part of a comprehensive process change. 

To further understand the crucial underpinnings of professional development, a meta-

analysis of 200 research studies plus a review of literature on staff development was conducted 

and results disclosed the following points as claimed by Joyce and Showers (1988): 
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• What the teacher thought about teaching determined what the teacher did when 

teaching.  

• Almost all teachers took useful information back to their classrooms when training 

included four parts: (a) presentation of theory, (b) demonstration of new strategy, (c) 

initial practice, and (d) prompt feedback. 

• Teachers were likely to keep and use new strategies and concepts if they received 

coaching (either expert or peer) while trying new concepts in the classroom. 

• Competent teachers with high self-esteem usually benefited more from training than 

their less competent, less confident colleagues. 

• Flexibility in thinking helped teachers learn new skills and incorporated them into their 

repertoires of tried and true methods. 

• Individual teaching styles and value orientations did not often affect teachers’ abilities 

to learn from staff development. 

• A basic level of knowledge or skill in a new approach was necessary before teachers 

can “buy in” to it. 

• Initial enthusiasm for training was reassuring to the organizers but has relatively little 

influenced learning. 

• It didn’t seem to matter where or when the training was held, and it didn’t really matter 

what the role of the trainer was (administrator, teacher or professor). What mattered 

was the training design. 

• Similarly, the effects of training did not depend on whether teachers organized and 

directed the program, although social cohesion and shared understandings did facilitate 

teachers’ willingness to try out new ideas (p. 79). 
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In addition to these conclusions, emphasis was placed on the understanding that time (2-3 years) 

was also essential for teachers to be able to master the understanding of new concepts and be 

able to implement them with a high level of quality (Joyce & Showers, 1988).  

Given that adequate and sufficient professional development has potential benefits on 

impacting teacher’s knowledge and instruction, it is also important that the end result of each 

professional development design implemented impacts the overall instructional core of a school. 

Consequently, Elmore’s Instructional Core Model (see Figure 18) reflects this concept in which 

three interdependent components are tied to one another in order to increase student achievement 

(Elmore, 2008). According to Elmore, student learning and performance are accomplished in 

three ways: 

1. increasing the knowledge and skills of the teacher, 

2. causing some form of affect on the content, and 

3. altering the relationship of the student to the teacher and the content. 

Instructional Core Model 

 
Figure 18. Instructional Core Model (Elmore, 2008). Reprinted [or adapted] with permission. 

 
Each component in the model is equally crucial and cannot exist within the equilibrium 

effectively if one component is altered without altering the others.    
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Elmore (2008) argued that a common mistake when enhancing a school’s instructional 

core is the altering of one component with no regards to altering the others simultaneously.   Any 

investment in curriculum adjustments must be aligned with the purpose of the intended model 

that places emphasis on the need to equally invest in content, teacher and student for greater 

outcomes. 

Elmore (2008) explained that, if investment is strictly in student engagement without 

attention to teacher knowledge and quality content, then student engagement is stifled and 

limited by the teacher’s knowledge and content available.  If investment is strictly in professional 

development and enhancing teacher knowledge without supporting the need for strong content 

and student engagement, then the knowledge gained by the teacher is confined to the restrictions 

of limited content and implementation.  Thus, if investment is strictly in enhancing the content 

without addressing teacher knowledge and student engagement, then student and teacher learning 

would be limited or obsolete. The purpose of professional development, therefore, is to instill a 

sense of balance in teacher knowledge with content that increases student learning and 

achievement.  

Motivating teachers to continue their ongoing learning is also crucial in comprehension 

instruction.  One suggested approach for motivating educators is to offer teachers the opportunity 

to learn and create knowledge using a motivation trifecta that includes autonomy, mastery and 

purpose (Pink, 2009). Allowing autonomy into practice and removing constraints on teaching 

and learning enable educators to better set and reach their own professional standards through the 

different constructs of autonomy. Framing teacher autonomy as a permissive exploration of 

choices and alternatives, in turn, grants educators the intellectual freedom to decide what it is 
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they want to work on, whom they want to do it with and what techniques they want to use to get 

it done (Pink, 2009). 

The desire to make fully informed decisions also fuels the intent to get better at 

something that matters (Pink, 2009).  Mastery must be achieved to the degree of balancing 

autonomy and collaboration to avoid isolation and misdirection. Developing a strategic approach 

to teaching standards, in essence, becomes a socially and emotionally invested curriculum 

supported by the constant progressive adjustments made by those who informed its conception.  

Pinks (2009) explained that mastery is guided by three sets of rules: 

•  Mastery must be perceived as a mindset that “requires the capacity to see one’s 

abilities not as finite, but as infinitely improvable”; 

•  Mastery must be perceived as “a pain that demands effort, grit and deliberate practice”; 

• Mastery must be perceived “as asymptote which is impossible to fully realize, making 

it simultaneously frustrating and alluring” (pp.120-126). 

Moreover, while autonomy and mastery play a crucial role in motivation, it is finding a sense of 

purpose that tends to have the highest level of impact on individual motivation (Pink, 2009). The 

manifestation that occurs once purpose is established includes individuals willingly wanting to 

contribute their time, effort and skills to a greater and worthy cause.   

Therefore, professional development must account for these essential components and 

must be rooted in theoretical practice and support while addressing the educational pursuits of 

educators who are willing to extend “the literacy horizons of their students” (Applegate & 

Applegate, 2010). Without the practice and support, educators are faced with a design that lacks 

potency (Cooter & Perkins, 2011) and is viewed as “broken” professional development. 
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When implementing new instructional strategies, it is important to finally understand 

that, just as children move through their own zone of proximal development when encountering 

something new (Vygotsky, 1978), teachers must also experience the same when learning and 

implementing new content, strategies and skills.  They, too, must be given time, practice and 

support from a literacy coach or another more experienced colleague for mastery in order to 

implement new concepts effectively (Cooter & Perkins, 2011).  Hence, the greater picture of 

learning is dedicating efforts in helping both teachers and students reach their full potential. 

Summary and Conclusion 

This chapter discussed the groundwork of imperative theories, models and practices that 

support the purpose of effective instruction.  The evolution of literacy instruction was also 

discussed. The history of literacy charts was traced and detailed as to their contributions to the 

field of literacy.  The conceptualization and description of Active Learning Literacy Charts was 

also provided. Finally, elements of purposeful professional development for literacy teachers 

were addressed. 
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Chapter III: Research Methodology 

 This study was grounded in quantitative methods utilizing a quasi-experimental design to 

evaluate reading outcomes of elementary students in Grades K-3. This chapter presents 

information about the methods employed for data collection and analysis. Information about the 

description of the research design approach, site, participants, instrumentation, research 

procedures, data collection, analysis, limitations, and delimitations of the study are included. 

 The intent of this study was to evaluate the impact Active Learning Literacy Charts had on 

student reading outcomes while addressing the following research questions: 

1. How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student-

reading achievement? 

2.  How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student-   

 reading motivation? 

Research Design 

Design Approach 

 The queries with literacy can be examined through varied research disciplines and lenses.  

Quantitative research is often associated with post-positivist worldview and characterized by 

four major elements: (a) determination, (b) reductionism, (c) empirical observation and 

measurement and (d) theory and verification (Creswell, 2009). Maykut and Moorehouse (1994) 

claimed that the method selected was not driven by research; rather, it was one’s understanding 

of reality that affected how he/she saw and acquired knowledge. This study was, therefore, 

viewed through a quantitative lens and driven by a quasi-experimental design that would, in 

return, offer information on the impact Active Learning Literacy Charts had on student reading 

achievement and motivation for primary grade students in K-3 settings. 
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Design Validity 

To ensure internal validity, variables were made comparable by  

1) matching campuses based on similar demographics, sample characteristics and results 

from a state-standardized assessment in reading. Demographic information and sample 

characteristics were obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics. State-

standardized reading results were obtained from the Texas Education Agency and 

verified through the district’s Office of Assessment and Accountability. 

2) establishing an observational system at all campuses to ensure that treatment and 

respective reading approaches were implemented with the highest level of fidelity.  

This included administrative walk-throughs, instructional meetings with a campus 

Instructional Teacher Advisor and/or with a district Literacy Coach. In addition, lesson 

plans and teaching schedules were obtained to document the implementation of 

instructional approaches and noted time dedicated to the English Language Arts block 

at all participating campuses. 

3) offering campuses additional professional support throughout the duration of the fiscal 

year and evaluation of the study.  This entailed the enlistment of three district Literacy 

Coaches committed to providing ongoing professional development to campuses 

and/or individual teachers, attending planning sessions with teachers and 

administrators in addition to serving as a knowledge-based resource for literacy and 

effective instruction. 

 Of the six participating campuses, five utilized the professional support provided by the 

district’s Literacy Coaches. One campus (Campus A) opted to receive professional support 

directly from the researcher.  Although the researcher was not identified as a district Literacy 
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Coach, experiences in similar leadership positions were held by the researcher including (a) a 

five-year campus leadership position as a Master Reading Teacher providing campus-wide staff 

development in the areas of literacy and (b) a four-year district level leadership position as a 

Literacy Job Embedded Trainer (J.E.T.) providing on the job training to classroom teachers 

throughout the district.  In conjunction with these roles, the researcher also maintained a primary 

teaching position on Campus A. The decision to receive professional support solely by the 

researcher was agreed upon by all those invested in the study (researcher, teachers and 

administrators).   

Role of the Researcher 

 The role of the researcher entailed 

• providing and facilitating professional staff development for all experimental campuses, 

• assisting teachers in the developmental phases of lesson planning for literacy charts for 

all experimental campuses, 

• providing and updating online support (website) utilized by all experimental campuses, 

• administering and collecting supporting data for The Elementary Reading Attitude 

Survey to all participating campuses, 

• collecting archival data from all participating campuses, 

• collecting additional data from the district’s Office of Assessment and Accountability. 

Selection of Sites and Participants 

Sites and Participants  

For this study, research subjects were selected from six intact, Title I elementary 

campuses in Grades K-3 in a South Texas school district in which an experimental group and 

control group each composed of three campuses were studied.  All participating campuses were 
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from an urban community and consisted of student populations that were predominantly 

Hispanic with a high percentage of students who qualified for free or reduced-price lunch (see 

Tables 1 and 2). 

Table 1 

Experimental Campus Demographics in Percentages 

Demographic    Campus A             Campus B              Campus C         
       (n=437)          (n=614)     (n=471) 
Gender:      
     Male         51   52        52 
     Female         49   48        48 
Race/ethnicity: 
     American Indian/Alaskan         0     0          3 
     Asian/Pacific Islander         0     1          1 
     African American          3     2                     8 
     Hispanic         92   73        89 
     White           5   22          8 
     Two or more races          0     2        <1 
Free/reduced-price lunch  
     Free lunch          80   64        80 
     Reduced-price lunch       10     9          7 
    ____________________________________________________________________________ 
   Note. Information gathered from the National Center for Education Statistics, 20 
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Table 2  

Controlled Campus Demographics in Percentages 

Demographic    Campus D             Campus E              Campus F         
       (n=396)          (n=563)     (n=548) 
Gender:      
     Male         55   55        51 
     Female         45   45        49 
Race/ethnicity: 
     American Indian/Alaskan         0     2          0 
     Asian/Pacific Islander         2     1          0 
     African American          4     3                     1 
     Hispanic         72   82        96 
     White         19   14          3 
     Two or more races          3     1          0 
Free/reduced-price lunch  
     Free lunch          73   70        84 
     Reduced-price lunch         8     9          6 
Note: Information gathered from the National Center for Education Statistics, 2013 

Selected campuses were matched based on two major components: (a) campus demographics 

and Title I services and (b) Grade 3 reading results on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge of 

Skills (TAKS) for the year 2011, instructional initiatives in place (Figure 19). Title I campuses 

were selected to ensure that results rendered from this study could be transferred to student 

populations in lower socioeconomic schools that are in greatest need of improving 

comprehension, reading achievement and student motivation.    
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Selected Campuses 
 

Schools with A.L.L. charts Schools without A.L.L. Charts 
Campus A (Title I) 

Grade 3 Reading State Standardized Score 
89% 

 
A.L.L. Charts 

 
Kinder 2 teachers 

1st grade 3 teachers 
2nd grade 3 teachers 
3rd grade 3 teachers 

 

Campus D (Title I) 
Grade 3 Reading State Standardized Score 

93% 
 

Balanced Literacy 
 

Kinder 3 teachers 
1st grade 2 teachers 
2nd grade 4 teachers 
3rd grade 3 teachers 

 

Campus B (Title I) 
Grade 3Reading State Standardized Score 

85% 
 

Balanced Literacy + * A.L.L. Charts 
 

Kinder 3 teachers 
1st grade 3 teachers 
2nd grade 4 teachers 
3rd  grade 3 teachers 

 

Campus E (Title I) 
Grade 3 Reading State Standardized Score 

88% 
 

 Balanced Literacy + *Thinking Maps 
 

Kinder 4 teachers 
1st grade 4 teachers 
2nd grade 4 teachers 
3rd grade 3 teachers 

  
Campus C (Title I) 

Grade 3 Reading State Standardized Score 
72% 

 
Balanced Literacy + * A.L.L. Charts 

 
Kinder 3 teachers 

1st grade 3 teachers 
2nd grade 3 teachers 
3rd grade 3 teachers 

 

Campus F (Title I) 
Grade 3 Reading State Standardized Score 

68% 
        

Balanced Literacy + *Thinking Maps  
 

Kinder 3 teachers 
1st grade 4 teachers 
2nd grade 4 teachers 
3rd grade 4 teachers 

  
 

Figure 19. Note: * indicates partial (half-year) implementation paired with current campus 
reading initiative in place 

 
 Approximately 1,429 students and 78 teachers were evaluated. Participating teachers in 

Grades Kinder to 3rd were selected based on their teaching assignments in the 2011 fiscal year as 

well as their interest and consent to participate. Teaching experience for participants ranged from 

1 year (novice) to 25 plus years of experience (veteran). Participation for student surveys in 
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Grades Kinder to 3rd were selected based on returned parental consent and student assent forms 

to participate. Prior to the commencement of this study, permission was obtained from the 

Institutional Review Board of Texas A&M University- Corpus Christi (IRB # 17-12) as well as 

from the district. 

Description of Site Selection 

 The selection for the experimental and controlled groups consisted of a multistep process. 

An initial meeting was first held with the district’s Director of School Leadership to discuss 

solicitation for campus participation to establish an experimental group for the study. After 

permission was granted, a second meeting was then arranged wherein the researcher presented 

the scope of the research to a distinct Vertical Learning Community in the district consisting of 

twelve administrators, the Director of School Leadership and district Literacy Coaches.  Of the 

interested elementary campuses, four were initially selected for the experimental group. 

However, due to internal changes made on one of the campuses (e.g., consolidation of 

classrooms, changes in teacher grade level assignments, changes from self-contained classrooms 

to departmentalized and an adoption of an additional instructional approach that was not part of 

the study), the campus was immediately removed from the study in its initial phases. 

  A final meeting was then arranged at each of the three remaining campuses for teachers to 

receive pertinent information. Teachers were debriefed on the logistics of the study, their roles 

throughout the duration of the study and the option to participate in the study. All campuses and 

teachers agreed to participate as part of the experimental group of the research.  

 Three additional campuses were then selected for the control group based on proper 

proportional representation of student population, similarities in campus demographics and 

campus academic information (e.g., state results for reading). Administrators of these campuses 
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were contacted, consulted on an individual basis and were provided an overall description of the 

study and what their participation in the research would entail.  Once permission was granted 

from each administrator, an additional meeting was also arranged at each campus for teachers to 

attend and receive pertinent information.  Teachers from the controlled group were debriefed on 

the logistics of the study, their roles throughout its duration and the option to participate in the 

study.  All teachers and campuses in the control group agreed upon participation with the 

stipulation of having the option to receive training for Active Learning Literacy charts after the 

completion of the study.  

Instrumentation 

For this study, norm-reference assessments, criterion-reference assessments, standardized 

assessments, a comprehensive online reading program, and surveys were used to evaluate student 

reading achievement and motivation.  

Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) 

 The Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI), originally developed by the English and 

Language Arts Curriculum Department from the Texas Education Agency, the Center for 

Academic and Reading Skills (part of the Children’s Learning Institute) and the Texas Institute 

for Measurement, Evaluation and Statistics, is a norm-referenced assessment that screens and 

monitors reading and comprehension development in Grades K-3 (2010).  The TPRI has been 

studied and researched for over ten years on over fifteen thousand students in the State of Texas. 

Serving as a diagnostic instrument, it was designed to help teachers provide targeted instruction 

in the areas of book and print awareness, phonemic awareness, graphophonemic knowledge and 

word reading, reading accuracy, reading fluency, listening comprehension and reading 

comprehension.  It is composed of two sections: (a) a screening section in which a brief 
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assessment is administered to identify students who are most at-risk and (b) an inventory section 

which is a lengthier assessment of skills in key reading domains designed to diagnose specific 

instructional needs.  At each grade level, both sections consist of one or more tasks and results in 

a final score of either Developed (D) or Still Developing (SD). A score of “Developed” indicates 

that the student has been successful with the task.  A score of “Still Developing” indicates that 

the student is not currently proficient in the skill or concept assessed.  Information derived from 

the TPRI can be used and aligned with the provided TPRI Intervention Activities Guide for 

targeted instructional support. 

 The TPRI benchmark assessment is conducted on a one-to-one basis by a certified 

classroom teacher and is projected to take an estimated twenty minutes per student to complete.  

The assessment is administered at the student’s current grade level and is given three times a 

year (beginning, middle and end of the year) to monitor progress. For the purpose of this study, 

the TPRI was used to determine whether the implementation of Active Learning Literacy charts 

had an impact on student-reading development in Grades K-2, specifically in the area of 

comprehension. 

State of Assessment and Academic Readiness (STAAR)  

         The State of Assessment and Academic Readiness (STAAR), developed by Pearson 

Education under the supervision of the Texas Education Agency, is a standardized assessment 

designed to replace the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) in 2011.  

Administered once a year to all Grades 3-12 students in the State of Texas, STAAR assesses 

student performance in the areas of Reading, Mathematics, Writing, Science and Social Studies. 

The STAAR test is a timed test (a new add-on to state standardized testing for the first time in 

the history of state assessments in Texas) and includes a testing time frame of four hours for 
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students to complete each administration. The STAAR is designed to assess three reporting 

categories, defined by the Texas Education Agency as follows: 

1) Reporting Category 1: Understanding Across Genres- 

The student will demonstrate an ability to understand a variety of written texts across 

reading genres.  This includes understanding new vocabulary and using it when 

reading and writing (e.g., prefixes, context, multiple meaning words, homographs, 

antonyms, synonyms, homographs and homophones). 

2) Reporting Category 2: Understanding and Analysis of Literary Texts- 

The student will demonstrate an ability to understand and analyze literary texts. This 

includes 

• Reading/ Beginning Reading/Strategies 

• Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/Theme and Genre 

• Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/Poetry 

• Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/Fiction 

• Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/Nonfiction 

• Reading Comprehension of Literary Text/Sensory Language 

• Reading/Media Literacy 

• Reading/Comprehension Skills 

3) Reporting Category 3: Understanding and Analysis of Informational Texts- 

The student will demonstrate an ability to understand and analyze informational texts. 

This includes 

• Reading/Comprehension of Informational Text/Culture and History 

• Reading/Comprehension of Information Text/Expository Text 



   
 

  83 

• Reading/Comprehension of Informational Text/Procedural Texts 

• Reading/Media Literacy 

• Reading/Comprehension Skills (Texas Education Agency).  

 STAAR is also designed to assess standards that are in direct relation to those defined in the 

state-mandated curriculum (Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills).  Performance categories are 

defined as follows by the Texas Education Agency: 

1) Level I: Unsatisfactory Academic Performance. Performance descriptors for 

this level indicate that students are inadequately prepared for the next grade. They 

do not demonstrate a sufficient understanding of the assessed knowledge and 

skills. Students in this category are unlikely to succeed in the next grade or course 

without significant, ongoing academic intervention. 

2) Level II: Satisfactory Academic Performance. Performance descriptors for this 

level indicate that students are sufficiently prepared for the next grade.  They 

generally demonstrate the ability to think critically and apply the assessed 

knowledge and skills in familiar contexts. Students in this category have a 

reasonable likelihood of success in the next grade but may need short-term, 

targeted academic intervention. 

3) Level III: Advanced Academic Performance. Performance descriptors for this 

level indicate that students are well prepared for the next grade.  They 

demonstrate the ability to think critically and apply the assessed knowledge and 

skills in varied contexts, both familiar and unfamiliar.  Students in this category 

have a high likelihood of success in the next grade with little or no academic 
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intervention (Texas Education Agency). 

Standards on the STAAR are in direct relation to those defined in the state-mandated 

curriculum (Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills). 

 The first administration of STAAR was projected for the spring of 2011. The State of Texas 

adopted a phase-in approach that had been implemented for the last two testing programs prior to 

STAAR including the Texas of Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) and the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS).  As per TEA, the phase-in approach was adopted 

because of the  “significant increase in the rigor of the STAAR program and because the distance 

between initial and final passing standards for Level II is generally  larger than the distance 

between the initial and final passing standards for TAKS.”  

 By 2016, the phase-in approach will no longer be in effect and all students in the State of 

Texas will be expected to meet the Texas Education Agency’s recommended scores in all subject 

areas (see Appendix L).  For Grade 3 students, an acceptable passing rate of 50% or higher in 

Phase-In I would ultimately increase to a minimum passing rate of 75% or higher by 2016. 

 For the purpose of this study, the STAAR was used to evaluate and determine whether the 

implementation of Active Learning Literacy charts impacted student-reading achievement on a 

standardized Grade 3 assessment in Phase I and TEA’s final recommended phase.    

Developmental Reading Assessment 2 (DRA2)  

 The Developmental Reading Assessment 2 (DRA2), developed by Pearson Education and 

a group of primary teachers, is a criterion-referenced assessment that is used to identify a 

student’s independent reading level in terms of accuracy, fluency, and comprehension in Grade 3 

(Beaver, 2006). The DRA2 is a one-to-one instrument that is administered by a certified teacher 

and can be expected to take approximately 30 minutes per student. The DRA2 assesses student 
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performance in the following areas of reading proficiency: (a) reading engagement, (b) oral 

reading fluency and (c) comprehension. A DRA2 assessment can be administered three times a 

year (beginning, middle and end of year) to monitor student progress.  Information derived from 

this assessment allows a teacher to determine a student’s independent reading level as well as 

his/her instructional reading level for targeted instruction.  The DRA2 is composed of four 

reading stages: 

• the emergent stage which consists of reading levels A and is equivalent to Kinder, 

• the early stage which consists of reading levels 4-12 and is equivalent to Grade 1, 

• the transitional stage which consists of reading levels 14-24 and is equivalent to Grade 2, 

• the extending stage that consists of reading levels 28-38 and is equivalent to Grade 3. 

 The DRA2 also provides teachers the opportunity to assess students’ level of reading 

engagement through a Student Reading Survey, addressing two areas: (a) wide reading and (b) 

self-assessment/goal setting. This survey can be administered to a whole class, small group or a 

one-to-one basis. Once surveys are completed, teachers refer to the DRA2 continuum for 

analysis. 

 As part of a district requirement, all teachers were required to administer the DRA2 to all 

Grade 3 students in the beginning of the year. The district referred to the Pearson Correlational 

Chart (see Appendix I) to establish a baseline for passing standards as well as for establishing a 

timeframe for administering the assessment.  These data served to identify “at-risk” students in 

the area of reading.  A final score indicating that a student was not able to read at the suggested 

baseline (e.g., Intervention or Instructional) were considered as students who were “Still 

Developing” (SD) and “at-risk.”  A final score indicating that a student was able to read at or 

above the suggested baseline (e.g., Independent or Advanced) identified students who were 
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“Developed” (D) and proficient.  

 For the purpose of this study, the DRA2 benchmark assessments for the beginning and end 

of year were used to evaluate and determine whether the implementation of Active Learning 

Literacy charts impacted student reading development and reading engagement in Grade 3. 

The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS)  

 The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS) is an instrument designed for students in 

Grades 1-6 (McKenna & Kear, 1990).  Conducted as a nationwide study, the Elementary 

Reading Survey measures the attitudes of student towards recreational and academic reading (see 

Appendix H). Administration of this survey takes approximately ten minutes and is administered 

to the whole class by following administrative procedures.  The ERAS has a total of 40 items and 

is presented in a pictorial format using Garfield illustrations. Garfield is represented in four 

different moods: (a) very happy, (b) a little happy, (c) a little upset and (d) very upset. During the 

administration, each pictorial representation is discussed for student understanding.  Throughout 

the survey, each item is read aloud twice and students are then asked to circle the image of the 

Garfield that best represents their own feelings. Results can be interpreted in light of a formal or 

informal manner. 

 For the purpose of this study, the ERAS was used to evaluate and determine whether the 

implementation of Active Learning Literacy charts impacted reading attitudes in Grades 1-3. 

Accelerated Reader (AR) 

 Accelerated Reader is an online reading management system that provides teachers with 

readily available data on student performance in the area of comprehension. Over 171 research 

studies and reviews have been conducted and have supported the effectiveness of the 

Accelerated Reader program on several campuses around the United States. Accelerated Reader 
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was implemented on all participating campuses during the study. 

 The process of using the Accelerated Reader program is to ultimately provide students the 

opportunity to read books independently within an appropriate range of reading levels.  A 

“leveled” library is maintained on every campus to support the management system.  Codes 

enable students to easily identify books within their reading range and provide a total worth 

value using a point system for motivational purposes. Students are able to track earned points 

through an online student portfolio.  Students who successfully complete a book and pass a brief 

comprehension quiz are able to accumulate points. 

  This monitoring program assists teachers and administrators in tracking what students 

read, the percentage of fiction and nonfiction read, how many comprehension quizzes are taken, 

the percentage of passing rates of quizzes and the total amount of points a student earned 

throughout the fiscal year. Administrators, librarians, teachers and students are able to access 

individual student diagnostic reports that provide comprehensive information. 

 For the purpose of this study, Accelerated Reading reports were used in this study to 

evaluate and determine whether the implementation of Active Learning Literacy charts impacted 

student-reading achievement and motivation in Grades K-3. 

Archival Data  

 Archival data were also gathered for this research, including a teacher background 

questionnaire, lesson plans and reading schedules. A teacher background questionnaire was used 

strictly as an informational tool. The questionnaire consisted of two sections: (a) teacher 

experience and educational background, and (b) instructional practices.  It was composed of 20 

questions in a multiple choice and open-ended format and was developed and modeled after the 

Early Childhood Longitudinal Study Teacher Background Questionnaire (U.S. Department of 
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Education National Center for Education Statistics, 2007) and the Reading Teacher Background 

Questionnaire (National Assessment of Educational Progress, 2009). The questionnaire took an 

estimated 10-15 minutes to complete and was administered and collected via Survey Monkey 

(see Appendix G) to participating teachers in Grades K-3. 

 In addition to collecting information from the teacher questionnaire, lesson plans were 

collected from all teachers.  Lesson plans are teacher-created documents that provide detailed 

information on daily instruction and activities that take place in the classroom.  Teachers in the 

district were held responsible for developing all instructional lesson plans noting standards, 

objectives, instruction on activities implemented and materials/approaches needed to help 

facilitate the desired instruction.  Teachers were also required to upload weekly lesson plans to 

an online management system (Eduphoria). 

 Last, teacher schedules were gathered from all participants.  Teacher schedules are teacher-

created documents noting details of daily instruction and amount of time allocated for each 

subject, activity and/or class.  Teachers were required to develop and provide detailed schedules 

for the purpose of management and documentation. 

 For the purpose of this study, all archival data were used as predictor factors and were 

carefully considered throughout statistical analysis. 

Research Procedures 

 A set of procedures was established to ensure that proper protocol was in place for efficient 

results.  These procedures included 

1. Contacting the district’s Director of School Leadership to enlist campuses for 

conducting the study. 

2. Contacting campus principals to enlist teachers for conducting the study. 
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3. Providing teachers and administrators consent forms for their participation. 

4. Distributing Parental Consent Forms for the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey and 

explaining to students the procedures for returning forms.  

5. Administering and collecting all student assent forms. 

6. Administering Elementary Reading Surveys to students with returned parent consent 

forms and approved student assent forms.   

7. Collecting reading schedules and lesson plans from all teachers in the experimental 

group at the end of the fiscal school year. 

8. Collecting AR reports from campus librarians and/or administrators for the fiscal year. 

9. Distributing and collecting teacher questionnaires from all participating teachers via 

Survey Monkey link. 

10. Collecting results for the TPRI, DRA2 and STAAR from the district Office of 

Assessment and Accountability at the end of the 2011-2012 fiscal year.   

Professional Staff Development 

 Research has shown that, in order to improve student literacy performance and 

development, comprehensive staff development must be provided in the upmost effective 

manner (Sturtevant, 2004). Professional staff development for Active Learning Literacy charts 

consisted of multiple sessions that progressed throughout the study and were aligned with state 

standards.  Sessions were designed to include half-day training, two-hour trainings and/or 

weekend trainings focusing on campus-wide needs and individual consultation.   

 All sessions were modeled after the suggested principles on professional development for 

literacy teachers generated by Brozo and Fisher (2010). These five recommended principles in 

providing effective professional development for literacy teachers included (a) offering and 
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teaching a manageable number of new strategies, (b) moving from workshop to classroom, (c) 

establishing forums for teacher empowerment, (d) varying the formats used in staff development 

and (e) providing responsive staff development. 

 Staff development for Active Learning Literacy charts embraced these principles in order 

to provide teachers the opportunity to acquire valuable knowledge and skills.  Included in the 

design for professional staff development were five levels as described below: 

1) Level I—This level consisted of an initial introductory training providing information 

relevant to the overview and development of Active Learning Literacy charts. In this 

training, teachers were provided with an easy-to-follow framework along with a 

suggested instructional pacing guide for daily literacy instruction in Grades K-3. 

Additional resources were presented and discussed with teachers including 

recommended professional literature, researched-based strategies, hands-on activities, 

technology integration and the Gradual Release of Responsibility as it pertained to 

Active Learning Literacy charts. During this level, actual samples of charts were 

displayed for teachers to observe and discuss the components noted on of each phase 

implemented throughout the overall final product. Teachers were also provided with a 

detailed brochure highlighting visual examples of various Active Learning Literacy 

charts across grade levels and content areas for future reference. 

2) Level II—This level consisted of an in-depth training for Phases I and II.  Both of 

these phases addressed the fictional aspect of the Active Learning Literacy chart.  

Participants were provided with explicit, hands-on training in which activities from 

both phases were explained, demonstrated, modeled with and then applied 

independently by participants.  Participants were provided the opportunity to have 
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table discussions with teams across grade levels after each activity to discuss ideas 

that stemmed from shared activities. Participants were also encouraged to discuss 

modifications or adaptions necessary for immediate implementation appropriate for 

specified grade levels. A Question and Answer (Q&A) session was held at the 

conclusion of the training to offer clarifications for participants on approaches, 

strategies or implementation techniques. A campus “plan of action” was also drafted 

to guide future trainings and/or to help facilitate campus meetings with administration 

and Literacy Coaches.  Last, all participants were provided with a handbook that 

explicitly described both phases learned. This included detailed descriptions and 

support for each phase, visual examples of relevant activities and student/teacher 

products and an extensive list of recommended professional resources in literacy and 

children’s literature by various authors and listed by genres, strategies and skills.   

3) Level III—This level also consisted of in-depth training for Phases III and IV of the 

Active Learning Literacy chart.  These phases covered the nonfiction and poetry 

aspect of the literacy chart. Participants were provided with explicit, hands-on 

training in which activities from both phases were explained, demonstrated, modeled 

with and then applied independently by participants.  Participants were provided the 

opportunity to have table discussions with teams across grade levels after each 

activity to discuss ideas that stemmed from shared activities. Participants were also 

encouraged to discuss modifications or adaptions necessary for immediate 

implementation appropriate for specified grade levels. A Question and Answer 

(Q&A) session was held at the conclusion of the training to offer clarifications for 

participants on approaches, strategies or implementation techniques. A campus “plan 
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of action” was also drafted to guide future trainings and/or to help facilitate campus 

meetings with administration and Literacy Coaches.  Last, all participants were 

provided with a second handbook that explicitly described both phases learned. This 

included detailed descriptions and support for each phase, visual examples of relevant 

activities and student/teacher products and an extensive list of recommended 

professional resources in literacy and children’s literature by various authors and 

listed by genres, strategies and skills.   

4) Level IV—This level consisted of customized trainings made available for additional 

on-site support for campuses that requested additional assistance on any of the phases 

of the Active Learning Literacy chart.  This included training that was presented with 

fellow colleagues who had experience in successfully implementing Active Learning 

Literacy charts into their daily curricula across grade levels.  Participants were given 

the opportunity to break out into smaller table discussions with experienced teachers 

who were of the same grade to discuss ideas, suggestive activities and guidance in 

lesson planning for immediate implementation. 

5) Level V—This level consisted of customized trainings made available for single 

grade levels and/or individual teachers seeking additional one-to-one support.  This 

included: 

• afterschool planning sessions in which teachers and the researcher 

mapped, designed and aligned an Active Learning Literacy chart to 

state standards.  Afterschool planning sessions also included gathering 

resources, planning daily instruction and developing appropriate 

grade-level activities. 
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• teacher modeling on phases, activities, strategies and approaches; 

• collaboratively and constructively analyzing finalized Active Learning 

Literacy charts targeting areas of strengths and areas needing attention  

in order to enhance student interaction, teacher/student collaboration 

and student learning. 

 Professional staff development sessions were designed to meet the district’s 2011 

initiatives and were approved by the Office of Professional Staff Development for credited hours 

in PLeXchange, SBEC and core credits. This approval was also extended to include the fiscal 

year of 2012-2013 for additional trainings held within the district. Professional staff development 

also was documented and tracked using an online professional development portfolio in 

Eduphoria, which was accessible and available to the teacher, administrator and the district’s 

Office of Professional Development personnel to verify accreditation. 

 The majority of professional staff development sessions were conducted at each individual 

campus; however, to enrich the experience of learning and implementation of Active Learning 

Literacy Charts, Campus A served as a centralized training facility for all experimental campuses 

to visit. The rationale for establishing a centralized training site was to provide teachers with 

ample opportunities to witness and experience Active Learning Literacy charts in “action” 

through campus visits and student/teacher observations.  By having a centralized training site, 

visiting teachers were able to collaborate with K-3 teachers from the site to enhance their own 

teacher knowledge through professional exchange. This was key in the professional development 

design. 

  In addition to receiving campus and/or individual trainings, online support was provided 

and made available for all participants in the experimental group. Keeping Up With A.L.L. 
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Teachers (www.keepingupwithallteachers.com) was a self-created website that was designed and 

developed to provide support for teachers 24-7.  This website was driven by the need projected 

by all participants for an ongoing, collaborative, online support system that would foster 

professional development growth regardless of teacher time constraints and daily demands on 

both the participants and researcher. 

 The website consisted of (a) instructional materials and support that could be downloaded 

or accessed, (b) an online gallery that housed contributed videos and photographs from K-3 

teachers of their sample Active Learning Literacy Charts and (c) a discussion forum. Online 

support was not strictly limited to the experimental group.  Participants in the control group were 

also provided with an online website equivalent to that of Keeping Up With A.L.L. Teachers to 

support their professional growth in their current implementation of instructional approaches as 

well.  All sites used in the study were approved by the district’s Technology Department and 

Helpdesk and were utilized during the 2011-2012 fiscal year for the purpose of this study. It is to 

be noted that the website developed strictly for the research was dismantled and recreated after 

the completion of the research to provide open access to all educators under a new domain, 

entitled Teach A La Carte (www.teachalacarte.com). Only resources created by the researcher 

remained on this website to secure the privacy of all participants involved in the study.    

Data Collection and Analysis 

 For this research, data were collected from (a) the district’s Office of Accountability and 

Assessment, (b) participating K-3 students, (c) participating K-3 teachers and (d) participating 

campus administrators.  

 For the first research question, “How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy 

charts affect student-reading achievement?” the TPRI, DRA2 and STAAR results were used as 
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outcome measures for student reading achievement in comprehension. Predictor factors included 

level of phases implementing of the chart, group membership, in addition to variables derived 

from the teacher questionnaire. Data were collected by the researcher from the Office of 

Accountability and Assessment and stripped by the office prior to release of student information 

to the researcher to ensure student and teacher confidentiality. Students were given an ID# and 

categorized by campus, grade and teacher.   

 For the second research question, “How does the implementation of Active Learning 

Literacy charts affect student-reading motivation?” The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey, 

the DRA2 Student Engagement Survey and Accelerated Reader reports were used as outcome 

measures for student reading motivation. Predictor factors included level of phases implemented 

and group membership, in addition to variables derived from the teacher questionnaire. Data 

were collected by the researcher from all participants and stripped of all personal and/or 

identifiable information to ensure student and teacher confidentiality. Students and teachers were 

assigned ID# and categorized by campus, grade and teacher. 

 All statistical analyses were conducted with the use of Statistical Package of Social 

Sciences (SPSS) 21 and results of the analyses were reported in the form of a discussion. An 

overview of the method, data collected and data analysis are presented in Tables 3 and 4 below. 
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Table 3 
Method of Analysis for Research Question 1 

Method       Data Collected                  Data Analysis       
     
Standardized Assessment       
     Grade 3 Reading Scores        Scale Scores           Multiple Regression 
           Phase-In I Scores                       Chi-square 
           Recommended Scores                Chi-square 
           Reporting Categories Scores      T-test 
Norm-referenced Assessment 
       TPRI Grade K          BOY/EOY Comp Scores            T-test  
       TPRI Grade 1         BOY/EOY Comp Scores            T-test 
       TPRI Grade 2         BOY/EOY Comp Scores            T-test 
Criterion Assessment 
       DRA2 Grade 3 (Full strength only)   EOY Scores             Logistic Regression 
Additional  
     Accelerated Reader Reports                 Diagnostic Reports            T-test 
     Standards by Genre                               Lesson Plans/Checklist              T-test 
 
 
Table 4  

Method of Analysis for Research Question 2 

Method       Data Collected                  Data Analysis       
     
Reading Motivation      
     Elementary Reading Attitude            Survey Results                Descriptive 
     Accelerated Reader Reports              Diagnostic Reports     T-test 
Reading Engagement  
     DRA2 Grade 3 (Full year only)         EOY Scores     Logistic Regression 
 

Limitations of the Study 

         The findings of this study were interpreted in light of a few caveats. First, results may not 

be generalizable beyond the specific population from which the sample was drawn due to the 

small sample size available for evaluating a full year of implementation using A.L.L Charts. In 

addition to the time frame allotted by the researcher, the evaluation of A.L.L. Charts may not 

necessarily reflect the varied implementation found on each campus. This includes both teacher 
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perceptions and their varying levels of understanding and abilities on implementing A.L.L. 

Charts.   

 The data, however, could be strengthened in future studies by including a grace period in 

which teachers are able to receive training, onsite observations and time to hone in on their craft 

and knowledge on using A.L.L. Charts for at least a full year prior to evaluation. The evaluation 

would then encompass the inclusion of campuses with only that of full implementation in place. 

Data would also be better represented by diverse student populations through gathering results 

from a larger sample including campuses of various demographics such as Title I funded and 

non-Title I elementary schools. 

          This research also included the potential risk of a non-response error due to a low response 

rate for parent consent in The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey.  Without a high response 

rate, it could not be said with confidence that the sample was representative of the entire 

population (Creswell, 2002; Dillman, 2000). In order to remain in compliance, the researcher had 

to abide by specified guidelines set by the IRB with surveys. Any administered surveys, 

regardless of whether the survey was administered by teachers as part of best practice, were not 

included in the analysis of the data without written consent returned parental consent, assent to 

participate and administered strictly by the researcher.  In regards to the future studies, it would 

be suggested that an earlier start on data collection be initiated in order to increase participation. 

Another limitation in this study was the level in which each campus implemented its 

desired instructional approach with regards to fidelity. Although an observational system was in 

place, it could not be said with absolute certainty that the system in place was truly effective for 

actively monitoring implementation of each instructional approach.  Due to time constraints of 

the researcher being a full-time classroom teacher, meetings with all campuses were often 
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scheduled after school, on early release days, professional staff development workdays or 

weekend. Of the entire experimental group, the researcher was able to closely monitor Campus A 

Grade 3 since the researcher was an active teacher in that grade level and on that campus. More 

contact between the researcher and campuses may have proven to increase the level of fidelity on 

all campuses. 

Another restriction found in this study was the lack of resources including limited  

literature (e.g., scarce selection in classroom libraries in all genres) and additional supplies (e.g., 

butcher paper, construction paper, chart paper or printing paper) on select campuses. A.L.L. 

Charts, when developed, are centered around the use of various types of literature and genres in 

order support the strategies and skills needed for reading developmental purposes.  Several 

teachers in this study attempted to modify the literature portion of the A.L.L. Charts by using 

readily available literature from their state-adopted basals and omitting certain genres of the 

chart due to lack of literature in specific genres.  Although teachers were provided with 

alternatives, such as online books, magazines and poetry sites, this made it difficult to assert 

learned strategies and skills without the actual hardcopy. 

          The lack of basic supplies such as butcher paper or chart paper also impacted the visual 

representation of an A.L.L. Chart. The lack of using chart paper to solidify the culmination and 

interpretation of all literature used through a systematic approach would alleviate the overall 

purpose for visual literacy. Teachers who lacked these essentials were forced to “cut corners” 

and come up with other cost-effective ways (e.g., laminating construction paper) that may have 

reduced the overall effectiveness of the charts during the study.  

          A final limitation in this study was the measure used to collect data. The district’s Office 

of Assessment and Accountability removed student information such as race, ethnicity, gender 
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and socioeconomic status from all campus state assessment results for the purpose of ensuring 

student confidentiality and identity.  This inhibited the researcher’s ability to conduct a thorough 

analysis of the results in regards to student reading outcomes by subgroups.   

Delimitations of the Study 

 The study is delimited to teachers who (a) teach in K-3 settings in a public sector and (b) 

have experience in teaching with Thinking Maps, Interactive Literacy Charts and/or Balance 

Literacy. 

Summary and Conclusion 

This research was conducted to gather data for a doctoral dissertation based on the 

evaluation of A.L.L. Charts and their impact on student reading outcomes.  The intent of this 

study was to (a) compare reading achievement scores on norm- and criterion-referenced 

assessments between treatment and controlled groups, and (b) compare reading motivation 

scores between treatment and controlled groups 

 This study was guided by the following research questions: 

1. How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student-

reading achievement? 

2. How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student-

reading motivation? 

      A quasi-experimental design was used for this study consisting of a treatment and 

controlled group to evaluate the implementation of A.L.L. Charts and its impact on student 

reading outcomes. 

    Data were collected using the Texas Primary Reading Inventory, Developmental Reading 

Assessments 2, The State of Assessment and Academic Readiness, The Elementary Reading 
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Attitude Survey and Accelerated Reader reports to answer both research questions.  Reading 

lesson plans and variables from teacher questionnaires were also taken into account throughout 

statistical analysis.  
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Chapter IV: Results 

The purpose of the study was to evaluate the impact Active Learning Literacy (A.L.L.) 

Charts had on the reading outcomes of elementary students in Grades K-3.  This chapter presents 

the findings and data analysis of the study which is organized as follows: (a) data collection and 

participant overview, (b) results, (c) summary of statistical analysis and (d) conclusion.  Sources 

of data used in this study included 2012 State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness 

(STAAR) Reading results for Grade 3, Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) results for 

Grades K-2, Developmental Reading Assessment 2 (DRA2) results for Grade 3, Elementary 

Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS) results for Grades K-3, Accelerated Reader Diagnostic Reports 

for Grades 1-3, Teacher Background Questionnaire and researcher’s instructional checklists. 

Data are described, organized and presented in accord with the following research 

questions that guided the study: 

1. How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student- 

reading achievement? 

2. How does the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts affect student- 

reading motivation? 

Data Overview 

Data for this study were obtained from the District Office of Assessments and 

Accountability, participating students, teachers and campus administrators in Grades K-3.  Data 

were collected from May–December 2012 for evaluation of practices implemented for the fiscal 

year of 2011-2012 during the months of August-May.  Of the data gathered, STAAR data were 

provided in the form of raw scores and converted into scale scores by the researcher based on the 

state’s specified criteria; TPRI data were provided in the form of raw scores and converted into 
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percentages by the researcher; DRA2 data were provided in the form of the final reading level 

and engagement level; and AR data were provided in the form of percentages as described in 

diagnostic summary reports.  

Predictor factors used in multiple regression and logistic regression analysis included 

instructional approaches, teacher educational background in literacy and years of teaching 

experience.  Specificity for each predictor factor is described below: 

• For instructional approaches, campuses were coded as 0 = no treatment and 1 = 

treatment with treatment being the implementation of Active Learning Literacy Charts. 

• For teacher educational background in literacy, teachers were given a total based on their 

responses on the questionnaire (0 = no literacy background, 1 = minor in literacy in 

either undergraduate or graduate, 2 = major in either undergraduate or graduate).  The 

total for a teacher ranged from 0-4, 4 being the highest level of education in literacy 

obtained during their educational career (e.g., majoring in literacy in undergraduate and 

graduate studies).  Data were then inputted and variables were created. Three dummy 

variables were created and labeled as follows: DVROLE 1= emphasis/minor in 

undergraduate studies, DVROLE 2 = major in graduate studies, DVROLE 3 = minor and 

major.  Dummy variables were used in this study to determine their contribution to 

student outcomes.  

• For teaching experience, data were determined by the information provided by each 

participant on the background questionnaire.  All responses were directly reflective of 

the number of years taught and were inputted as such. 
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Instructional data pertaining to standards taught were gathered from the researcher’s 

checklist (see Appendixes J-L) and teachers’ lesson plans.  Checklists were tabulated, exported 

and coded appropriately.   

All gathered data in the study were exported and inputted into the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS) 22 for analysis.   

Incomplete Data-DRA2 

During the process of collecting Grade 3 end of the year DRA2 results, the researcher 

noted that not all campuses followed the suggested protocol from the DRA2 and/or had 

incomplete data.  For the purpose of this dissertation, DRA2 was used to gather information on 

student reading growth in comprehension and engagement using the suggested guidelines 

established by the DRA2 assessment. As per end-of-year guidelines, it was recommended that 

students be evaluated during the months of May/June on DRA2’s suggested benchmark level 38.   

An experimental campus reassessed students on the benchmark level of 28 using a story 

that differed from that of the beginning of the year to see if an increase in the number of students 

developed on the same level administered at the beginning of the year.  According to the DRA 

assessment guidelines, schools or school districts can establish a different benchmark level to 

identify those students who are performing below proficiency.  However, once an established 

benchmark is determined, assessing continuing levels is recommended until the student has 

reached an instructional point.  This was not reported, and, therefore, DRA results from this 

campus were not considered during statistical analysis.   

DRA2 results from a controlled campus were also not considered during statistical 

analysis due to incomplete assessments.  The researcher attempted multiple times to gather 

DRA2 results from a number of teachers who had expressed the need for extended time to 
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complete their end-of-year administration.  However, after providing the extended time, several 

assessments from the control campus remained incomplete.   

The removal of both an experimental and a control campus from the DRA2 analysis 

affected the analysis for partial campuses (B, C, E and F) only.  Both full-strength campuses (A 

and D) followed protocol from the DRA2 assessment guidelines, and results from these two 

campuses were used for final statistical analysis. 

Incomplete Data-AR 

 During the process of collecting AR reports, it was also noted by the researcher that a 

number of kindergarten classes in two campuses of the experimental group and one in the 

controlled group lacked sufficient data in regards to the online management system. This 

included one kindergarten class which had a limited number of students who utilized the 

program and six kindergarten classes which did not utilize the program at all.  It was reported 

that students who did not use the program were not able to use the system due to their inability to 

read independently. Although the Accelerated Reading Program has the option of having an 

audio version of all questions and responses read to students, a number of kindergarten 

classrooms reported not having access to the updated version of the online system. To ensure 

fidelity and accuracy with results of AR, all kindergarten classes were removed from final 

statistical analysis. AR results from Grades 1-3 were used for final analysis.  

Participant Overview 

 For this study, research subjects were selected from six intact Title I elementary 

campuses in a South Texas school district.  Approximately 1,429 students in Grades K-3 and 78 

elementary teachers were evaluated.  Table 5 presents the total number of students per campus 

and Table 6 presents the total number of teachers per campus. 
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Table 5  

Students Per Campus and Grade Level 

     Campus  Kinder  Grade 1      Grade 2        Grade 3           Total  
         A                 34      54           50  52  190 
         B                 55      53           73  58  239 
         C                 53      55           50  54  212 
         D                 56      38           70  59  223 
         E                 78      81           69  51  279 
         F                 60      72           80  74  286 
 
      Total    336    353         392           348           1429 
 

A total of 336 kindergarten students, 353 Grade 1 students, 392 Grade 2 students and 348 Grade 

3 students were evaluated in the study.  

Table 6  

Teacher Participant Per Campus  

     Campus  Kinder  Grade 1      Grade 2        Grade 3           Total  
         A                 2      3           3   3  11 
         B                 3      3           4   3  13 
         C                 3      3           3   3  12 
         D                 3      2           4   3  11 
         E                 4      4           4   3  15 
         F                 3      4           4   4  15 
 
      Total   18    19         22            19             78 
 
A total of 18 kindergarten teachers, 19 Grade 1 teachers, 22 Grade 2 teachers and 19 Grade 3 

teachers participated in the study. 

 Teacher Race/Ethnicity identification was determined by the responses gathered from the 

Teacher Background Questionnaire.  Table 7 summarizes the results.  
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Table 7  

Teacher Race/Ethnicity Identification in Percentages 

     Campus   African American  Hispanic  White  
         A                   -      88.89   11.11 
         B                -      41.67   58.33 
         C          -      60.00   40.00           
         D     -      88.89   11.11 
         E       6.25      43.75   50.00  
         F     -    100.00     -                
      
 
Campus A had a total of 88.89% of teachers identified as Hispanic and 11.11% as White; 

Campus B had a total of 41.67% identified as Hispanic and 58.33% as White; Campus C had a 

total of 60% of teachers identified as Hispanic and 40% White; Campus D had a total of 88.89% 

of teachers identified as Hispanic and 11.11% as White; Campus E had a total of 6.25% 

identified as African American, 43.75% as Hispanic and 50% White; Campus F had a total of 

100% of teachers identified as Hispanic. 

Teacher Level of Education was also determined by the responses gathered from the 

Teacher Background Questionnaire.  Table 8 summarizes the results. 

Table 8  

Teacher’s Level of Education in Percentages  

     Campus     Bachelor’s        At least one            Master’s           At least one        Doctorate 
                                                    course beyond             course beyond   
            bachelor’s       master’s 
         A         66.67                  11.11                   11.11         11.11  - 
         B         50.00                  16.67                   33.33           -   -           
         C         30.00                  20.00                   40.00         10   -           
         D         42.86                  14.29                   28.57         14.29  - 
         E         50.00                  37.50                   12.50           -   - 
         F         54.55                  45.45                   22.22           -   - 
 
Campus A had a total of 66.7% of teachers with a bachelor’s degree, 11.11% who had a least one 

course beyond a bachelor’s degree, 11.11% who had a master’s degree and 11.11% who had at 



   
 

  107 

least one course beyond a master’s.  Campus B had a total of 50% of teachers with a bachelor’s 

degree, 16.67% who had at least one course beyond a bachelor’s degree and 33.33% with a 

master’s.  Campus C had a total of 30% of teachers with a bachelor’s degree, 20% who had at 

least one course beyond a bachelor’s degree, 40% with a master’s degree and 10% who had at 

least one course beyond a master’s degree.  Campus D had a total of 42.86% of teachers with a 

bachelor’s degree, 14.29% who had at least one course beyond a bachelor’s degree, 28.57% with 

a master’s degree and 14.29% with at least one course beyond a master’s degree.  Campus E had 

a total of 50% of teachers with a bachelor’s degree, 37.50% who had at least one course beyond 

a bachelor’s degree and 12.50% with a master’s.  Campus F had a total of 54.55% of teachers 

with a bachelor’s degree, 45.45% who had at least one course beyond a bachelor’s degree and 

22.22% with a master’s. 

Teacher’s years of experiences was determined by the responses gathered from the 

Teacher Background Questionnaire.  Experience in teaching ranged from 1 year to 45 years. 

Table 9 summarizes the results. 

Table 9  

Teacher’s Years of Experience in Percentages 

     Campus     Beginning       1-5 years           6-10 years           11-20 years        20+ 
         A          -          27.27    18.18        36.36               18.18 
         B   -          15.38    15.38        30.77               38.46 
         C    -              -    41.67        41.67               16.67          
         D              -          16.67        -        33.33               50.00 
         E              -          33.33      6.67        20.00               40.00 
         F              -          33.33    26.67        33.33                 6.67 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Campus A had a total of 27.27% of teachers with 1-5 years of experience, 18.18% of teachers 

with 6-10 years of experience, 36.36% of teachers with 11-20 years of experience and 18.18% of 
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teachers with 20 or more years of teaching experience.  Campus B had a total of 15.38% of 

teachers with 1-5 years of experience, 15.38% of teachers with 6-10 years of experience, 30.77% 

of teachers with 11-20 years of experience and 38.46% of teachers with 20 or more years of 

teaching experience. Campus C had a total of 41.67% of teachers with 6-10 years of experience, 

41.67% of teachers with 11-20 years of experience and 16.67% of teachers with 20 or more years 

of teaching experience. Campus D had a total of 16.67% of teachers with 1-5 years of 

experience, 33.33% of teachers with 11-20 years of experience and 50% of teachers with 20 or 

more years of teaching experience. Campus E had a total of 33.33% of teachers with 1-5 years of 

experience, 6.67% of teachers with 6-10 years of experience, 20% of teachers with 11-20 years 

of experience and 40% of teachers with 20 or more years of teaching experience. Campus F had 

a total of 33.33% of teachers with 1-5 years of experience, 26.67% of teachers with 6-10 years of 

experience, 33.33% of teachers with 11-20 years of experience and 6.67% of teachers with 20 or 

more years of teaching experience. 

Teacher educational background in literacy ranged from none to having a major in both 

undergraduate and graduate degrees. A cross tabulation was conducted to gather the total of 

teachers who had no educational background in literacy, a minor in undergraduate or graduate 

studies, a minor and major in literacy and a major in both undergraduate and graduate studies by 

treatment and non-treatment campuses/groups.  Table 10 summarizes the results. 
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Table 10  

Overall Teacher Educational Background in Literacy in Percentages 

                           Minor in          Major              Major and     
             n          None          U                              Minor 

Total      
     Treatment (FS) 11   57.7   25.62   16.67    0 
     Non-treatment (FS) 12   64.97   29.1   12.85    7.62 
All Campuses 78   60.8   12.3   19.92    7 
      
      
Kinder      
     Treatment (FS)   2 100.0     0     0     0 
     Non-treatment (FS)   3   66.1   33.9     0     0 
All Campuses 18   70.8     5.7   23.5     0 
      
      
Grade 1      
     Treatment (FS)   3   31.5   68.5     0     0 
     Non-treatment (FS)   2 100.0     0     0     0 
All Campuses 19   63.5   15.3   11.6     9.6 
      
      
Grade 2      
     Treatment (FS)   3   32.0   34   34     0 
     Non-treatment (FS)   4   24.3   24.3   51.4     0 
All Campuses 22   41.1   22.7   23   13.2 
      
      
Grade 3      
     Treatment (FS)   3   67.3     0   32.7     0 
     Non-treatment (FS)   3   69.5     0     0   30.5 
All Campuses 19   67.8     5.5   21.6     5.2 

______________________________________________________________________________
Note. FS= Full Strength Implementation (Year), U= Undergraduate, G=Graduate 

 
Results reflected that over half of the teachers in the study had no background in literacy (60.8%) 

and 39.22% of teachers had some form of educational background in literacy.  In kindergarten, 

70.8% of teachers had no background in literacy and 29.2% had some form of educational 

background in literacy; in Grade 1, 63.5% of teachers had no background in literacy and 36.5% 
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had some form of educational background in literacy; in Grade 2, 41.1% of teachers had no 

background in literacy and 58.9% had some form of educational background in literacy; in Grade 

3, 67.8% had no background in literacy and 32.3% had some form of educational background in 

literacy.   

Reading Achievement 

In order to answer the first research question, “How does the implementation of Active 

Learning Literacy Charts affect student reading achievement?” analysis was performed using 

results gathered from the TPRI, STAAR, DRA2 (comprehension component), AR Reports and 

instructional checklists. Results were organized as follows: (a) results rendered from a norm- 

referenced assessment, (b) results rendered from a criterion-referenced assessment, (c) results 

rendered from Accelerated Reader Diagnostic Reports and (d) results rendered from the 

researchers instructional checklists (standard analysis by genre). Predictor factors included 

instructional approach implemented, years of teaching experience and educational background in 

literacy. 

Norm-Referenced Assessment 

The district Office of Assessments and Accountability provided the researcher with 

beginning and end-of-year TPRI results for 1,081 K-2 students. Provided data detailed the 

number of comprehension questions answered correctly in both administrations.  Data were 

initially inputted into Excel by the researcher and converted into percentage correct (e.g., three 

out of six total questions answered correctly equated to 50%) in which a measure of gains was 

concluded.  The total number correct provided by the district, converted percentages and 

measured gains in comprehension were transferred into SPSS for statistical analysis.  
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TPRI-Kindergarten (full strength). In order to examine differences in gains reflected in 

comprehension scores from the beginning to end-of-year TPRI results for treatment and non-

treatment campuses (campus A and D), an independent samples t-test was conducted.  Given that 

there was not a violation of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, a t-test assuming 

homogenous variances was calculated.  The results of this test indicated that there was a 

significant difference in gain scores between the two campuses, t (88) = 2.14, p < .05.  Students 

in the treatment campus (M = 22.94, SE = 3.49) had higher gains in comprehension scores than 

students in the non-treatment campus (M = 13.68, SE = 2.62).  The effect size (Cohen, 1988) 

was small, r = 0.23.  Results are presented in Tables 11 and 12. 

 



   
 

  112 

Table 11  

Kinder Full Strength Campuses Group Statistics 

 
 
                                  Grp_K_FS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
BOY- EOY  
TPRI  
Comp Gains 

Treatment 34 22.94 20.375 3.494 
No Treatment 56 13.68 19.615 2.621 

 

Table 12  

Kinder Full Strength Independent Samples Test 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
BOY- 
EOY 
TPRI 
Comp 
Gains 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.005 .95 2.14 88 .035 9.26 4.32 .66 17.86 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  2.12 67.72 .038 9.26 4.36 .55 17.98 
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TPRI-Kindergarten (combined campuses). In order to examine differences in gains 

reflected in comprehension scores from the beginning to end-of-year TPRI results for treatment 

and non-treatment groups (campus ABC and DEF), an independent samples t-test was 

conducted.  Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, a 

t-test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results of this test indicated that 

there was not a significant difference in gain scores between the two groups, t (334) = 1.26, p 

>.05.  Students in the treatment group (M = 24.95, SE = 2.18) had higher gains in comprehension 

scores than students in the non-treatment group (M = 21.38, SE = 1.84).  The effect size was 

small, r = 0.07.  Results are presented in Tables 13 and 14.
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Table 13  

Kinder Combined Group Statistics 

 
 
                                   Grp_K_ALL N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
BOY- EOY  
TPRI  
Comp Gains 

Treatment 142 24.95 25.99 2.182 
No Treatment 194 21.38 25.56 1.84 

 

Table 14 

 

Kinder Combined Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
BOY-
EOY 
TPRI 
Comp 
Gains 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.122 .727 1.257 334 .210 3.574 2.843 -2.019 9.168 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  1.254 301.028 .211 3.574 2.851 -2.036 9.184  
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TPRI- Grade 1(full strength). In order to examine differences in gains reflected in 

comprehension scores from the beginning to end-of-year TPRI results for treatment and non-

treatment campuses (campus A and D), an independent samples t-test was conducted.  Given that 

there was not a violation of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, a t-test assuming 

homogenous variances was calculated.  The results of this test indicated that there was a 

significant difference in gain scores between the two campuses, t (90) = 4.16, p < .001.  Students 

in the treatment campus (M = 38.35, SE = 3.48) had higher gains in comprehension scores than 

students in the non-treatment campus (M = 17.74, SE = 3.25).  The effect size was small, r = 

0.41.  Results are presented in Tables 15 and 16. 
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Table 15  

Grade 1 Full Strength Campuses Group Statistics 

 
 
                                  Grp_1_FS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
BOY- EOY  
TPRI  
Comp Gains 

Treatment 54 38.35 25.533 3.475 
No Treatment 38 17.74 20.02 3.248 

 
 
 
Table 16  

Grade 1 Full Strength Campuses Independent Samples Test 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
BOY-
EOY 
TPRI 
Comp 
Gains 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

2.995 .087 4.156 90 .000 20.615 4.960 10.761  30.469 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  4.334 88.883 .000 20.615 4.756 11.165 
 

30.065 
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TPRI- Grade 1 (combined campuses). In order to examine differences in gains 

reflected in comprehension scores from the beginning to end-of-year TPRI results for treatment 

and non-treatment groups (campus ABC and DEF), an independent samples t-test was 

conducted.  Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, a 

t-test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results of this test indicated that 

there was not a significant difference in gain scores between the two groups, t (351) = 1.01, p > 

.05.  Students in the treatment group (M = 28.49, SE = 1.96) had higher gains in comprehension 

scores than students in the non-treatment group (M = 25.91, SE = 1.67).  The effect size was 

small, r =0.05.  Results are presented in Tables 17 and 18. 
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Table 17  

Grade 1 Combined Group Statistics 

 
 
                                     Grp_1_ALL N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
BOY-EOY  
TPRI  
Comp Gains 

Treatment 162 28.49 24.900 1.956 
No Treatment 191 25.91 23.057 1.668 

 
 
Table 18  

Grade 1 Combined Independent Samples Test 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
BOY-
EOY 
TPRI 
Comp 
Gains 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.139 .287 1.013 351 .312 2.588 2.555 -2.437  7.613 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  1.007 331.683 .315 2.588 2.571 -2.470  7.646 
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TPRI- Grade 2 (full strength). In order to examine differences in gains reflected in 

comprehension scores from the beginning to end-of-year TPRI results for treatment and non-

treatment campus (campus A and D), an independent samples t-test was conducted.  Given that 

there was a violation of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, a t-test not assuming 

homogenous variances was calculated.  The results of this test indicated that there was a 

significant difference in gain scores between the two campuses, t (83.09) = 3.90, p < .001.  

Students in the treatment campus (M = 30.96, SE = 3.30) had higher gains in comprehension 

scores than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 15.94, SE = 1.98).  The effect size was 

small, r = 0.35.  Results are presented in Tables 19 and 20. 
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Table 19  

Grade 2 Full Strength Campuses Group Statistics 

 
 
                                Grp_2_FS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
BOY-EOY  
TPRI Comp Gains 

Treatment 50 30.96 23.324 3.298 
No Treatment 70 15.94 16.585 1.982 

 

Table 20  

Group 2 Full Strength Campuses Independent Samples Test 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
BOY-
EOY 
TPRI 
Comp 
Gains 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

4.050 .046 4.124 118 .000 15.017 3.641 7.806  22.228 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -
3.902 

83.090 .000 15.017 3.848 7.363  22.671 
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TPRI- Grade 2 (combined campuses). In order to examine differences in gains 

reflected in comprehension scores from the beginning to end-of-year TPRI results for treatment 

and non-treatment groups (campus ABC and DEF), an independent samples t-test was 

conducted.  Given that there was a violation of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, a t-

test not assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results of this test indicated that 

there was a significant difference in gain scores between the two groups, t (267.33) = 3.54, p < 

.001.  Students in the treatment group (M = 23.39, SE = 2.03) had higher gains in comprehension 

scores than students in the non-treatment group (M = 15.26, SE = 1.09).  The effect size was 

small, r = 0.21.  Results are presented in Tables 21 and 22.
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Table 21  

Grade 2 Combined Group Statistics 

 
 
                                   Grp_2_ALL N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
BOY-EOY 
 TPRI  
Comp Gains 

Treatment 173 23.39 26.656 2.027 
No Treatment 219 15.26 16.050 1.085 

 
 
 
Table 22  

Grade 2 Combined Independent Samples Test 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
BOY- 
EOY 
TPRI 
Comp 
Gains 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

40.075 .000 3.738 390 .000 8.132 2.175 3.855  12.408 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  3.538 267.329 .000 8.132 2.299 3.606  12.657 
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Standardized Assessment  

The district Office of Assessment and Accountability provided the researcher with 

STAAR results for 348 Grade 3 students. Provided data were inputted in SPSS for statistical 

analysis.   

STAAR-Campuses. A multiple regression analysis was conducted to predict student 

performance of Grade 3 full strength campuses (campus A and D) in the area of reading of the 

STAAR. Predictor variables included instructional approach, years of teaching experience and 

teacher educational background in literacy.  Predictors were used to see if the implemented 

instructional approach, years of experience and educational background in literacy would impact 

student reading achievement as measured by a standardized assessment.  

The results of the regression indicated that two predictors contributed: instructional 

approach (Grp_3_Full Strength) and Years of Teaching Experience which explained 19.0% of 

the variance (R2 = .190, F (4, 106) = 6.23, p <.001). Results suggested that students who received 

instruction supported by Active Learning Literacy Charts scored higher on the Grade 3 STAAR 

Reading Assessment than students who did not (β = 65.58, p < .05). Results also suggested that 

scores increased with teaching experience (β = 3.05, p < .05). Results are summarized in Table 

23.
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Table 23  

Unique Contributions of Predictor Variables in Explaining Grade 3 STAAR Results 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

T Sig. 

95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B   

B 
Std. 

Error Beta 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound      

1 (Constant) 1330.918 23.658  56.257 .000 1284.014 1377.822      
Grp_3rd_FS 65.580 25.954 .269 2.527 .013 14.123 117.037      
Teaching 
Experience in 
Years 

3.054 1.199 .265 2.546 .012 .676 5.432      

DVROLE2 45.501 33.426 .135 1.361 .176 -20.768 111.771      
DVROLE3 -61.872 36.885 -.187 -1.677 .096 -134.999 11.255      

a. Dependent Variable: STAAR Scores 
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STAAR-Combined groups. A multiple regression analysis was conducted to predict 

student performance of Grade 3 combined campuses (treatment group ABC and non-treatment 

group DEF) in the area of reading of the STAAR. Predictor variables included instructional 

approach, years of teaching experience and teacher educational background in literacy. The 

results of the regression indicated that only one predictor, instructional approach, contributed and 

explained 6.9% of the variance (R2 = 0.069, F (5, 342) = 5.06, p <.01). Results suggested that 

the students who received instruction supported by Active Learning Literacy Charts scored 

higher on the Grade 3 STAAR Reading Assessment than students who did not (β = 52.52, p < 

.01). Results are summarized in Table 24. 
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Table 24  

Unique Contributions of Predictor Variables in Explaining Grade 3 Combined Campuses 

STAAR Results 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

T Sig. 

95.0% Confidence 
Interval for B   

B 
Std. 

Error Beta 
Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound      

1 (Constant) 1352.931 15.030  90.016 .000 1323.368 1382.493      
Grp_3_ALL 52.517 14.366 .206 3.656 .000 24.261 80.773      
Teaching 
Experience in 
Years 

1.431 .811 .096 1.764 .079 -.165 3.027      

DVROLE1 -53.845 28.994 -.103 -1.857 .064 -110.873 3.183      
DVROLE2 56.027 32.316 .095 1.734 .084 -7.535 119.590      
DVROLE3 11.623 15.924 .040 .730 .466 -19.698 42.944      

a. Dependent Variable: STAAR Scores 
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STAAR Performance Indicators: Phase-In I. In order to determine student level of 

achievement as per performance indicators, student scores were divided into three levels (Level 

I: Unsatisfactory, Level II: Satisfactory and Level III: Advanced) based on the performance 

indicators utilized by the state of Texas for Phase-in I criteria.	   

Phase-in I scores that ranged from 1331-1523 fell in Level II and were labeled as 

“Satisfactory” (minimum of 50% of the questions were answered correctly, e.g., 20/40); any 

score between 1555-1911 fell in Level III and was labeled as “Advanced” (minimum of 85% of 

the questions were answered correctly, e.g., 34/40).  Any score below 1331 fell in Level I and 

was labeled as “Unsatisfactory” (fewer than 50% of questions were answered correctly, e.g., 

student answered fewer than 20 of the 40 questions correct). 

A chi-square test for association was conducted between instructional approach and 

STAAR Phase-In I scores for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campus A and D).  All 

expected cell frequencies were greater than five.  Association between instructional approach 

and STAAR Phase-In I was statistically significant, X2 (2) = 14.58, p < .05. There was a strong 

association between using Active Learning Literacy Charts as an instructional approach and 

STAAR Phase-In I scores, φ =.362, p <.005.  Results are presented in Table 25. 

Table 25  

Full Strength Group Average Percentage Passing Rate for STAAR Phase-In I 

 
          Level I                        Level II                   Level III             Total 
     Unsatisfactory               Satisfactory             Advanced                 Passed                                      

                     N        %                  N           %               N           %                    % 
Full Strength      
     Treatment         52        11.5     52         59.6              52         28.8               88.4 
     Non-treatment        59        39                 59         52.5              59           8.5               61 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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Results indicated that 11.5% of the students in the treatment campus performed 

unsatisfactory, 59.6% performed satisfactory and 28.8% performed advanced.  A total of 88.4% 

students in the treatment campus passed the STAAR assessment based on the indicated criteria.  

Results also indicated that approximately 39% of the students in the non-treatment campus, 

performed unsatisfactory, 52.2% performed satisfactory and 8.5% performed advanced.  A total 

of 61% students in the non-treatment campus passed the STAAR assessment based on the 

indicated criteria. 

A chi-square test for association was also conducted between instructional approach and 

STAAR Phase-In I scores for treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF).  

All expected cell frequencies were greater than five.  Association between instructional approach 

and STAAR Phase-In I scores was statistically significant, X2 (2) = 13.63, p < .05. There was a 

strong association between using Active Learning Literacy Charts as an instructional approach 

and STAAR Phase-In I scores, φ =.198, p <.005. Results are presented in Table 26. 

Table 26  

Combined Group Average Percentage Passing Rate for STAAR Phase-In I 

 
         Level I                        Level II                   Level III             Total 
     Unsatisfactory               Satisfactory             Advanced                 Passed                                      

                     N        %                  N           %               N           %                    % 
All Campuses                     
     Treatment        164       21.3    164        57.4            164         21.3               78.7                                                                                                                   
     Non-treatment       184       33.4    164        56.8            164           9.7              66.5                            
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Results reflected that approximately 21.3% of the students in the treatment campuses 

performed unsatisfactory, 57.4% performed satisfactory and 21.3% performed advanced. A total 

of 78.7% students in the treatment campus passed the STAAR assessment based on the indicated 
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criteria.  Results also indicated that approximately 33.4% of the students in the non-treatment 

campuses performed unsatisfactory, 56.8% performed satisfactory and 9.7% scored advanced.  A 

total of 66.5% students in the non-treatment campus passed the STAAR assessment based on the 

indicated criteria.  

STAAR performance indicators: Final recommended phase. In order to determine 

student level of achievement as per performance indicators utilized by the state of Texas, student 

scores were divided into 3 levels (Level I: Unsatisfactory, Level II: Satisfactory and Level III: 

Advanced) based on Final Recommended Phase criteria.  

In the Final Recommended Phase, scores that ranged from 1468-1503 fell in Level II and 

were labeled as “Satisfactory” (minimum of 75% of the questions were answered correctly, e.g., 

30/40); any score that was between 1555-1911 fell in Level III and was labeled as “Advanced” 

(minimum of 85% of the questions were answered correctly, e.g., 34/40). Any score below 1468 

was fell in Level I and was labeled as “Unsatisfactory” (fewer than 25% of the questions were 

answered correctly, e.g., student answered fewer than 30 of the 40 questions correct). 

A chi-square test for association was also conducted between instructional approach and 

STAAR Final Recommended Phase scores for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campus A 

and D).  All expected cell frequencies were greater than five.  Association between instructional 

approach and STAAR Final Recommended Phase scores was statistically significant, X2 (2) = 

9.15, p < .05. There was a strong association between using Active Learning Literacy Charts as 

an instructional approach and STAAR Final Recommended Phase scores, φ =.287, p <.05. 

Results are presented in Table 27. 
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Table 27  

Full Strength Group Average Percentage Passing Rate for STAAR Recommended Final Phase 

          Level I                        Level II                   Level III             Total 
    Unsatisfactory               Satisfactory               Advanced                 Passed                                      

                     N        %                  N           %               N           %                    % 
Full Strength      
     Treatment         52        51.9     52         19.2              52         28.8               48.0 
     Non-treatment        59        76.3     59         15.3              59           8.5               23.8 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Results indicated that approximately 51.9% of the students in the treatment campus 

performed unsatisfactory, 19.2% performed satisfactory and 28.8% performed advanced.  A total 

of 48% of students in the treatment campus passed STAAR based on the Final Recommended 

Phase criteria.  Results also indicted that approximately 76.3% of the students in the non-

treatment campus performed unsatisfactory, 15.3% performed satisfactory and 8.5% performed 

advanced.  A total of 23.8% of students in the non-treatment campus passed the STAAR based 

on the performance indicators utilized by the state of Texas for Final Recommended Phase 

criteria.  

A chi-square test for association was also conducted between instructional approach and 

Final Recommended Phase for treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF).  

All expected cell frequencies were greater than five.  Association between instructional approach 

and Final Recommended Phase was statistically significant, X2 (2) = 12.538, p < .005. There was 

a strong association between using Active Learning Literacy Charts as an instructional approach 

and STAAR Final Recommended Phase, φ =.002, p <.005. Results are presented in Table 28. 
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Table 28  

Combined Group Average Percentage Passing Rate for STAAR Recommended Final Phase 

          Level I                        Level II                   Level III             Total 
    Unsatisfactory               Satisfactory               Advanced                 Passed                                      

                     N        %                  N           %               N           %                    % 
All Campuses                     
     Treatment        164       58.1    164        20.6            164         21.3               41.9                                                                                                                   
     Non-treatment       184       73.3    164        17.0            164           9.7              26.3                            
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Results indicated that 58.1% of the students in the treatment group performed 

unsatisfactory, 20.6% performed satisfactory and 21.3% performed advanced.  A total of 41.9% 

of students in the treatment group passed the STAAR based on Final Recommended Phase 

criteria.  Results also indicated that approximately 73.3% of the students in the non-treatment 

group performed unsatisfactory, 17.0% performed satisfactory and 9.7% performed advanced.  A 

total of 26.3% of students in the non-treatment group passed the STAAR based on Final 

Recommended Phase criteria. 

STAAR-Reporting Category 1. In order to examine the performance of each student as 

per Reporting Category 1, the total number of questions answered correctly was evaluated.  

According to the Texas Education of Agency’s STAAR Blueprint, Category 1 

(Understanding/Analysis Across Genres) consisted of a total of six questions.	   

An independent samples t-test was conducted to examine differences in the number of 

questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 1 between treatment and non-treatment 

campuses (campus A and D). Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances, a t-test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results 

of this test indicated that there was a significant difference between the two campuses, t (109) = -
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3.54, p < .005.  Students in the treatment campus (M = 4.71, SE = .172) answered more 

questions correctly in Reporting Category 1 than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 

3.83, SE = .178).  The effect size was small, r = 0.32.  Results are presented in Tables 29 and 30.



   
 

  133 

Table 29  

Grade 3 Full Strength Group Statistics for Reporting Category 1 

 
 
                          Grp_3rd_FS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Reporting Category 1 No Treatment 59 3.83 1.367 .178 

Treatment 52 4.71 1.242 .172 
 

Table 30  

Grade 3 Full Strength Independent Samples Test for Reporting Category 1 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 
Equality 

of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
Reporting 
Category 
1 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.142 .707 
-

3.537 
109 .001 -.881 .249 -1.375 -.387 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -
3.558 

108.889 .001 -.881 .248 -1.372 -.390 
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An independent samples t-test was also conducted to examine differences in the number 

of questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 1 between treatment and non-treatment 

groups (campuses ABC and DEF). Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances, a t-test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results 

of this test indicated that there was a significant difference between the two campuses, t (346) = -

2.91, p < .005.  Students in the treatment campus (M = 4.37, SE = .113) answered more 

questions correctly in Reporting Category 1 than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 

3.92, SE = .107).  The effect size was small, r = 0.15.  Results are presented in Tables 31 and 32. 
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Table 31  

Grade 3 Combined Group Statistics for Reporting Category 1 

 
 
                          Grp_3_ALL N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Reporting Category 1 No Treatment 184 3.92 1.452 .107 

Treatment 164 4.37 1.449 .113 
 

Table 32  

Grade 3 Combined Group Independent Samples Test for Reporting Category 1 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 
Equality 

of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
Reporting 
Category 
1 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.000 .983 
-

2.911 
346 .004 -.453 .156 -.760 -.147 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -
2.911 

341.594 .004 -.453 .156 -.760 -.147 
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STAAR-Reporting Category 2. In order to examine the performance of each student as 

per Reporting Category 2, the total number of questions answered correctly was evaluated.  

According to the Texas Education of Agency’s STAAR Blueprint, Category 2 

(Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts) consisted of a total of 18 questions.	   

An independent samples t-test was also conducted to examine differences in the number 

of questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 2 between treatment and non-treatment 

campuses (campus A and D). Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances, a t-test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results 

of this test indicated that there was a significant difference between the two campuses, t (109) = -

4.11, p < .001.  Students in the treatment campus (M = 11.63, SE = .472) answered more 

questions correctly in Reporting Category 2 than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 

8.98, SE = .440).  The effect size was small, r = 0.37.  Results are presented in Tables 33 and 34. 
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Table 33  

Grade 3 Full Strength Group Statistics for Reporting Category 2 

 
 
                          Grp_3rd_FS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Reporting Category 2 No Treatment 59 8.98 3.381 .440 

Treatment 52 11.63 3.407 .472 
 

Table 34  

Grade 3 Full Strength Independent Samples Test for Reporting Category 2 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 
Equality 

of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
Reporting 
Category 
2 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.163 .687 
-

4.108 
109 .000 -2.652 .645 -3.931 

-
1.372 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -
4.106 

107.042 .000 -2.652 .646 -3.932 
-

1.371 
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An independent samples t-test was also conducted to examine differences in the number 

of questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 2 between treatment and non-treatment 

groups (campuses ABC and DEF). Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances, a t-test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results 

of this test indicated that there was a significant difference between the two campuses, t (346) = -

3.37, p < .005.  Students in the treatment campus (M = 10.99, SE = .304) answered more 

questions correctly in Reporting Category 2 than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 

9.61, SE = .277).  The effect size was small, r = 0.18.  Results are presented in Tables 35 and 36. 
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Table 35  

Grade 3 Combined Group Statistics for Reporting Category 2 

 
 
                          Grp_3_ALL N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Reporting Category 2 No Treatment 184 9.61 3.763 .277 

Treatment 164 10.99 3.898 .304 
 
 
 
Table 36  

Grade 3 Combined Group Independent Samples Test for Reporting Category 2 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval of 

the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
Reporting 
Category 
2 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.218 .641 
-

3.370 
346 .001 -1.385 .411 -2.194 -.577 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -
3.363 

338.333 .001 -1.385 .412 -2.195 -.575 
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STAAR-Reporting Category 3. In order to examine the performance of each student as 

per Reporting Category 3, the total number of questions answered correctly was evaluated.  

According to the Texas Education of Agency’s STAAR Blueprint, Category 3 

(Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts) consisted of a total of 16 questions.	   

Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for homogeneity of variances, a t-

test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results of this test indicated that there 

was a significant difference between the two campuses, t (109) = -3.01, p < .005.  Students in the 

treatment campus (M = 11.75, SE = .434) answered more questions correctly in Reporting 

Category 3 than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 9.81, SE = .467).  The effect size 

was small, r = 0.28.  Results are presented in Tables 37 and 38. 



   
 

  141 

Table 37  

Grade 3 Full Strength Group Statistics for Reporting Category 3 

 
 
                          Grp_3rd_FS N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Reporting  
Category 3 

No Treatment 59 9.81 3.584 .467 
Treatment 52 11.75 3.130 .434 

 

 

Table 38  

Grade 3 Full Strength Group Statistics for Reporting Category 3 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 
Equality 

of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 

Interval of the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
Reporting 
Category 
3 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

.439 .509 
-

3.013 
109 .003 -1.936 .643 -3.210 -.662 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -
3.039 

108.993 .003 -1.936 .637 -3.200 -.673 
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An independent samples t-test was also conducted to examine differences in the number 

of questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 3 between treatment and non-treatment 

groups (campuses ABC and DEF). Given that there was not a violation of Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variances, a t-test assuming homogenous variances was calculated.  The results 

of this test indicated that there was a significant difference between the two campuses, t (346) = -

2.96, p < .005.  Students in the treatment campus (M = 10.83, SE = .286) answered more 

questions correctly in Reporting Category 3 than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 

9.71, SE = .249).  The effect size was small, r = 0.16.  Results are presented in Tables 39 and 40. 
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Table 39  

Grade 3 Combined Group Statistics for Reporting Category 3 

 
 
                          Grp_3_ALL N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Reporting  
Category 3 

No Treatment 184 9.71 3.376 .249 
Treatment 164 10.83 3.661 .286 

 

 

Table 40  

Grade 3 Combined Group Independent Samples Test for Reporting Category 3 

 

 

Levene's 
Test for 

Equality of 
Variances t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t df 

Sig. 
(2-

tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
Std. Error 
Difference 

95% 
Confidence 
Interval of 

the 
Difference 

Lower Upper 
Reporting 
Category 
3 

Equal 
variances 
assumed 

1.605 .206 
-

2.961 
346 .003 -1.117 .377 -1.859 -.375 

Equal 
variances 
not 
assumed 

  -
2.948 

333.206 .003 -1.117 .379 -1.863 -.372 
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STAAR-State results. The overall results of the Phase-in I, Recommended Final Phase 

and Advanced results were taken from the treatment campus (campus A) and compared with the 

scores of the state of Texas and State Title I.   State and State Title I results were gathered from 

the Texas Education Agency website. Table 41 presents these final results. 

 

Table 41  

Average Passing Rate for the STAAR for Treatment Campus, State and State Title I 

               Phase In               Recommended     Advanced           
                     %                            %                      % 
     Treatment Campus                        88.4                           48                             28.8      
     State                   76                           39                             21  
     State Title I                                        72                           33                             16 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 Approximately 88.4% of students in the treatment campus passed the STAAR assessment 

based on Phase-In I criteria, 48% passed the STAAR assessment based on the State Final 

Recommended Phase criteria and 28.8% scored advanced based on the state criteria.  

Approximately 74% of students in the state passed the STAAR assessment based on Phase-In I 

criteria, 39% passed the STAAR assessment based on the State Final Recommended Phase 

criteria and 21% scored advanced based on the state criteria.  Approximately 72% of students in 

state Title I campuses passed the STAAR assessment based on Phase-In I criteria, 33% passed 

the STAAR assessment based on the State Final Recommended Phase criteria and 16% scored 

advanced based on the state criteria. 

Results indicated that a higher percentage of students in the treatment campus passed the 

STAAR assessment based on the Phase In-I criteria and the State Final Recommended Phase 
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criteria when compared to State and State Title I.  Results also indicated that a higher percentage 

of students in the treatment campuses scored advanced when compared to State and State Title I. 

Criterion-Referenced Assessment  

The district Office of Assessment and Accountability provided the researcher with DRA2 

results for 348 Grade 3 students. Provided data was inputted in SPSS for statistical analysis.   

DRA-Comprehension. A logistic regression was performed to ascertain the effects of 

the implemented instructional approach, years of teaching experience and teacher educational 

background in literacy on the likelihood that Grade 3 students would meet the criteria suggested 

for the end of the year on the DRA2 Comprehension section. Results from the DRA2 

Comprehension section were inputted into SPSS and coded as 0= “No” indicating that students 

did not meet the criteria suggested for the end-of-the-year reading level and 1= “Yes” indicating 

that the students meet the criteria for the end-of-the-year reading level.	   

 The logistic regression model was statistically significant, χ2 (4) = 47.75, p < .001. The 

model explained 47.4% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in DRA2 comprehension scores and 

correctly classified 80.2% of cases.  Sensitivity was 85.3%, specificity was 72.1%, positive 

predictive value was 82.9% and negative predictive value was 75.6%.  Of all the predictors, only 

one was significant: implemented instructional approach (as shown in Table 42).  Students who 

received instruction supported by Active Learning Literacy Charts were 24.55 times more likely 

to exhibit a passing score on the DRA2 comprehension section as determined by the end-of-the-

year criteria. 
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Table 42  

Unique Contributions of Predictor Variables in Explaining DRA2 Comprehension 

Variable  B  S.E.       Wald      df           p           Odds Ratio  
Grp_3rd_FS (1)          3.20            .66        23.60              1             .000           24.55 
Yrs_Exp                      .04            .03                1.57              1             .210             1.04 
DVROLE2                  .79          1.16           .46           1         .499     2.19 
DVROLE3                1.02            .74         1.88      1         .170     2.77 
Constant          -1.67            .59         8.10      1         .004       .19 
 

Accelerated Reader Diagnostic Reports   

Campus administrators provided the researcher with diagnostic summary reports for 

1,429 students for Grades K-3 students. Provided data were inputted in SPSS for statistical 

analysis.   

Comprehension Check Grade 1. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 

compare comprehension results in Grade 1 full strength campuses through the use of the 

Accelerated Reader Program. Data were gathered from an overall diagnostic reading report from 

the online management system printed by the campus and inputted into SPSS.  The independent 

samples t-test investigated if students had a higher passing rate in comprehension with the 

desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (42.35) = 11.75, p <.001; students in 

the treatment campus (M = 90.25, SE =1.38) had a higher passing rate in comprehension than 

students in the non-treatment campus (M = 27.74, SE = 5.14).  The effect size was large, r = .80. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare comprehension results 

combined treatment/non-treatment groups through the use the Accelerated Reader Program. Data 

were gathered from an overall diagnostic reading report from the online management system 

printed by the campus and inputted into SPSS.  The independent samples t-test investigated if 

students had a higher passing rate in comprehension with the desired instructional approach.  The 
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test was significant, t (335.28) = 6.64, p <.001; students in the treatment group (M = 86.38, SE = 

1.57) had a higher passing rate in comprehension than students in the non-treatment group (M = 

68.74, SE = 2.14).  The effect size was small, r = .03. 

Comprehension Check Grade 2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 

compare comprehension results in Grade 2 full strength campuses through the use of the 

Accelerated Reader Program. Data were gathered from an overall diagnostic reading report from 

the online management system printed by the campus and inputted into SPSS.  The independent 

samples t-test investigated if student had a higher passing rate in comprehension with the desired 

instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (97.35) = 6.10, p <.001; students in the 

treatment campus (M = 88.96, SE =12.04) had a higher passing rate in comprehension than 

students in the non-treatment campus (M = 65.01, SE = 29.59).  The effect size was medium, r = 

0.50. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare comprehension results 

combined treatment/non-treatment groups through the use the Accelerated Reader Program. Data 

were gathered from an overall diagnostic reading report from the online management system 

printed by the campus and inputted into SPSS.  The independent samples t-test investigated if 

students had a higher passing rate in comprehension with the desired approach.  The test was 

significant, t (389.60) = 3.65, p <.001; students in the treatment group (M = 83.76, SE = 1.36) 

had a higher passing rate in comprehension than students in the non-treatment group (M = 76.16, 

SE = 1.57).  The effect size was small, r = .18. 
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Comprehension Check Grade 3. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 

compare comprehension results in Grade 3 full strength campuses through the use of the 

Accelerated Reader Program. Data were gathered from an overall diagnostic reading report from 

the online management system printed by the campus and inputted into SPSS.  The independent 

samples t-test investigated if students had a higher passing rate in comprehension with the 

desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (63.01) = 6.67, p <.001; students in the 

treatment campus (M = 93.32, SE =.95) had a higher passing rate in comprehension than 

students in the non-treatment campus (M = 62.13, SE = 4.58).  The effect size was medium, r = 

.52. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare comprehension results 

combined treatment/non-treatment groups through the use the Accelerated Reader Program. Data 

were gathered from an overall diagnostic reading report from the online management system 

printed by the campus and inputted into SPSS.  The independent samples t-test investigated if 

students had a higher passing rate in comprehension with the desired instructional approach.  The 

test was significant, t (339.8) = 3.32, p <.005; students in the treatment group (M = 86.31, SE = 

1.59) had a higher passing rate in comprehension than students in the non-treatment group (M = 

78.00, SE = 1.93).  The effect size was small, r = .17. 

Instructional Standard Analysis by Genre 

Instructional standards by genres were determined by the lesson plans gathered from 

teachers using Eduphoria specifying which standards were taught throughout the fiscal year.   

The researcher’s instructional checklist was used tabulate the standards for each teacher per 

campus.  Final data were inserted into SPSS for analysis. 
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Fiction—kindergarten. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

average frequency of fiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campus 

A and D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was found to be significant, t (33) = 

-5.416, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 7.88, SE =.348) were on average exposed 

to more fiction standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 6, SE = 0).  The effect 

size was medium, r = .69. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of fiction 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (141) = -13.618, p <.001; 

students in the treatment group (M = 7.70, SE =.125) were on average exposed to more fiction 

standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 6, SE = 0).  The effect size was 

medium, r = .75. 

Fiction-Grade 1. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average 

frequency of fiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campuses A and 

D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (53) = -34.739, p <.001; 

students in the treatment campus (M = 17.76, SE =.281) were on average exposed to more fiction 

standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 8, SE = 0).  The effect size was large, 

r = .98. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of fiction 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach. The test was significant, t (161) = -8.612, p <.001; 

students in the treatment group (M = 11.27, SE =.379) were on average exposed to more fiction 



   
 

  150 

standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 8, SE = 0).  The effect size was 

medium, r = .56. 

Fiction—Grade 2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average 

frequency of fiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campuses A and 

D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (49) = -9.894, p <.001; 

students in the treatment campus (M = 16.80, SE =.889) were on average exposed to more fiction 

standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 8, SE = 0).  The effect size was large, 

r = .82. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of fiction 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (172) = -5.122, p <.001; 

students in the treatment group (M = 10.12, SE =.414) were on average exposed to more fiction 

standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 8, SE = 0).  The effect size was small, r 

= .36. 

Fiction—Grade 3. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average 

frequency of fiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campuses A and 

D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (51) = -31.629, p <.001; 

students in the treatment campus (M = 22.90, SE =.503) were on average exposed to more fiction 

standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 7, SE = 0).  The effect size was large, 

r = .98. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of fiction 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (163) = -13.081, p <.001; 
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students in the treatment group (M = 13.82, SE =.521) were on average exposed to more fiction 

standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 7, SE = 0).  The effect size was 

medium, r = .72. 

Nonfiction—kindergarten. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare 

the average frequency of nonfiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses 

(campuses A and D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (33) = -

7.718, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 4.35, SE =.434) were on average exposed 

to more nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 1, SE = 0).  The 

effect size was large, r = .80. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of 

nonfiction standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC 

and DEF) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (141) = -9.478, p 

<.001; students in the treatment group (M = 2.70, SE =.179) were on average exposed to more 

nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 1, SE = 0).  The effect size 

was medium, r = .62. 

Nonfiction—Grade 1. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

average frequency of nonfiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses 

(campuses A and D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (53) = -

24.176, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 12.80, SE =.447) were on average 

exposed to more nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 2, SE = 

0).  The effect size was large, r = .96. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of 

nonfiction standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC 
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and DEF) using desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (161) = -12.22, p 

<.001; students in the treatment group (M = 6.60, SE =4.796) were on average exposed to more 

nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 2, SE = 0).  The effect size 

was medium, r = .69. 

Nonfiction—Grade 2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

average frequency of nonfiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses 

(campuses A and D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (49) = -

14.392, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 14.80, SE =.889) were on average 

exposed to more nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 2, SE = 

0).  The effect size was large, r = .90. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of 

nonfiction standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC 

and DEF) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (172) = -9.992, p 

<.001; students in the treatment group (M = 6.70, SE =.470) were on average exposed to more 

nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 2, SE = 0).  The effect size 

was medium, r = .61. 

Nonfiction—Grade 3. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

average frequency of nonfiction standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses 

(campus A and D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (51) = -

27.435, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 20.54, SE =.4.873) were on average 

exposed to more nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 2, SE = 

0).  The effect size was large, r = .97. 
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 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of 

nonfiction standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC 

and DEF) using the desired instructional approach. The test was significant, t (163) = -20.380, p 

<.001; students in the treatment group (M = 12.53, SE =.517) were on average exposed to more 

nonfiction standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 2, SE = 0).  The effect size 

was large, r = .85. 

Poetry—kindergarten. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

average frequency taught of poetry standards results for treatment and non-treatment campuses 

(campuses A and D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (33) = -

8.704, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 5.29, SE =.608) were on average exposed 

to more poetry standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 0, SE = 0).  The effect 

size was large, r = .84. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of poetry 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach. The test significant, t (141) = -12.692, p <.001; students 

in the treatment group (M = 2.67, SE =.210) were on average exposed to more poetry standards 

than students in the non-treatment group (M = 0, SE = 0).  The effect size was medium, r = .73. 

Poetry—Grade 1. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average 

frequency of poetry standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campuses A and 

D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (53) = -13.944, p <.001; 

students in the treatment campus (M = 11.19, SE =.5.87) were on average exposed to more 

poetry standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 3, SE = 0).  The effect size was 

large, r = .89. 
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An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of poetry 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (161) = -10.280, p <.001; 

students in the treatment group (M = 6.40, SE =.330) were on average exposed to more poetry 

standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 3, SE = 0).  The effect size was 

medium, r = .63. 

Poetry—Grade 2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average 

frequency of poetry standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campuses A and 

D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (59) = -12.039, p <.001; 

students in the treatment campus (M = 13.12, SE =.841) were on average exposed to more poetry 

standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 3, SE = 0).  The effect size was large, 

r = .86. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of poetry 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (172) = -10.138, p <.001; 

students in the treatment group (M = 6.92, SE =.387) were on average exposed to more poetry 

standards than students in the non-treatment group (M = 3, SE = 0).  The effect size was 

medium, r = .61. 

Poetry—Grade 3. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average 

frequency of poetry standards taught for treatment and non-treatment campuses (campuses A and 

D) using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (51) = -17.854, p <.001; 

students in the treatment campus (M = 18.17, SE =.850) were on average exposed to more poetry 
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standards than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 3, SE = 0).  The effect size was large, 

r = .93. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the average frequency of poetry 

standards taught for combined treatment and non-treatment campuses (groups ABC and DEF) 

using the desired instructional approach.  The test was significant, t (163) = -20.976, p <.001; 

students in the treatment group (M = 12.46, SE =.451) were on average exposed to more poetry 

standards than students in the   non-treatment group (M = 3, SE = 0).  The effect size was large, r 

= .85. 

Reading Motivation 

In order to answer the second research question, “How does the implementation of Active 

Learning Literacy Charts affect student reading motivation?” analysis was performed using 

results gathered from the ERAS (K-3), DRA2 (Grade 3) and AR Reports (Grades 1-3). The 

online teacher background survey was also utilized to gather information on the years of teaching 

experience as well as teacher educational background in literacy for analysis. 

Results for this question were organized as follows: (a) results rendered from the 

Elementary Reading Attitude Survey, (b) results rendered from a criterion-referenced assessment 

and (c) results rendered from Accelerated Reader Diagnostic Reports. 

Elementary Reading Attitude Survey  

 A descriptive analysis was conducted to determine the overall attitude of students 

towards reading.  All surveys were individually tabulated, placed on a spreadsheet per grade 

level and inputted into SPSS for analysis. The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey provided 

three components: attitude towards recreational reading, academic reading and the attitude 

towards overall reading.  McKenna and Kear (1990) suggested a midway point on a scale be 
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established; for a survey of this type, they recommended a score of 50 be the midway point when 

analyzing the total.  Both treatment and non-treatment groups showed a relatively strong attitude 

towards reading overall.  Table 43 presents these results. 

Table 43  

Elementary Reading Attitude Survey Average Means and Standard Deviations 

                              Recreational              Academic                    Total     
                             

                                               N              M            SD             M            SD              M           SD 
Kinder Full Strength:      
     Treatment                         58      31.29      5.95            30.02      7.92            61.31      13.06 
     Non-treatment                  32      30.97      6.59            31           6.01            61.97      12.35 
All Campuses: 
      Treatment             132     34.25      5.34            33.83      7.51            68.08      11.69    
      Non-treatment                  81      29.74      5.95            29.20      5.90            58.94      11.42 

Grade 1 Full Strength:                                      
     Treatment                          34      33.26      4.47            34.09      4.70            67.38        8.20 
     Non-treatment                   19      25.26      5.81            25.84      5.79            51.42      11.00 
All Campuses: 
      Treatment             103      35.74      4.01            37.60      3.17            73.31        6.35       
      Non-treatment                  125      32.37      6.18            31.78      6.70            64.55      12.48 

Grade 2 Full Strength:      
     Treatment                          35      33.97      7.28            34.77      6.36            68.74      13.05            
     Non-treatment                   42      31.50      6.09            31.07      6.08            62.57      11.74            
All Campuses: 
      Treatment              113      34.04      6.50            34.94      4.84            69.01      10.59                 
      Non-treatment                   144      31.19      5.85            30.18      7.01            61.40      12.15            

Grade 3 Full Strength:      
     Treatment                           37      37.68      2.58            36.86      3.82            74.54        6.07            
     Non-treatment                    27      31           4.13            29.85      4.90            60.85        7.24            
All Campuses: 
      Treatment              105      36.21      3.64            35.50      3.86            71.71        6.84           
      Non-treatment                   109      31.07      4.68            31.28      5.18            62.35        8.74                                                                                      

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Results indicated that: 
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• Kindergarten students in the treatment campus had a stronger attitude toward recreational 

reading (31.29) than students in the non-treatment campus (30.97); kindergarten students in 

the non-treatment campus had a stronger attitude toward academic reading than students in 

the treatment campus; kindergarten students in the non-treatment had a slightly stronger 

attitude towards overall reading (61.97) than students in the treatment campus (61.31). 

• Kindergarten students in the treatment group had a stronger attitude toward recreational 

reading (34.25) than students in the non-treatment group (29.74); kindergarten students in 

the treatment group had a stronger attitude toward academic reading (33.83) than students 

in the non-treatment group (20.20); the treatment group had an overall stronger attitude 

toward reading (68.08) than students in the non-treatment group (58.94). 

• Grade 1 students in the treatment campus had a stronger attitude toward recreational 

reading (33.26) than students in the non-treatment campus (25.26); Grade 1 students in the 

treatment campus had a stronger attitude toward academic reading (34.09) than students in 

the non-treatment campus (25.84); Grade 1 treatment campus had an overall stronger 

attitude toward reading (67.38) than students in the non-treatment campus (51.42). 

• Grade 1 students in the treatment group had a stronger attitude toward recreational reading 

(35.74) than students in the non-treatment campus (32.37); Grade 1 students in the 

treatment group had a stronger attitude toward academic reading (37.60) than students in 

the non-treatment group (31.78); Grade 1 treatment group had an overall stronger attitude 

toward reading  (73.31) than students in the non-treatment group (64.55). 

• Grade 2 students in the treatment campus had a stronger attitude toward recreational 

reading (33.97) than students in the non-treatment campus (31.50); Grade 2 students in the 

treatment campus had a stronger attitude toward academic reading (34.77) than students in 
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the non-treatment campus (31.07); Grade 2 treatment campus had an overall stronger 

attitude toward reading (68.74) than students in the non-treatment campus (62.57). 

• Grade 2 students in the treatment group had a stronger attitude toward recreational reading 

(34.04) than students in the non-treatment campus (31.19); Grade 2 students in the 

treatment group had a stronger attitude in academic reading (34.94) than students in the 

non-treatment group (30.18); Grade 2 treatment campus had an overall stronger attitude 

toward reading (69.01) than students in the non-treatment campus (61.40). 

• Grade 3 students in the treatment campus had a stronger attitude toward recreational 

reading (37.68) than students in the non-treatment campus (31); Grade 3 students in the 

treatment campus had a stronger attitude in academic reading (36.86) than students in the 

non-treatment campus (29.85); Grade 3 treatment campus had an overall stronger attitude 

toward reading (74.54) than students in the non-treatment campus (60.85). 

• Grade 3 students in the treatment group had stronger attitude toward recreational reading 

(36.21) than did the non-treatment group (31.07); Grade 3 students in the treatment group 

had a stronger attitude in academic reading (35.50) than did the non-treatment group 

(31.28); Grade 3 treatment group had an overall stronger attitude toward reading (71.71) 

than the non-treatment group (62.35). 

Criterion-Referenced Assessment  

The district Office of Assessment and Accountability provided the researcher with DRA2 

results for 348 Grade 3 students. Provided data were inputted in SPSS for statistical analysis.   

DRA-Engagement. A logistic regression was performed to ascertain the effects of the 

implemented instructional approach, years of teaching experience and teacher educational 

background in literacy on the likelihood that Grade 3 students would meet the criteria suggested 
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for the end of the year on the DRAs Engagement section.  Predictor variables included 

instructional approach, years of teaching experience and teacher educational background in 

literacy. Results from the DRA2 Engagement section were inputted into SPSS and coded as 0= 

“No” indicating that students did not meet the criteria suggested for the end-of-the-year reading 

level and 1= “Yes” indicating that the students meet the criteria for the end of the year reading 

level.  

The logistic regression model was statistically significant, χ2 (4) = 55.332, p < .001. The 

model explained 53.6% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variance in DRA2 Engagement scores and 

correctly classified 80.2% of cases.  Sensitivity was 84.3%, specificity was 73.2%, positive 

predictive value was 84.3% and negative predictive value was 73.2%.  Of all the predictors, only 

one was significant: implemented instructional approach (as shown in Table 44).  Students who 

received instruction supported by Active Learning Literacy Charts were 30.46 times more likely 

to exhibit a passing score on the DRA2 Engagement section as determined by the end-of-the-

year criteria. 

Table 44  

Unique Contributions of Predictor Variables in Explaining DRA2 Engagement 

Variable  B  S.E.       Wald      df           p           Odds Ratio  
Grp_3rd_FS (1)          3.42            .72        22.49              1             .000           30.46 
Yrs_Exp                      .04            .03                1.90              1             .168             1.05 
DVROLE2              18.89    9748.23           .00      1         .998   159131 
DVROLE3                  .59            .74           .61      1         .433     1.79 
Constant         -1.62            .60         7.37      1         .007       .197 
 

Accelerated Reader Diagnostic Report 

Data from Accelerated Reader Diagnostic Reports provided information on the number 

of books read and quizzes taken by each student.  Data were gathered from the online 
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management system and provided by campus administrators for Grades K-3. Data were inputted 

into SPSS for statistical analysis for Grades 1-3.    

Books read Grade 1. An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

number of books read and quizzes taken by Grade 1 full strength campuses (campuses A and D) 

using the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read and 

quizzes taken were significant, t (59.08) = 12.499, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M 

= 43.28, SE = 3.01) read more books and took more quizzes in AR than students in the non-

treatment campus (M = 4.74, SE = .73).  The effect size was medium, r = .77. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of books read and 

quizzes taken by Grade 1 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using 

the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read and quizzes 

taken were significant, t (172.71) = 4.630, p <.001; students in the treatment group (M = 44.29, 

SE = 5.29) read more books and took more quizzes in AR than students in the non-treatment 

group (M = 19.34, SE = 1.01).  The effect size was small, r = .25. 

Books read Grade 2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

number of books read and quizzes taken by Grade 2 full strength campuses (campuses A and D) 

using the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read and 

quizzes taken were significant, t (57.07) = 11.73, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 

92.34, SE = 5.54) read more books and took more quizzes in AR than students in the non-

treatment campus (M = 24.74, SE = 1.58).  The effect size was medium, r = .76. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of books read and 

quizzes taken by Grade 2 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using 

the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read and quizzes 
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taken were significant, t (346.11) = 5.0, p <.001; students in the treatment group (M = 72.88, SE 

= 3.73) read more books and took more quizzes in AR than students in the non-treatment group 

(M = 49.20, SE = 2.93).  The effect size was small, r = .25. 

Books read Grade 3. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the 

number of books read and quizzes taken by Grade 3 full strength campuses (campuses A and D) 

using the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read and 

quizzes taken were not significant, t (109) = 2.11, p < .05; students in the treatment campus (M = 

71.46, SE =4.05) read more books and took more quizzes in AR than students in the non-

treatment campus (M = 45.34, SE = 11.08).  The effect size was small, r = .20. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of books read and 

quizzes taken by Grade 3 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using 

the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read and quizzes 

taken were significant, t (346) = 3.05, p <.005; students in the treatment group (M = 74.90, SE 

=3.86) read more books and took more quizzes in AR than students in the non-treatment group 

(M = 56.89, SE = 4.38).  The effect size was small, r = .16. 

Fiction books read Grade 1. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare 

the number of fiction books read by Grade 1 full strength campuses (campuses A and D) using 

the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read were 

significant, t (38.65) = 4.73, p <.001; students in the treatment campus (M = 95.30, SE =1.14) 

read more fiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 58.95, SE = 

7.61).  The effect size was small, r = .48. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of fiction books 

read by Grade 1 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using the 
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Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of fiction books read were not 

significant, t (331.34) = -.28, p >.05; students in the treatment group (M = 65.30, SE = 2.68) read 

fewer fiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment group (M = 66.27, SE = 2.28).  The 

effect size was small, r = .01. 

Fiction books read Grade 2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare 

the number of fiction books read by Grade 2 full strength campuses (campuses A and D) using 

the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of fiction books read were 

not significant, t (118) = -1.685, p >.05; students in the treatment campus (M = 58.93, SE = 3.59) 

read fewer fiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 66.77, SE = 

3.06).  The effect size was small, r = .15. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of fiction books 

read by Grade 2 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using the 

Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences in the number of fiction books read were not 

significant, t (390) = -1.69, p >.05; students in the treatment group (M = 62.76, SE = 1.74) read 

fewer fiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment group (M = 66.92, SE = 1.71).  The 

effect size was small, r = .09. 

Fiction books read Grade 3. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare 

the number of fiction books read by Grade 3 full strength campuses (campuses A and D) using 

the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences in the number of fiction books read were 

not significant, t (91.19) = -16, p >.05; students in the treatment campus (M = 57.10, SE = 2.27) 

read slightly fewer fiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 57.83, 

SE = 3.95).  The effect size was small, r = .01. 



   
 

  163 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of fiction books 

read by Grade 3 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using the 

Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences in the number of fiction books read were not 

significant, t (346) = -.61, p >.05; students in the treatment group (M = 61.43, SE = 1.77) read 

fewer fiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment group (M = 63.04, SE = 1.91).  The 

effect size was small, r = .03. 

Nonfiction books read Grade 1. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 

compare the number of nonfiction books read by Grade 1 full strength campuses (campuses A 

and D) using the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences in the number of nonfiction 

books read were not significant, t (41.72) = -1.40, p >.05; students in the treatment campus (M = 

4.94, SE = 1.16) read fewer nonfiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment campus 

(M = 11.58, SE = 4.61).  The effect size was small, r = 0.16. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of nonfiction books 

read by Grade 1 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using the 

Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences in the number of nonfiction books read were 

not significant, t (311.09) = 1.46, p >.05; students in the treatment group (M = 31.57, SE = 2.59) 

read more nonfiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment group (M = 26.85, SE = 

1.96).  The effect size was small, r = 0.08. 

Nonfiction books read Grade 2. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 

compare the number of nonfiction books read by Grade 2 full strength campuses (campuses A 

and D) using the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences in the number of nonfiction 

books read were significant, t (118) = 2.38, p <.05; students in the treatment campus (M = 41.08, 
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SE = 3.60) read more nonfiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment campus (M = 

30.37, SE = 2.87).  The effect size was 0.21. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of nonfiction books 

read by Grade 2 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using the 

Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences in the number of nonfiction books read were 

not significant, t (390) = 2.11, p  < .05; students in the treatment group (M = 37.33, SE = 1.75) 

read more nonfiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment group (M = 32.20, SE = 

1.66).  The effect size was small, r = 0.11. 

Nonfiction books read Grade 3. An independent samples t-test was conducted to 

compare the number of nonfiction books read by Grade 3 full strength campuses (campuses A 

and D) using the Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of nonfiction 

books read were significant, t (95.89) = 2.97, p < .005; students in the treatment campus (M = 

43.06, SE = 2.27) read more nonfiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment campus 

(M = 30.37, SE = 3.61).  The effect size was small, r = 0.27. 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare the number of nonfiction books 

read by Grade 3 treatment and non-treatment groups (campuses ABC and DEF) using the 

Accelerated Reader Online Program. Differences on the number of books read were significant, t 

(346) = 2.35, p <.05; students in the treatment group (M = 38.63, SE = 1.77) read more 

nonfiction books in AR than students in the non-treatment group (M = 32.67, SE = 1.80).  The 

effect size was small, r = 0.13. 
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Table 45  

Summary of Statistical Analysis 

                       Sig.              p               
Multiple Regression   STAAR- Grade 3 FS      *      .000      

STAAR- Grade 3 Combined     *       .000      
 
_____________________________________________________________________________
Logistic Regression  DRA2- Grade 3 Comprehension     *      .000  

DRA2- Grade 3 Engagement         *      .000  
_____________________________________________________________________________
T-Test     STAAR Phase In- Grade 3 FS    *      .001      

STAAR Phase In- Grade 3 Combined   *       .001 
 
STAAR Recommended- Grade 3 FS    *      .010      
STAAR Recommended- Grade 3 Combined   *       .002 
 
STAAR Category 1- Grade 3 FS    *      .001      
STAAR Category 1- Grade 3 Combined   *       .004 
 
STAAR Category 2- Grade 3 FS    *      .000      
STAAR Category 2- Grade 3 Combined   *       .001 

 
STAAR Category 3- Grade 3 FS    *      .003      
STAAR Category 3- Grade 3 Combined   *       .003 

 
TPRI-Kinder FS       *      .035       
TPRI-Kinder Combined     -      .210                            
TPRI-Grade 1 FS      *      .000                    
TPRI- Grade 1 Combined                         -      .312                    
TPRI- Grade 2 FS      *      .000          
TPRI- Grade 2 Combined              *      .000                    
 
AR-Comprehension Grade 1 FS    *      .000   
AR-Comprehension Grade 1 combined   *      .000   
AR-Comprehension Grade 2 FS    *      .000      
AR-Comprehension Grade 2 combined   *      .001  
AR-Comprehension Grade 3 FS    *      .000  
AR-Comprehension Grade 3 combined   *      .000  
 
Standards (Fiction) Kinder FS    *      .000  
Standards (Fiction) Kinder combined    *      .000   
Standards (Fiction) Grade 1 FS    *      .000  
Standards (Fiction) Grade 1combined   *      .000   
Standards (Fiction) Grade 2 FS    *      .000  
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Standards (Fiction) Grade 2 combined   *      .000  
Standards (Fiction) Grade 3 FS    *      .000 
Standards (Fiction) Grade 3combined   *      .000  
 
Standards (Nonfiction) Kinder FS    *      .000  
Standards (Nonfiction) Kinder combined   *      .000   
Standards (Nonfiction) Grade 1 FS    *      .000  
Standards (Nonfiction) Grade 1combined   *      .000  
Standards (Nonfiction) Grade 2 FS    *      .000   
Standards (Nonfiction) Grade 2 combined   *      .000  
Standards (Nonfiction) Grade 3 FS               *      .000   
Standards (Nonfiction) Grade 3combined   *      .000 
 
Standards (Poetry) Kinder FS     *      .000  
Standards (Poetry) Kinder combined    *      .000   
Standards (Poetry) Grade 1 FS    *      .000  
Standards (Poetry) Grade 1combined    *      .000   
Standards (Poetry) Grade 2 FS    *      .000 
Standards (Poetry) Grade 2 combined              *      .000    
Standards (Poetry) Grade 3 FS               *        .000  
Standards (Poetry) Grade 3combined    *      .000  
 
AR- Books Read Grade 1 FS     *      .000    
AR- Books Read Grade 1 combined    *      .000    
AR- Books Read Grade 2 FS     *      .000  
AR- Books Read Grade 2 combined    *      .000    
AR- Books Read Grade 3 FS     *      .037    
AR- Books Read Grade 3 combined    *      .002  
 
AR- Fiction Read Grade 1 FS     *      .000  
AR- Fiction Read Grade 1 combined    -      .781  
AR- Fiction Read Grade 2 FS     -      .100  
AR- Fiction Read Grade 2 combined    -      .172  
AR- Fiction Read Grade 3 FS     -      .858  
AR- Fiction Read Grade 3 combined    -      .538  
 
AR- Nonfiction Read Grade 1 FS    -      .163    
AR- Nonfiction Read Grade 1 combined   -      .149  
AR- Nonfiction Read Grade 2 FS    *      .019  
AR- Nonfiction Read Grade 2 combined   -      .079  
AR- Nonfiction Read Grade 3 FS    *      .004 
AR- Nonfiction Read Grade 3 combined   *      .020  

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Summary and Conclusion 

 
This chapter presented multiple analyses conducted on student reading outcomes in 

relation to achievement and motivation impacted by Active Learning Literacy Charts in Grades 

K-3.  This chapter presented results that were gathered from norm, standardized and criterion-

referenced assessments in addition to a survey and data from on online management reading 

system.  Significant differences were calculated using independent samples t-tests to (a) compare 

beginning and end-of-year results on the TPRI for Grades K-2, (b) compare STAAR Phase-In I, 

Final Recommended Phase and Reporting Categories scores, (c) compare AR comprehension 

achievement, (d) compare AR books read including fiction and nonfiction and (e) compare 

instructional standards by genre.  Multiple regression analysis was conducted to predict 

outcomes of Grade 3 students on their performance on the STAAR assessment.  Logistic 

regression analysis was conducted for Grade 3 student reading achievement and motivation on 

the DRA.  The ERAS was described for K-3 student response on characteristics relevant to 

reading motivation in both academic and recreational reading.  Last, a table of summary analysis 

was presented. 
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Chapter V: Discussion, Conclusions and Recommendations 

This study primarily focused on student reading achievement and motivation within an 

instructional framework that was supported by the implementation of an interactive, literacy 

approach.  As stated in Chapter 1, the purpose of the study was to evaluate the impact Active 

Learning Literacy Charts had on student reading outcomes in Grades K-3. To accomplish this 

purpose, the study was set in viewing the research through a quantitative lens and was driven by 

a quasi-experimental design. Six intact Title-I campuses from a South Texas school district were 

selected in which 78 teachers and 1,429 students participated. Campuses were matched based on 

demographics, Title-I services, Grade 3 reading results from the final administration of Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills state assessment (2011) and instructional literacy initiatives 

in place. 

  Primary sources of data consisted of reading results gathered from the State of Texas 

Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) for Grade 3, Texas Primary Reading Inventory 

(TPRI) results for Grades K-2, Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA2) for Grade 3, 

Accelerated Reading (AR) results for Grades 1-3 and the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey 

(ERAS) for Grades K-3. Secondary sources of data included teacher lesson plans, schedules and 

background surveys. 

  Results from the research were reported in Chapter 4. Multiple-regression, independent 

samples t-tests, cross-tabulation and logistic regression were all used for statistical analysis of 

these results. A summary of statistical analysis was provided at the conclusion of the chapter. 

The major sections of this final chapter will summarize the results, provide interpretation 

of the results and discuss their implications.  This chapter is organized in the following manner: 

(a) summary and interpretation of findings addressed by each research question, (b) explanation 
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of unanticipated results, (c) discussion in regards to findings and their relationship to the 

literature, studies and theories, (d) implications, (e) suggestions for additional research and (f) 

conclusion and final thoughts. 

Summary of Findings and Discussion 

Research Question 1  

 
 In addressing the first research question, “How does the implementation of Active 

Learning Literacy Charts affect student reading achievement?” the researcher collected data 

consisting of criterion-referenced, norm-referenced and standardized assessments for analysis. 

Additional results from an online reading program and results from the instructional standards 

checklist created by the researcher were included in the analysis.   Predictor factors gathered 

from the teacher survey were taken into account, including teacher educational background and 

years of teaching experience. 

 Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI). T-tests were conducted to compare whether 

or not there were significant differences between the growth in reading achievement by students 

in Grades K-2 for the primary treatment and non-treatment campus. Results reflected a 

significant difference in gains in comprehension scores from the beginning to the end of year on 

TPRI for students in kindergarten (t (88) = 2.14, p < .05), students in Grade 1 (t (90) = 4.16, p < 

.001) and students in Grade 2 (t (83.09) = 3.90, p < .001).  

 K-2 students in the full-strength treatment campus reflected higher gains in comprehension 

scores than students in the non-treatment campus.  This would suggest that teachers who fully 

implemented A.L.L. Charts as their preferred instructional approach had more students reach 

proficiency in comprehension on the Texas Primary Reading Inventory at the end of the fiscal 

year. 
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 T-tests were also conducted to compare whether or not there were significant differences 

between the growth in reading achievement in Grades K-2 for the treatment and non-treatment 

group (combined campuses). Results reflected gains in comprehension scores from the beginning 

to end of year on the TPRI for students in Grades K-2, and reflected a significant difference in 

gains comprehension for students in Grade 2 (t (267.33) = 3.54, p < .001).  Students in the 

treatment group for Grade 2 had higher gains in comprehension scores than students in the non-

treatment group. This would suggest that teachers who implemented A.L.L. Charts in 

conjunction with the existing campus reading initiative had more students reach proficiency in 

comprehension on the Texas Primary Reading Inventory at the end of the fiscal year. 

 Discussion. According to the Texas Primary Reading Inventory (2010) manual, 

comprehension was dependent on the student’s ability to understand word meaning, extract 

meaning from sentences and paragraphs while also being able to draw inferences from the text.  

The TPRI referenced the NRP (2000) guidelines for comprehension and suggested activities to 

increase comprehension, including included previewing selections, making connections between 

what was known and what was learned, comparing elements of different stories (e.g., themes, 

events and characters), seeking relationships among story elements as well as graphically 

representing the information, identifying the main idea and being able to summarize connections 

between the text and the reader.   

 While a total of four stories were part of the Texas Primary Reading Inventory 

administration (two in the beginning of the year and two in the end of the year), it should be 

noted that stories for Kinder only included narrative selections for both the beginning and end of 

year administrations; for Grade 1, only narratives were administered for the beginning of the 

year and both a narrative and expository selection were administered for the end of year; and, for 
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Grade 2, a narrative and expository selection were administered for both the beginning and end 

of the year.  

 This would then mean that regardless of the selections administered on the Texas Primary 

Reading Inventory, K-2 students would encounter multiple genres, text elements and text 

structures by using A.L.L. Charts. This would also suggest that students in Grades K-2 were 

better able to meet the criteria in both genres, as outlined by the Texas Primary Reading 

Inventory, due to the systematic instructional framework found in using A.L.L. Charts. Further, 

with the co-construction of each A.L.L. Chart, literacy activities were created for students to 

demonstrate their ability to not only think “within” the text, but also to think “beyond” and 

"about” the text during their own reading processes (Fountas & Pinnell, 2006), addressing the 

call for more critical and complex thinking as outlined by the Texas Primary Reading Inventory. 

 State of Assessment and Academic Readiness (STAAR). A multiple regression analysis 

was conducted to predict student performance on the state reading standardized assessment for 

the primary treatment and non-treatment campus.  Predictor variables included desired 

instructional approach, years of teaching experience and teacher educational background in 

literacy. Results reflected that two predictor variables contributed to the regression: Active 

Learning Literacy Charts as an instructional approach and years of teaching experience, which 

explained 19.0% of the variance (R2 = .190, F (4, 106) = 6.23, p < .001).  Third grade students in 

the full strength treatment campus were predicted to score 65.58 points higher on the State of 

Texas Assessment and Academic Readiness in the area of reading when teachers fully 

implemented A.L.L. Charts as their preferred instructional approach.  Results also predicted that 

student scores would increase by 3.05 points for each year of teaching experience exhibited.  

 A multiple regression analysis was also conducted to predict student performance on a 
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state reading standardized assessment for treatment and non-treatment group (combined 

campuses).  Predictor variables in this analysis also included desired instructional approach, 

years of teaching experience and teacher educational background in literacy. Results showed that 

only one predictor variable contributed to the regression: A.L.L. Charts as an instructional 

approach, which explained 6.9% of the variance (R2 = .069, F (5, 342) = 6.23, p < .01).  Third 

grade students in the treatment group were predicted to score 52.52 points higher on the State of 

Texas Assessment and Academic Readiness in the area of reading when teachers implemented 

A.L.L. Charts as an instructional approach supporting existing campus reading initiative in place. 

 Discussion. According to the Texas Education Agency website, the STAAR test was 

designed as more rigorous than the previous state standardized assessment (TAKS) in which 

students were expected to heighten their critical thinking abilities in answering questions that 

were “higher in cognitive complexity level” (Texas Education Agency).  Further, testing 

questions were designed to assess students on their literacy background knowledge across 

genres, as well as their background knowledge in regards to supporting and readiness skills 

outlined in the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills.  

 In using A.L.L. Charts, recursive instruction provided students multiple opportunities to 

gain knowledge across multiple genres, using multiple strategies, skills and approaches within its 

core. This instructional approach predicted that students would score anywhere between 52-65 

more points than students who did not utilize A.L.L. Charts. 

 Of the predictor variables used for analysis, the teachers’ educational background in this 

study was not a contributing factor.  Hence, educational attainment (literacy education 

background) did not directly impact student achievement regardless of the fact that the majority 

of the teachers (60.8%) had reported no literacy educational background attainment. The lack of 
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educational attainment in regards to reading was a primary concern since literature reflected the 

complexity of teaching reading as noted in Moat’s (1999) policy paper, “Teaching Reading is 

Rocket Science”. However, results from this study suggest that the instructional approach 

employed in the classroom (in this case, A.L.L. Charts) was the most important factor (with 

teaching experience following for the primary treatment campus) that impacted student 

achievement on the state standardized assessment. Findings from this study support existing 

claims from Schacter and Thum’s (2004) study which measured teaching practices and also 

found that instructional practices had substantial effects on student achievement. 

 Phase-in I and Final Recommended Phase STAAR scores. A chi-square test was 

conducted to determine if there was a significant association between desired instructional 

approach and STAAR Phase-in I student scores for the primary treatment and non-treatment 

campus. Association between instructional approach and STAAR Phase-in I scores was 

significant, X2 (2) = 14.58, p < .05.  Results reflected that a higher percentage of students met the 

suggested passing criteria as well as the suggested advanced criteria as outlined by the state 

when teachers fully implemented A.L.L. Charts as their preferred instructional approach.  

 A chi-square test was also conducted to determine if there was a significant association 

between desired instructional approach and STAAR Phase-in I student scores for the treatment 

and non-treatment group (combined campuses). Association between instructional approach and 

STAAR Phase-in I scores was significant, X2 (2) = 13.63, p < .05.  Results indicated that a 

higher percentage of students met the suggested passing criteria as well as the suggested 

advanced criteria as outlined by the state when teachers implemented A.L.L. Charts as an 

instructional approach that supported the existing campus reading initiative in place. 

 In addition to determining association between Phase-in I scores and instructional 
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approaches, a chi-square test was conducted to determine if there was a significant association 

between instructional approach and STAAR Final Recommended Phase student scores for the 

primary treatment and non-treatment campus. Association between instructional approach and 

STAAR Final Recommended Phase was significant, X2 (2) = 9.15, p < .05.  Results suggested 

that a higher percentage of students met the suggested passing criteria as well as the suggested 

advanced criteria as outlined by the state when teachers fully implemented A.L.L. Charts as their 

preferred instructional approach. 

 A chi-square test was also conducted to determine if there was a significant association 

between instructional approach and STAAR Final Recommended Phase student scores for the 

treatment and non-treatment group (combined campuses). Association between instructional 

approach and STAAR Final Recommended Phase scores was significant, X2 (2) = 12.54, p < 

.005.  Results indicated that a higher percentage of students met the suggested passing criteria as 

well as the suggested advanced criteria outlined by the state when teachers implemented A.L.L. 

Charts as an instructional approach that supported existing campus reading initiatives in place. 

 Discussion. Achievement on a reading test has been supported by correlation research 

(Feur et al., 1999) and has shown that factors such as reading ability, content knowledge, 

motivation and format are crucial in being successful. In terms of the association between 

instructional practice and the percentage of students whose scores fell in either the satisfactory or 

advanced level in both the Phase-In I and Final Recommended Phase, scores across the board for 

both the primary treatment campus and the treatment group reflected that a higher percentage of 

students outperformed the comparison campus and group. This may be due in part to a specific 

phase embedded into the A.L.L. Chart framework that is designed to address formatted texts and 

questions which may also have motivated students when taking a high-stakes assessment due to 
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familiarity of format (Guthrie, 2002). 

 In the fourth phase of A.L.L. Chart (3D-2D Instructional Focus), students are encouraged 

to examine standardized text format and standardized test questions to determine what strategies 

are needed to be successful when dealing with this specific genre. During this phase, students are 

encouraged to develop their own critical questions that do not necessarily have to be multiple 

choice as normally found on a standardized test, but they do have to be aligned within the text, 

beyond the text and about the text.  This technique allows students to think in a critical manner, 

even as it contributes to the actual curriculum for future activities in the standardized genre using 

abstract and concrete methods while defusing the concern reflected by Guthrie when stated, 

“Because many tests are multiple choice, this leads to a loss of creativity, imagination and 

critical thinking in the reading curriculum” (Farstrup & Samuels, 2002, Chapter 16, Section 2, 

para. 1).  

 However, research shows that, while format practice and gearing up a student’s “test-

wiseness” (Guthrie, 2002) in regards to high-stakes tests can be beneficial, evidence also 

documents that an excessive amount of practice can “jeopardize test success” (Feuer et al., 

1999).  An analysis of all lesson plans for all Grade 3 teachers documented that test prep was, in 

fact, part of weekly literacy instruction.  The primary treatment campus and treatment group 

noted that test prep was done as a daily mini-lesson for 15-20 minutes maximum every other 

week as suggested by the A.L.L. Chart framework.  This would, in turn, mean that students were 

provided supportive instruction on strategically approaching standardized tests between 1- 1 ½ 

hours every other week.  Teachers in the non-treatment campus and non-treatment group 

documented “STAAR Prep Time” in their lesson plans and allotted a time block ranging from 45 

minutes to an hour a day.  This would mean that students were receiving preparatory 
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instructional support from three to five hours a week which indicated that, in a two-week period, 

students were exposed to formatted instruction 1-1½ hours when using A.L.L. Charts as opposed 

to 6-10 hours for students whose teachers used other instructional practices.  Therefore, students 

in the treatment campus and group gained an additional five to nine hours every two weeks to 

engage in other meaningful reading opportunities and activities.   

 Reporting categories on the STAAR assessment. Last, t-tests were conducted to compare 

whether or not there were significant differences in the total number of questions answered 

correctly for all Reporting Categories on the STAAR assessment between the primary treatment 

and non-treatment campus.  Results indicated that there was a significant difference in the total 

number of questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 1, t (109) = 3.54, p < .005.  

Students in the treatment campus who received instruction fully supported by A.L.L. Charts 

answered more questions on “Understanding/Analysis Across Genres” correctly.   Results also 

showed significant difference in the total number of questions answered correctly in Reporting 

Category 1, t (346) = 2.91, i < .05 when comparing the treatment and non-treatment group 

(combined campuses). Students in the treatment group who received instruction supported by 

Active Learning Literacy Charts in conjunction with the existing campus reading initiative in 

place also answered more questions on “Understanding/Analysis Across Genres” correctly.    

 An independent samples t-test was also conducted to determine if there was a significant 

difference in the total number of questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 2.  Results 

depicted a significance between treatment and non-treatment campus, t (109) = 4.11, p < .001.  

Students in the treatment campus who received instruction fully supported by A.L.L. Charts 

answered more questions on “Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts” correctly.   Results also 

showed a significant difference in the total number of questions answered correctly in Reporting 
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Category 2, t (346) = 3.37, p < .005 when comparing the treatment and non-treatment group 

(combined campuses). Students in the treatment group who received instruction supported by 

A.L.L. Charts in conjunction with the existing campus reading initiative in place answered more 

questions on “Understanding/Analysis of Literary Texts” correctly. 

  A final set of independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if there was a 

significant difference in the total number of questions answered correctly in Reporting Category 

3.  Results depicted a significance between the treatment and non-treatment campus, t (109) = 

3.01, p < .005.  Students in the treatment campus who received instruction fully supported by 

A.L.L. Charts answered more questions on “Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts” 

correctly.   Results also showed a significant difference in the total number of questions 

answered correctly in Reporting Category 3, t (346) = 2.96, p < .005 when comparing the 

treatment and non-treatment group (combined campuses). Students in the treatment group who 

received instruction supported by A.L.L. Charts along with existing campus reading initiative 

answered more questions on “Understanding/Analysis of Informational Texts” correctly. 

 Discussion. Fisher and Frey (2013) noted the importance of scaffolding, think-alouds, 

conferencing, and the use of varied literature when preparing students in approaching reading-

simple or complex. The rigor in reading is actually transferred to the rigor in teaching about 

reading using these suggestive practices.  In using A.L.L. Charts, teachers guide the instruction 

by asking questions, conferencing with students, and analyzing results from both formal and 

informal assessments, and, based on the data gathered, teachers develop the instructional plan for 

each chart focusing on the needs of their students. The literacy chart is also designed to be 

recursive, providing students the opportunity to master a strategy or concept at a higher 

proficiency level and not forget in how to apply it. This is done across all genres; therefore, when 
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using A.L.L. Charts, students are better able to meet the components of understanding and 

analyzing various genres.  

 STAAR scores in comparison to State and State Title I scores.  Overall, given the analysis 

of the results of primary treatment campus A (full strength), not only did Grade 3 students 

outperform the comparing campus in overall performance within the different phases and 

reporting categories, but they also had a higher average passing rate of students who met Phase-

in I, Final Recommended and Advanced criteria when compared to State and State Title I 

schools.  

 Discussion. According to the findings, the primary treatment campus, when compared to 

the state results, had a higher percentage of students who met the criteria noted in Phase-in I with 

a difference of 12%; had a higher percentage of students who met the criteria noted in the Final 

Recommended Phase with a difference of 9%; and had a higher percentage of students who met 

the criteria noted in the Advanced Level with a difference of 7%.   

 While the primary depicted findings that surpassed campuses of the state as a whole, more 

concerning were the differences seen between the primary treatment campus and State Title I 

scores as a whole. The primary treatment campus, when compared to the state results, had a 

higher percentage of students who met the criteria noted in Phase-in I with a difference of 16%; 

had a higher percentage of students who met the criteria noted in the Final Recommended Phase 

with a difference of 45%; and had a higher percentage of students who met the criteria noted in 

the Advanced Level with a difference of 12%.   

 By 2016, all schools in the state will be expected to meet the criteria as outlined by the 

Final Recommended Phase. This would also suggest that students in Grades 3 were not only 

better able to meet the criteria of Phase-in I but were also better able to meet the criteria of the 
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Final Recommended Phase in as outlined by the State of Texas Assessments of Academic 

Readiness due to the systematic instructional framework found in using A.L.L. Charts. 

Instruction was guided by using multiple strategies and skills across genres (including 

standardized genre) in a recursive manner throughout the fiscal year.  This would also address 

the issue of whether schools should invest in programs or in teachers.  Developing A.L.L. Charts 

ran a fraction of the cost when compared to the purchasing of reading programs (online or print). 

Literature and practices were aligned to the needs reflected by individual classrooms due to the 

flexibility of the instructional framework found in using A.L.L. Charts. 

 DRA2—Comprehension. In order to investigate the likelihood that third grade students 

would meet the end of year benchmark level on the DRA2, a logistic regression analysis was 

performed to determine if the implemented instructional approach, years of teaching experience 

and teacher educational background in literacy had an impact on comprehension. The model was 

statistically significant χ2 (4) = 47.75, p < .001. A.L.L. Charts as an instructional approach were 

found to be significant. Results concluded that students who received instruction supported by 

A.L.L. Charts were 24.55 more likely to meet the end-of-the-year benchmark level in 

comprehension. 

 Discussion. According to the DRA2 Manual (2006), students must be able to demonstrate 

how well they are able to use both comprehension skills and strategies to “understand the text, 

think beyond the literal level and support thoughts with details from the text” (p. 74).  This 

would then mean that, regardless of the literature selections used to assess students, by using 

A.L.L. Charts, students would encounter multiple genres, text elements and text structures and 

would demonstrate their ability in being able to think within, beyond and about the text.  

Findings from the comprehension component of the DRA2 suggest that students in Grade 3 
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were, therefore, better able to meet the end-of-the-year criteria as outlined due to the systematic 

instructional framework found in using A.L.L. Charts.  

 Accelerated Reader Program. T-tests were conducted to compare whether or not there 

were significant differences between the reading comprehension scores in AR by students in 

Grades 1-3 for the treatment and non-treatment campus. Results reflected a significant difference 

in comprehension scores for students in Grade 1 (t (42.35) = 11.75, p <.001), students in Grade 2 

(t (97.35) = 6.10, p <.001) and students in Grade 3 (t (63.01) = 6.67, p <.001). Students in the 

treatment campus for Grades 1-3 had higher comprehension scores than students in the non-

treatment campus.  This would suggest that teachers who fully implemented A.L.L. Charts as 

their preferred instructional approach had more students who were able to more answer 

comprehension questions correctly on books independently read and on their recommended 

level. 

 T-tests were also conducted to compare whether or not there were significant differences 

between the reading comprehension scores in AR by students in Grades 1-3 for the treatment and 

non-treatment group (combined campuses). Results reflected a significant difference in 

comprehension scores for students in Grade 1 (t (335.28) = 6.64, p <.001), students in Grade 2 (t 

(389.60) = 3.65, p <.001) and students in Grade 3 (t (339.8) = 3.32, p <.005). Students in the 

treatment group for Grades 1-3 had higher comprehension scores than students in the non-

treatment group.  This would suggest that teachers who implemented A.L.L. Charts in 

conjunction with their existing reading initiative in place had more students who were able to 

more answer comprehension questions correctly on books independently read and on their 

recommended level. 

 Discussion. Recent studies have shown that students who participate in the Accelerated 
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Reader program have little to no gains in reading achievement and were found to score lower 

than their counterparts (Krashen, 2003; Melton et al., 2004). One of the drawbacks reported in 

using the Accelerated Reader Program was the level and type of questions found in the system 

identified as being literal questions rather than inferential types of questions. This type of 

questioning causes great concern since students are being asked to think on a more critical level 

in regards to their readings. 

Another drawback reported in using the program was that proficient readers were found 

to be reading less difficult or lengthy books to earn more points more quickly (Johnson & 

Howard, 2003).  This could also cause great concern should students begin to exhibit behaviors 

towards reading that defeat other purposes (e.g., reading to gain knowledge or reading for 

personal interest) and overlook the possibilities of reading other forms of literature such as 

graphic books, comic books, trade books, poetry books, informational texts or novels due to their 

length and/or complexity to read in efforts to earn more points in a shorter time frame. 

 In using A.L.L. Charts, teachers and students in the study became more aware of various 

questioning techniques embedded in the framework of the charts, and were encouraged to use all 

levels of questioning from the revised Bloom’s Taxonomy across genres, (Krathwohl, 2002) 

along with questioning stemming from standardized assessments to provide a balance in 

questioning. Furthermore, because A.L.L. Charts were designed to use literature from various 

sources, students were then able to apply multiple level of questioning techniques to different 

types of literature that differed in length and reading levels.  The primary purpose for using the 

Accelerated Reader Program in this study was for documentation and data purposes to help drive 

literacy instruction. 
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 The results from this study reflected that grade levels 1-3 from the primary treatment 

campus and treatment group had a higher average in comprehension scores than the comparison 

campus and group in using the Accelerated Reader Program, suggesting that exposure to various 

levels of questions can be beneficial.  

Instructional curriculum standards. Independent sample t-tests were conducted to 

compare whether or not there were significant differences between fiction standards taught in 

Grades K-3 for the treatment and non-treatment campus. Results reflected a significant 

difference in standards taught for students in kindergarten (t (33) = 5.416, p < .001), Grade 1 (t 

(53) = 34.739, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (49) = 9.894, p < .001) and Grade 3 (t (51) = 31.629, p < 

.001). Students in the treatment campus for Grades K-3 were, on average, exposed to fiction 

standards more frequently than students in the non-treatment campus.  This would suggest that 

teachers who fully implemented A.L.L. Charts taught standards relevant to fiction as a genre 

more often. 

 Independent sample t-tests were conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between fiction standards taught in Grades K-3 for the treatment and non-

treatment group. Results reflected a significant difference in standards taught for students in 

kindergarten (t (141) = 13.618, p < .001), Grade 1 (t (161) = 8.612, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (172) = 

5.122, p < .001) and Grade 3 (t (163) = 13.081, p < .001). Students in the treatment group for 

Grades K-3 were, on average, exposed to fiction standards more frequently than students in the 

non-treatment group.  This would suggest that teachers who implemented A.L.L. Charts as an 

instructional approach along in conjunction with existing reading initiative in place taught 

standards relevant to fiction as a genre more often. 

 Independent sample t-tests were conducted to compare whether or not there were 
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significant differences between nonfiction standards taught in Grades K-3 for the treatment and 

non-treatment campus. Results reflected a significant difference in standards taught for students 

in kindergarten (t (33) = 7.718, p < .001), Grade 1 (t (53) = 24.176, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (49) = 

14.392, p < .001) and Grade 3 (t (51) = 27.435, p < .001). Students in the treatment campus for 

Grades K-3 were, on average, exposed to nonfiction standards more frequently than students in 

the non-treatment campus.  This would suggest that teachers who fully implemented A.L.L. 

Charts taught standards relevant to nonfiction as a genre more often. 

 Independent sample t-tests were also conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between nonfiction standards taught in Grades K-3 for the treatment and 

non-treatment group. Results reflected a significant difference in standards taught for students in 

kindergarten (t (141) = 9.478, p < .001), Grade 1 (t (161) = 12.22, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (172) = 

9.992, p < .001) and Grade 3 (t (163) = 20.380, p < .001). Students in the treatment group for 

Grades K-3 were, on average, exposed to nonfiction standards more frequently than students in 

the non-treatment group.  This would suggest that teachers who implemented A.L.L. Charts as an 

instructional approach that supported the existing campus reading initiative in place taught 

standards relevant to nonfiction as a genre more often. 

 Independent sample t-tests were conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between poetry standards taught in Grades K-3 for the treatment and non-

treatment campus. Results reflected a significant difference in standards taught for students in 

kindergarten (t (33) = 8.704, p < .001), Grade 1 (t (53) = 13.944, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (49) = 

12.039, p < .001) and Grade 3 (t (51) = 17.854, p < .001). Students in the treatment campus for 

Grades K-3 were, on average, exposed to poetry standards more frequently than students in the 

non-treatment campus.  This would suggest that teachers who fully implemented A.L.L. Charts 
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taught standards relevant to poetry as a genre more often. 

 Independent sample t-tests were also conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between poetry standards taught in Grades K-3 for the treatment and non-

treatment group. Results reflected a significant difference in standards taught for students in 

kindergarten (t (141) = 12.692, p < .001), Grade 1 (t (161) = 10.280, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (172) 

= 10.138, p < .001) and Grade 3 (t (163) = 20.976, p < .001). Students in the treatment group for 

Grades K-3 were, on average, exposed to poetry standards more frequently than students in the 

non-treatment group.  This would suggest that teachers who implemented A.L.L. Charts as an 

instructional approach that supported existing campus reading initiative in place taught standards 

relevant to poetry as a genre more often. 

 Discussion. According to the Texas Education Agency, the Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills were developed through an intricate process that includes the input of board members, 

experts, educators, and community members, which are then sent off to expert reviewers for 

feedback and recommendations. Adoption of the standards must go through legislation and must 

be approved by the Commissioner (Texas Education Agency).  Texas Essential Knowledge and 

Skills are organized in strands and are cumulative so that earlier standards continue to be 

addressed as needed. However, given the vertical alignment of these standards in Grades K-3, 

some standards were simply not addressed until students reached “a specific range of grade 

levels” (Texas Education Agency).  

 Findings from this study reflected that not only were more standards taught more 

frequently in Grades K-3 across the primary treatment campus and treatment group, but also 

reflected that, in using A.L.L. Charts, the use and exposure of specific standards were not 

restricted to certain grade levels.  In another words, students did not have to wait to learn a 
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specific strategy or skill in a certain grade level; instead, they learned that reading was a process 

that should not be interrupted by fragmented instruction that focuses on isolated skills, units of 

strategies or units of genres.  In using A.L.L. Charts, students can have the opportunity to 

develop a common language campus wide and continue to learn researched-based strategies and 

skills throughout their primary grades in a recursive manner allowing them to hone their craft of 

becoming strategic and skillful readers. 

Research Question 2 

 Elementary Reading Attitude Survey. A descriptive analysis was conducted to evaluate 

attitudes of K-3 students towards recreational, academic and overall reading in the treatment and 

non-treatment campus.  Results reflected that K-3 students in treatment campus had a stronger 

attitude in recreational reading and students in Grades 1-3 had a stronger attitude towards 

academic reading.  Results also showed that students in Grades 1-3 had a stronger attitude 

towards overall reading than students in the non-treatment campus. 

A descriptive analysis was conducted to evaluate attitudes of K-3 students towards 

recreational, academic and overall reading in the treatment and non-treatment group (combined 

campuses).  Results reflected that K-3 students in treatment group had a stronger attitude in 

recreational reading and academic reading.  Results also reflected that students in Grades K-3 

had a stronger attitude towards overall reading than students in the non-treatment group. 

 Discussion.  A number of factors contribute to the reader’s motivation and engagement, 

including goals and purposes for reading (Guthrie & Humenick, 2004); knowledge of reading 

strategies (Baker & Wigfield, 1999; Guthrie & Wigfied, 2000); interest in the topic (Guthrie & 

Humenick, 2004); and choices about what to read (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000). In using A.L.L. 

Charts, students were provided multiple opportunities to experience the literature for different 
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purposes, contribute to the selection of literature, become familiar in how to approach the 

literature and become surrounded by different types of literature (genre and medium). 

 Text sets created while using A.L.L. Charts may have also contributed to the findings 

reflecting a stronger attitude towards academic and recreational reading for the primary treatment 

campus and treatment group.  In developing text sets, all levels of readability were included and 

no title was turned away.  The researcher observed one particular text set that was noted as a title 

for future literacy charts on the lesson plans. The teacher noted that, for a text set related to their 

A.L.L. Chart that dealt with penguins, students included literature selections on penguin habitats, 

the North Pole, snow, Antarctica, interesting facts about penguins, krill, poachers, zoos, the 

Texas State Aquarium, poems on penguins, information on Pete the Penguin (Pittsburg’s first 

mascot), articles written about penguins, links to sites that had interactive media on penguins, 

suggested titles of movies, suggested apps, suggested writing activities about penguins, books on 

other animals that lived in cold habitats, Eskimos, Alaska and even Sarah Palin. 

 In using A.L.L. Charts, results from this study supported existing literature that emphasize 

how students are often more motivated in their engagement with reading when it is relevant, 

interesting and readily available (Gambrell, Wilson & Gantt, 1981). 

DRA2—engagement. In order to investigate the likelihood that third grade students 

would meet the end-of-year benchmark level on the DRA2, a logistic regression analysis was 

performed to determine if implemented instructional approaches, years of teaching experience 

and teacher educational background in literacy had an impact on motivation. The model was 

statistically significant χ2 (4) = 55.332, p < .001. A.L.L. Charts as an instructional approach were 

found to be significant. Results concluded that Grade 3 students who received instruction 
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supported by A.L.L. Charts were 30.46 more likely to meet the end-of-the-year benchmark level 

in motivation. 

 Discussion. According to the DRA2 Manual (2006), engagement consists of “the amount 

of reading, knowledge of books and authors, the variety of the materials read and personal 

awareness as a reader” (p. 68). By using A.L.L. Charts, students encountered multiple genres in 

addition to their purpose; contributed to the development of class text sets adding their own self-

selection and preferences; interacted in a social environment that prompted disclosure of their 

perceptions of the literature; and developed, knowledge in how to strategically and skillfully 

approach the literature and how to extend literature as an invitation to others outside of the 

classroom. Findings from the engagement component of the DRA2 suggest that students in 

Grades 3 were, therefore, better able to meet the end-of-the-year criteria as outlined by the 

DRA2 due to the systematic instructional framework found in using A.L.L. Charts. 

Accelerated Reader Program. Independent sample t-tests were conducted to compare 

whether or not there were significant differences between the number of books read and quizzes 

taken in AR by students in Grades 1-3 for the treatment and non-treatment campus. Results 

reflected a significant difference in the number of books read and quizzes taken in AR by 

students in Grade 1 (t (59.081) = 12.499, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (57.07) = 11.73, p < .001) and 

Grade 3 (t (109) = 2.11, p < .05).  Students in the treatment campus for Grades 1-3 on average 

read more books and took more quizzes as noted in the AR online program than students in the 

non-treatment campus.   

 Independent sample t-tests were also conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between the number of books read and quizzes taken in AR by students in 

Grades 1-3 for the treatment and non-treatment group. Results reflected a significant difference 
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in the number of books read and quizzes taken in AR by students in Grade 1 (t (172.709) = 

4.630, p < .001), Grade 2 (t (346.11) = 5.0, p < .001) and Grade 3 (t (346) = 3.05, p <.005). 

Students in the treatment group for Grades 1-3 on average read more books and took more 

quizzes as noted in the AR online program than students in the non-treatment group.   

Independent sample t-tests were conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between the number of fiction books read in AR by students in Grades 1-3 

for the treatment and non-treatment campus. Results reflected a significant difference in the 

number of fiction books read in AR by students in Grade 1 (t (38.65) = 4.73, p < .001). Students 

in the treatment campus for Grades 1 on average read more fiction books as noted in the AR 

online program than students in the non-treatment campus.   

Independent sample t-tests were conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between the number of nonfiction books read in AR by students in Grades 

1-3 for the treatment and non-treatment campus. Results reflected a significant difference in the 

number of nonfiction books read in AR by students in Grade 2 (t (118) = 2.38, p <.05) and Grade 

3 (t (95.89) = 2.97, p < .005). Students in the treatment campus for Grades 2 and 3 on average 

read more nonfiction books as noted in the AR online program than students in the non-treatment 

campus.   

 Independent sample t-tests were also conducted to compare whether or not there were 

significant differences between the number of nonfiction books read in AR by students in Grades 

1-3 for the treatment and non-treatment group. Results reflected a significant difference in the 

number of nonfiction books read in AR by students in Grade 3 (t (346) = 2.35, p <.05). Students 

in the treatment group for Grades 3 on average read more nonfiction books as noted in the AR 

online program than students in the non-treatment group.   
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 Discussion. There have been many discussions as to what motivates children (Krashen, 

2004) to read and what genre they prefer to read (Duke, 2000a, 2000b). We also know that 

students who were more engaged and motivated to read, regardless of their socio-economic 

status, outperformed their counterparts (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2002).  

 In using A.L.L. Charts, teachers are encouraged to provide students multiple opportunities 

to interact with multiple genres—those selected by the teachers and those selected by students 

themselves.  Teachers who were accustomed to using basals as their primary resource found that, 

because A.L.L. Charts incorporated a framework that relied on themes or common concepts 

across genres, literature in the basals could not fully support the chart. Therefore, teachers using 

A.L.L. Charts had to rely on other literature outside of the reading program.   

 Both the researcher and the teachers came to the understanding that books preferred by 

students were often scarce (Worthy, Moorman & Turner, 1999) or not available in school 

libraries. In the schools involved in the study, there was little to no money allotted for purchasing 

literature for all the classrooms. 

 The literature for building A.L.L. Charts was selected and gathered from all types of 

resources—both print and electronic.  Literature selections included books that were and were 

not available in the AR program, magazines, newspapers, information text, free online literature 

from sites including Barnes and Noble Studio Storytime, Storyline Online website, We Give 

Books website, Scholastic News, YouTube, and author sites with available reading selections. 

Purchased digital books (for instance Kindle) were also projected for read-alouds and for student 

devices. 

 Asides from the literature in A.L.L. Charts, students were also encouraged to contribute to 

build text sets to support the literature and learning exemplified from the literacy chart.  The 
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literature suggests that students are more likely to be motivated to read a book when there is 

personal interest, similar books from a series or author, and suggestions of titles from peers 

(Gambrell, 1996). This type of motivation was reflected during the  construction of the A.L.L. 

Charts and the coordinating text sets. Teachers reported that students were motivated in 

providing new titles for future A.L.L. Charts and that text sets were often linked to theme of the 

literacy chart, student recommendations, self-selections or titles with similar themes or authors. 

Motivation reflected on the Accelerated Reader Program may be due in part to the literature 

students saw through the use of A.L.L. Charts (McQuillan & Au, 2001).  

Explanation of Unanticipated Results 

Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) 

The fact that kindergarten and Grade 1 treatment groups did not reflect statistically significant 

gains may have been attributed to: 

• the number of literacy charts created by teachers and students in kindergarten and 

Grade 1 in combined campuses. Lesson plans provided by the teachers indicated that 

the number of charts created in kindergarten and Grade 1 averaged one chart per month 

within their partial implementation. Grade 2 teachers created two to three charts per 

month; hence Grade 2 teachers created more than double the number of A.L.L. Charts 

than kindergarten and Grade 1.   

• the failure to implement the approach as it had been designed and with fidelity. Lesson    

   plans indicated that literacy charts created in kindergarten and Grade 1 attempted to  

   address Phase I (fiction) and partial Phase III (poetry); nonfiction was attempted little to  

   none. Grade 2 attempted all phases in most of their charts.   

• the implementation of a new approach with a literacy approach already in place.  
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   Learning a new approach while concurrently implementing another complex approach  

   may have proven to be difficult.  Additional training and time may have been needed  

   for teachers in kindergarten and Grade 1 to sufficiently adapt the literacy charts with  

   the literacy curriculum in place. 

Accelerated Reading Program 

The fact that grade levels in both treatment campuses (Grades 2 and 3) and groups 

(Grades 1-3) did not reflect outcomes that were significantly significant in regards to reading 

more fiction books than the non-treatment campuses/groups may have been attributed to: 

• teachers selecting authentic literature, eBooks and contemporary literature in fiction 

which included titles that were not available in the AR system and could not be 

accounted for, and 

• students showing a greater interest in nonfiction as reflected in the results. 

 The fact that grade levels in both treatment campuses (Grade 1) and groups (Grade 1) 

did not reflect outcomes that were statistically significant in regards to reading more nonfiction 

books than the non-treatment campuses/groups may have been attributed to: 

• teachers selecting authentic literature, eBooks and contemporary literature in nonfiction 

which included titles that were not available in the AR system and could not be 

accounted for, and 

• the lack of exposure to nonfiction standards and nonfiction literature in daily 

instruction. 
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Elementary Reading Attitude Survey 

The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey was intended to analyze student perceptions on 

reading.  However, due to the low return rate for the survey, a descriptive analysis was done to 

provide general results.  While results projected information for each grade level, overall results 

could not represent the entire sample. 

Implications 

The results underscore the profound need to enrich instructional practices in 

comprehension to improve reading outcomes in both reading achievement and motivation for 

primary elementary students in Grades K-3. Through comprehension instruction and a wide 

variation of techniques, practices and strategies, students’ understanding in acquiring knowledge 

from not only texts, but from contributing individuals, can serve an integral role in everyday 

literacy practices.  Therefore, by providing a systematic framework, such as an A.L.L. Chart, 

curriculum and instructional design in literacy, with special attention towards comprehension, 

can be redesigned to include a sense of balance on several levels. 

Comprehension instruction should, therefore, have a balance in learning approaches such 

as that found in A.L.L. Charts. Gardner (1993) reminds us of the importance of providing 

children a variety of learning experiences due the fact that every student is wired differently.  

Therefore, students should be provided a literacy environment that is multimodal, social, 

supportive and engaging while encompassing the process of learning in whole group, small 

group, with partners and ultimately independently through the scaffolding component found in 

the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model. Most importantly, the social aspect of A.L.L. 

Charts is key in the learning process since it allows students not only to learn and interact with 
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others (including the teacher), but also to learn and interact with themselves—that is, to develop 

their inner literacy voice in which they are able to construct their own meaning from a text.   

Comprehension instruction should also have a balance in literature such as that found in 

A.L.L. Charts.  Teachers who desire to use children’s literature in place of traditional programs 

should feel inclined to do without the fear of compromising reading achievement (Eldredge & 

Butterfield, 1986). Research data have supported the use of a rich literature-based approach in 

terms of reading achievement (Bader, Veatch & Eldredge, 1987), and studies have proven that 

wide reading impacts student comprehension, vocabulary, fluency and writing (Krashen, 2004). 

The International Reading Association’s position statement also places emphasis on the 

importance of providing young children literature from multiple genres including picture 

storybooks, fiction, nonfiction, magazines and poetry (1999) as well as offering them in print, 

digital and multimodal formats (2014). And, while offering students access to a variety of 

literature is important, it is also worthwhile noting that providing access to literature strictly on a 

child’s instructional level is insufficient considering that interest outweighs reading levels 

(Worthy,1996).   

Comprehension instruction should have a balance in strategies and skills such as that 

found in A.L.L. Charts. As Guthrie and Alvermann (1999) stated, “In the midst of a student-

centered curriculum, however, skills need not be abandoned. Outstanding teachers embed skill 

instruction with meaningful engagements” (p.38).  Not only should children receive instruction 

supported by both strategies and skills, but they should also receive instruction that focuses on 

more than one strategy and skill.  A single skill or strategy is only effective when the instruction 

is geared towards a single child (Wigfield & Asher, 1984).  Due to the diversity in every 

teacher’s classroom and the varying levels of students, it is important to “provide daily 
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multilevel learning opportunities” so that “more children achieve the mastery over time” 

(Cunningham, Hall & Defee, 1998).  Instruction must be delicately balanced between strategies 

or skills avoiding dominance of one over the other. Research emphasizes that the amount of 

independent reading is related significantly to gains in reading achievement (Leinhardt, Zigmond 

& Cooley, 1981).  However, students must become strategic and skillful readers and know how 

to able to approach a text strategically and skillfully in order to read independently and with 

efficiency.  

Comprehension instruction should have a balance of being systematic, recursive and 

engaging, as instruction should be carefully designed to include engagement, motivation, social 

interactions, knowledge in skills and strategies and multimodal learning. Comprehension 

instruction should also be filled with connections, extensions among curricula, rigor and 

opportunities for creativity.    

Comprehension instruction should have a balance in the roles assumed in the learning 

process.  A.L.L. Charts are rooted in the R.E.A.L. Framework (see Appendices Q-R). Learning 

and teaching are viewed as a shared responsibility with interchangeable roles between students 

and teachers.   

Comprehension instruction should also have a balance in the contribution of learning.  

The learning experience should not be limited to the classroom and should be extended to 

include the school community, family community and social-media community.   

This study also suggests that school leaders, when planning for curriculum and 

instruction, emphasize that any instructional tool or approach must promote building on 

motivation, achievement, confidence and autonomy for both teachers and students.  Any 

instructional curriculum adjustments made should also lead school leaders to provide effective 
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teacher training that incorporates theory, research, and practical strategies related to fostering 

comprehension in addition to teacher input based on student needs and demands. Having 

effective and productive staff development is keen to implementing any approach. Teachers 

must, therefore, be given quality material, guidance throughout the process (modeling), various 

examples for reference and ample opportunities to apply new knowledge for better 

understanding. Most importantly, teachers must be given the opportunity to process their new 

learning, have collegial conversations and an environment that encourages learning from 

colleagues who set out to master skills and become experts rather than consultants or other 

trainers who provide a “quick fix” for literacy curriculum intervention. 

Future Research 

It is crucial that teachers remain steadfast in support of comprehension in today’s classroom. 

As Schmoker (2011) stated, “the single greatest determinant of learning is not socioeconomic 

factors or funding levels.  It is instruction.  A bone-deep, institutional acknowledgement of this 

fact continues to elude us.” (p. 7). The use of instructional approaches that impact a child’s 

comprehension development must be recognized as a critical part of school curriculum in Grades 

K-3. Studies reiterate the travesty that students encounter when a deficit in reading is reflected in 

early grades.  Simply put, without support, struggling readers rarely catch up and become a 

statistic as they encounter a literacy gap that increases as they progress through their educational 

career (The Learning First Alliance, 1998; National Reading Panel, 1999; Rashotte, Torgesen, & 

Wagner, 1997; Torgesen, 1998). Thousands of middle school and high school students face a 

“quiet crisis” in their inability to cope with academic texts (Schoenbach, Greenleaf, Cziko & 

Hurwitz, 1999) and later face “severe academic perils early in life and economic inequity later” 

(Sailors, 2008, p. 7). For these reasons and more, effective comprehension instruction needs 
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continued educational research.  As reflected in the study, an important aspect of the research is 

centered on the impact A.L.L. Charts have on primary student reading outcomes in regards to 

reading achievement and motivation.  Expansion of this study is recommended.  Suggestive 

topics that merit consideration for further research include: 

• Replicating and expanding the study to include teachers in both lower and upper grades 

(K-5).   

• Expanding the geographical region of the study to include other school districts.   

• Expanding the geographical region of the study to include other school districts in other 

states in which curriculum is informed by Common Core State Standards. 

• Redefining the research design in order to potentially gather results that provide a richer 

description of instructional experiences foregone with the implementation of Active 

Learning Literacy Charts. 

• Replicating the study to include comparisons of reading outcomes including analysis of 

ELL/Bilingual students, gender and ethnic groups in Grades K-5.   

• Enhancing the study by exploring both teacher and student efficacy for literacy 

instruction, achievement and motivation. 

• Conduct longitudinal study and include comparisons on reading outcomes addressing the 

five pillars of reading (fluency, vocabulary, phonics, phonemic awareness and 

comprehension). 

Conclusion and Final Thoughts 

The literature suggests that, while the field knows a great deal about comprehension 

instruction, knowing how to help teachers embed multiple strategies in reading instruction 
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(Block, Collins, Gambrell & Pressley, 2002; Duke, Pearson, Strachan, & Billman, 2011) while 

moving this type of instruction to what already exists in the classroom (Pressley, 2002) still 

needs to be explored.  As Dunston stated, “what we know about teaching reading and 

comprehension does not necessarily match what teachers are doing in practice” (p.137).  

The disconnect between the “know” and the “how” reveals the demand for much-needed 

research that not only documents the results of best practices for delivering effective 

comprehension instruction in primary grades, but also evaluates the effectiveness of the 

instructional design in the areas of both achievement and motivation across all types of learners. 

The findings in this research address these demands. Hence, a literacy framework that embeds 

the use of Active Learning Literacy (A.L.L.) Charts on a consistent basis provides striking 

benefits in both reading achievement and motivation for primary students in Grades K-3.   

The design of A.L.L. Charts proved to be a “silent testament” that reflected the outcomes of 

supporting the unique collection of works and thoughts created by researchers, students and 

teachers in their distinct collaboration. By increasing literacy knowledge through wide readings, 

vicarious experiences and an assortment of instructional learning possibilities, A.L.L. Charts 

provided teachers a sense of direction and heightened their awareness on how to attempt reading 

comprehension instruction in today’s classrooms. 

The design of A.L.L. Charts also proved that reading comprehension instruction can and 

should be encountered early on in primary education.  As Hoyt and colleagues (2011) claim, 

“It’s time to put to rest the outdated notions about learning to read before reading to learn” (p.4). 

Primary reading teachers must, therefore, re-conceptualize their views on what constitutes 

effective comprehension instruction within their curriculum and must thus redesign their 

curriculum to incorporate cognitive challenges, motivation and collaboration while allowing for 
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personal creation and variation in literacy (Schmoker, 2011). As Meire (2002) stated, “the 

question is not, Is it possible to educate all children well? But rather, Do we want to do it badly 

enough?” (p. 4).   

Reading teachers must also keep in mind that content carefully crafted to help students in 

reading comprehension is far superior to content that is boxed for purchase. Teachers should go 

against the grain and aim to become literacy experts versus teaching to boxed curriculums or 

commercialized programs (Allington, 2006). Readers today do not need their literacy 

experiences impeded through the use of new “commercialized reading programs-print or 

electronic” (Hoyt, Davis, Olson, & Boswell, 2011); nor do teachers and their teaching for that 

matter.  Rather, what readers and teachers need is a supportive literacy community that opts for 

quality literacy and quality time to spend with the literature and with one another. The crux of 

daily literacy comprehension instruction should not only embody the luxury of reading to 

children, with children and by children (Reutzel & Cooter, 2011); it must also include the crucial 

component as to why we, as educators, must read for children.  

And, while A.L.L. Charts may not be the solution to addressing the gap found in primary 

comprehension instruction, they serve as a map that merges existing theories, approaches and 

techniques to guide both teachers and students on their journey towards literacy—a journey that 

is no longer bound by a single book, a single genre, a single approach, or a single mind.  
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Appendix H- Elementary Reading Attitude Survey 

  

 

 



   
 

  241 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

  242 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

  243 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

  244 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

  245 
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Appendix J- A.L.L. Charts Analysis 
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Appendix K-State Standards Addressed by A.L.L. Charts and District Campuses 

Texas Essential Knowledge of Skills 
(TEKS)   Standards Description 

Standards addressed by non-treatment 
campuses  

All described TEKS in this figure are fully 
addressed by the A.L.L. Chart. 

K 1 2 3 # K-3 

 
Reading Strategies 

K.4 A, 
K.10 D 1.4 A 2.3 A 3.2 A 1 use ideas to make and confirm predictions 

K.4 B 1.4 B 2.3 B 3.2 B 2 

ask relevant questions, seek clarification, 
and locate facts and details about stories and 

other texts an support answers with 
evidence 

 1.4 C 2.3 C 3.2 C 3 
establish purpose for reading selected texts 

and monitor comprehension, making 
corrections and adjustments 

 Reading/Fluency 

 1.5 2.4 3.3 4 read aloud grade-level appropriate text with 
fluency and comprehension 

 Reading/Vocabulary Development 

  2.5 A 3.4 A 5 
identify the meaning of common prefixes, 
suffixes and know how they change the 

meaning of roots 

  2.5 B 3.4 B 6 
determine relevant meaning of unfamiliar 

words or distinguish among multiple 
meaning words 

  2.5 C 3.4 C 7 identify antonyms, synonyms 

K.5 D 1.6 E 2.5 D 3.4 E 8 
use dictionary or glossary to determine 

meaning, syllabication and pronunciation of 
unknown words 

 
Reading/Comprehension of Literary 

Text 
K.6 B 9 1.7 A 2.6 A 3.5 A 9 paraphrase the themes and supporting 

details of stories 
    Standard not addressed Partial standard addressed  
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Reading/Comprehension of Literary 

Text/Poetry 

K.7 1.8 2.7 3.6 (P) 10 describe the characteristics of various forms 
of poetry and how they create imagery 

  2.8 3.7 11 
explain the elements of plot and character as 

presented through dialogue in scripts that 
are read, viewed, written or performed 

 
 

 
Reading/Comprehension of Literary 

Text/Fiction 

 1.9 NR 3.8 A 12 
sequence and summarize the plots main, 

events and explain their influence of future 
events 

K.8 B 1.9 B 2.9 B 3.8 B 13 
describe the interaction of characters 

including their relationships, traits and the 
changes they undergo 

  NR 3.8 C 14 identify whether the narrator or speaker of a 
story is first or third person 

 
Reading/Comprehension of Literary 

Text/Nonfiction 

  NR 3.9 15 

understand, make inferences and draw 
conclusions about the varied structural 

patterns and features of literary nonfiction 
and respond by providing evidence from 

text to support their understanding. 

 
Reading/Comprehension of Literary 

Text 

K.6 C 1.11 2.11 3.10 16 

understand, make inferences and draw 
conclusions about how the author's sensory 
language creates imagery in literary text and 

provide evidence. 

 
Reading/Comprehension of Literary 

Text 

 1.12 2.12 3.11 17 

read independently for a sustained period of 
time and paraphrase what the reading was 
about, maintaining meaning and logical 

order 

K.9 & 
K.10 A 1.13 2.13 3.12 18 identify the topic and locate the author's 

stated purpose in writing the text 

    Standard not addressed Partial standard addressed  
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Reading/Comprehension of Literary 
Text/ Informational or Expository 

text 
K.10 B 1.4 A, B 2.14 A, 

B 3.13 A 19 identify the details or facts that support the 
main idea 

   3.13 B 20 
draw conclusions from the facts presented 

in the text and support those assertions with 
textual evidence 

   3.13 C 21 identify explicit cause and effect 
relationships among ideas in text 

 1.14 D 2.14 D 3.13 D (text f) 22 
use text features to locate information and 
make the verify predictions about contents 

of text 

K.11 B 1.15 B 2.15 B 3.15 B 23 locate and use specific information in 
graphic features of text 

 Reading/Comprehension Skills 

RC-K A RC-1 A RC-2 A RC-3 A 24 
establish purpose for reading selected texts 
based upon own or other's desired outcome 

to enhance comprehension 

RC-KB RC-1 B RC-2 RC-3 B 25 ask literal, interpretative and evaluative 
questions of texts 

RC-K D RC-1 C RC-2 C RC-3 C 26 monitor and adjust comprehension 

RC-K D RC-1 D RC-2 D RC-3 D (F) 27 
make inferences about the text and use 

textual evidence to support understanding 
(Fiction, Expository) 

   RC-3 D (NF) 28 
make inferences about the text and use 

textual evidence to support understanding 
(Nonfiction) 

   RC-3 D (P) 29 
make inferences about the text and use 

textual evidence to support understanding 
(Poetry) 

K.8 A 
& RC-

K E 

RC-1 F 
& 1.14 

C 

RC-2 E 
& 2.14 

C 
RC-3 E (F) 30 

Summarize information in text, maintaining 
meaning and logical order 

(Fiction/Expository) 

   RC-3 E (NF) 31 Summarize information in text, maintaining 
meaning and logical order (Nonfiction) 

   RC-3 E (P) 32 Summarize information in text, maintaining 
meaning and logical order (Poetry) 

RC-K F RC-1 F RC-2 F RC-3 F 33 
make connections between literary and 

informational texts with similar ideas and 
provide textual evidence 

    Standard not addressed Partial standard addressed  
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Reading/Comprehension of Text/ 

Additional Components 

 1.10 2.10  33 distinguish between genres including fiction 
and nonfiction 

  2.9 A  34 
describe the similarities and differences in 
the plots and settings of several works by 

the same author 

  

 

 35 
identify the title, author and 

illustrator/photographer of each written 
selection 

  

 

 36 
identify the title, author and 

illustrator/photographer of each written 
selection 

ALL CAMPUSES (not an official TEK) 37 structure thoughts of understanding using 
appropriate graphic organizer 

    Standard not addressed Partial standard addressed  
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Appendix L- Standard Checklist Per Teacher 

 

 
Teacher ID: 
Campus:  

Six Weeks 

# Standards  1 2 3 4 5 6 T 
Reading Strategies        

1 use ideas to make and confirm predictions 
 

       

2 
ask relevant questions, seek clarification, and locate 

facts and details about stories and other texts an support 
answers with evidence 

       

3 establish purpose for reading selected texts and monitor 
comprehension, making corrections and adjustments 

       

Reading/Fluency        

4 read aloud grade-level appropriate text with fluency and 
comprehension 

       

Reading/Vocabulary Development        

5 identify the meaning of common prefixes, suffixes and 
know how they change the meaning of roots 

       

6 determine relevant meaning of unfamiliar words or 
distinguish among multiple meaning words 

       

7 identify antonyms, synonyms        

8 use dictionary or glossary to determine meaning, 
syllabication and pronunciation of unknown words 

       

Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text        
9 paraphrase the themes and supporting details of stories        

Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/Poetry        

10 describe the characteristics of various forms of poetry 
and how they create imagery 

       

11 
explain the elements of plot and character as presented 

through dialogue in scripts that are read, viewed, written 
or performed 

       

        Fiction    Nonfiction   Poetry 
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Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/Fiction        

12 sequence and summarize the plots main, events and 
explain their influence of future events 

       

13 describe the interaction of characters including their 
relationships, traits and the changes they undergo 

       

14 identify whether the narrator or speaker of a story is 
first or third person 

       

 

Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/Nonfiction 
       

15 

understand, make inferences and draw conclusions 
about the varied structural patterns and features of 

literary nonfiction and respond by providing evidence 
from text to support their understanding. 

       

Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text        

16 
understand, make inferences and draw conclusions 

about how the author's sensory language creates 
imagery in literary text and provide evidence. 

       

Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text        

17 
read independently for a sustained period of time and 
paraphrase what the reading was about, maintaining 

meaning and logical order 

       

18 identify the topic and locate the author's stated purpose 
in writing the text 

       

Reading/Comprehension of Literary Text/ Informational or 
Expository text 

       

19 identify the details or facts that support the main idea        

20 draw conclusions from the facts presented in the text 
and support those assertions with textual evidence 

       

21 identify explicit cause and effect relationships among 
ideas in text 

       

22 use text features to locate information and make the 
verify predictions about contents of text 

       

23 locate and use specific information in graphic features 
of text 

       

        Fiction    Nonfiction   Poetry 
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Reading/Comprehension Skills 

 
       

24 
establish purpose for reading selected texts based 
upon own or other's desired outcome to enhance 

comprehension 

       

25 ask literal, interpretative and evaluative questions of 
texts 

       

26 monitor and adjust comprehension 
 

       

27 
make inferences about the text and use textual 

evidence to support understanding (Fiction, 
Expository) 

       

28 make inferences about the text and use textual 
evidence to support understanding (Nonfiction) 

       

29 make inferences about the text and use textual 
evidence to support understanding (Poetry) 

       

30 Summarize information in text, maintaining 
 meaning and logical order (Fiction/Expository) 

       

31 Summarize information in text, maintaining meaning 
and logical order (Nonfiction) 

       

32 Summarize information in text, maintaining meaning 
and logical order (Poetry) 

       

33 make connections between literary and informational 
texts with similar ideas and provide textual evidence 

       

Reading/Comprehension of Text/ Additional Components 

       

33 distinguish between genres including fiction and 
nonfiction 

       

34 describe the similarities and differences in the plots 
and settings of several works by the same author 

       

35 identify the title, author and illustrator/photographer of 
each written selection 

       

36 identify the title, author and illustrator/photographer of 
each written selection 

       

37 structure thoughts of understanding using appropriate 
graphic organizer 

       

        Fiction    Nonfiction   Poetry 
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Appendix M-Adapted 2012 Grade 3 STAAR Conversion Table 

 
    *Adapted from the Texas Education Agency with permission. 

 

Raw 
Score 

Scale 
Score 

Phase –In 1 
 

Final *TEA Recommended 

0 736  
Level I: Unsatisfactory 

<20/40 (Below 50%) 
Indicates students are: 
 
• Inadequately prepared for the next 

grade or course 
 

• Unlikely to succeed without 
significant, ongoing academic 
intervention 

 
Level I: Unsatisfactory 

 
1 876 
2 960 
3 1011 
4 1049 
5 1080 
6 1106 
7 1129 
8 1149 
9 1168 
10 1186 
11 1202 
12 1218 
13 1233 
14 1247 
15 1261 
16 1275 
17 1289 
18 1302 
19 1315 
20 1331  

Level II: Satisfactory 
20/40 (50% or higher) 

Indicates students are: 
 
• Sufficiently prepared for the next 

grade or course 
 
• Reasonably likely to succeed but may 

need short term, targeted academic 
intervention 

21 1341 
22 1354 
23 1367 
24 1380 
25 1400 
26 1407 
27 1421 
28 1436 
29 1451 
30 1468  

Level II: Satisfactory 
30/40 (75% or higher) 

 

31 1484 
32 1503 
33 1523 
34 1555 Level III: Advanced 

34/40 (85% or higher) 
Indicates students are: 
 
• Well prepared for the next grade or 

course 
 

• Likely to succeed with little or no 
academic intervention 

Level III: Advanced 
34/40 (85% or higher) 

 
 

35 1570 
36 1600 
37 1637 
38 1688 
39 1771 
40 1911 

 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness Conversion Table 
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Appendix N- Suggestions on Effective Comprehension Instruction 

 
Suggestions on Effective Comprehension Instruction 

Year Expert or 

Affiliation 

Effective comprehension instruction 

1988 The National 
Research 
Council 

• Teach essential skills and strategies. 
• Provide differentiated instruction based on 

assessment results and adapt instruction to meet 
students’ needs. 

• Provide explicit and systematic instruction with 
lots of practice-with and without teacher 
support and feed back, including cumulative 
practice over time. 

• Provide opportunities to apply skills and 
strategies in reading and writing meaningful 
text with teacher support. 

• Don't just "cover" critical content; be sure 
students learn it—monitor student progress 
regularly and reteach as necessary. 
 

1997 Wharton-
McDonald 

• Instructional balance 
• Instructional density 
• Scaffolding 
• Integration of reading and writing activities 

 

• Classroom management 
• High expectations for all students 
• Awareness of purpose 

1999 Gambrell & 
Mazzoni 

• Teach reading for authentic, meaning-making 
literacy experiences. 

• Use high-quality literature. 
• Integrate a comprehensive word study/phonics 

into reading/writing instruction. 
• Use multiple texts that link and expand 

concepts. 
• Balance teacher-and student-lead discussions. 
• Build a whole class community that emphasizes 

important concepts and build background 
knowledge. 

 

• Work with students in small groups while 
other students read and write about what 
they have read. 

• Give students plenty of time to read in class. 
• Give students direct instruction in decoding 

and comprehension strategies that promote 
independent reading. Balance direct 
instruction, guided instruction and 
independent learning. 

• Use a variety of assessment techniques to 
inform instruction. 

2006 Allington • Reading comprehension performance, measured 
in a variety of ways, can   be significantly 
improved with effective teaching. 

• Teachers could learn to provide effective 
instruction in comprehension strategy 
development, but this required moving away 
from traditional notions of how to foster 
comprehension and away from heavy reliance 
on the teacher guides that accompanied 
textbooks that were frequently used in 
classrooms. 

• Most successful interventions developed 
strategy use through longer-term instruction and 
repeated application activity. 
 

• A handful of strategies seemed apparently 
central to improved school comprehension 
performance…six research-based strategies 
included (a) activating prior knowledge, (b) 
summarizing, (c) story grammar lessons, (d) 
imagery, (e) question generating, (f) 
thinking aloud. 

• Successful comprehension strategy 
instruction involved teaching students 
“bundles” of strategies rather than treating 
the strategies as isolated skills 
 

2011 Duke, 
Pearson, 
Strachan & 
Billman 

• Build disciplinary and word knowledge. 
• Provide exposure to a volume and range of 

texts. 
• Provide motivating texts and contexts for 

reading. 
• Teach strategies for comprehending. 
• Teach text structures. 

• Engage students in discussion. 
• Build vocabulary and language knowledge. 
• Integrate reading and writing. 
• Observe and assess. 
• Differentiate instruction. 
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Appendix O- Permission to Reprint or Modify Figures and/or Models 

 
From: ppearson@berkeley.edu 
Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
 
Sure, by all means.  You know the original Pearson-Gallagher citation, right?  1983. 
 
Many versions since then.  Here is a powerpoint on the various iterations: 
 
pdp 
 
 
On Feb 5, 2014, Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> wrote: 
 
Good evening Dr. Pearson, 
 
I am writing in regards to one of your many works that I'd like to highlight in my dissertation 
(Updated gradual release of responsibility model).  
  
I was seeking permission to include your version of the model in my dissertation. All proper 
citation would be duly noted.  I wanted to provide a visual aspect of the model in order to reflect 
its intent and relevancy pertaining to instruction. 
 
It is a model that I have placed much faith in personally as a Reading Specialist and have found 
much success with not only my own instruction, but in my fellow colleagues as well. 
 
Please feel free to let me know if you need any additional information as per this request. 
  
 
Thank you for all your contributions that you continue to make towards the sector. It is much 
appreciated! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
--  
Frances Gonzalez-Garcia 
Reading Specialist 
Leon Springs Elementary 
23881 IH 10 West 
San Antonio, TX 78257 
Frances.Gonzalez-Garcia@nisd.net 
Direct line 210-397-4428 
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From: Nancy Roser <nlroser@utexas.edu>                                                                                                                            
Date: Tue, Feb 4, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
Cc: Jim Hoffman <jhoffman@mail.utexas.edu> 
 
 
Oh my goodness!  How wonderful you're thinking into text sets and theme/author studies. So are 
we in so many ways!  Please use what you need!  Good luck on your writing.  
 
On Feb 4, 2014, Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> wrote: 
 
Good afternoon, 
 
I am writing in regards to one of your many works that I'd like to highlight in my dissertation 
(Language to Literacy Program).  I am a huge fan of the Language to Literacy program and 
actually, our district (Northside), advocates its use to this day. 
 
I came across an image of a sample literacy chart in an article (The Reading Teacher) that 
showcased a matrix of literature titles and components tied to the literature.  I was seeking 
permission to develop a blank matrix with labeled components modeled after the image 
published to serve as a template example. 
 
All proper citation would be duly noted.   
 
I simply wanted to add a visual aspect in my dissertation to highlight your work pertaining to 
Language to Literacy Program. 
 
Thank you for all that you continue to do for educators and the field!  It is much appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
Frances Gonzalez-Garcia 
Reading Specialist 
Leon Springs Elementary 
23881 IH 10 West 
San Antonio, TX 78257 
Frances.Gonzalez-Garcia@nisd.net 
Direct line 210-397-4428 
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From: Carrice Cummins <carrice@latech.edu>                                                                                                                            
Date: Tue, Feb 4, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
 
 
Frances, 
 
Congratulations on reaching this milestone in your educational career!  This stage marks the 
beginning of what will soon be the end as the step stage is walking across that stage to be hooded 
-- congratulations again! 
 
I am thrilled to know that my work with GO! Charts will be a part of the important contribution 
you are making to our field.  Please feel free to develop a blank template and use the GO! Chart 
to help your further your work. 
 
Sincerely 
Carrice 
 
On 2/4/2014, Frances Gonzalez-Garcia wrote: 
Good afternoon, 
 
I am writing in regards to one of your many works that I'd like to highlight in my dissertation 
(Go! Charts).  
 
I came across images/templates of sample GO! charts used for fiction and nonfiction that 
showcased the literature and components tied to the literature.  I was seeking permission to 
develop a blank template with labeled components modeled after the image published to serve as 
a template example. 
 
All proper citation would be duly noted.   
 
I simply wanted to add a visual aspect in my dissertation to highlight your work pertaining to 
GO! Charts.  
 
Thank you so very much for your consideration and for your contributions towards the field. It is 
very much appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
Frances Gonzalez-Garcia 
Reading Specialist 
Leon Springs Elementary 
23881 IH 10 West 
San Antonio, TX 78257 
Frances.Gonzalez-Garcia@nisd.net 
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Direct line 210-397-4428 
From: Permissions <permissions@ascd.org>                                                                                                                            
Date: Tue, Feb 4, 2014  
Subject: RE: Fisher and Frey - Contact Us (Thread:1234662) 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
 
 
In response to your request below, please accept this as permission to use the referenced excerpt 
from an ASCD publication for your personal research purposes.  Should you include excerpts or 
cite content in a paper or some other report form, please credit the source accordingly.  If your 
research results in use of our content in a product or publication for commercial release, please 
contact me again to secure further rights to do so. 
 
Thank you for your interest in ASCD and good luck with your dissertation. 
  
Regards, Katy 
  
KATY WOGEC · Senior Paralegal                                                                                                 

1703 N. Beauregard Street · Alexandria, VA 22311-1714  

P 703-575-5749 · F 703-575-3926 ·  

www.ascd.org · www.wholechildeducation.org   

 

 

Good evening, 
  
I was in contact with Dr. Fisher and Dr. Frey in regards to requesting permission in using  
the Gradual Release of Responsibility model for my dissertation to highlight their work.  
Dr. Fisher referred me to you as per this request (see below). 
  
Would you please let me know if this would be possible and if there is other additional  
information that you may need on my behalf? 
  
Thank you so much for your assistance. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Frances Gonzalez-Garcia 
 
 



   
 

  260 

 
From: Ray Reutzel <ray.reutzel@usu.edu>                                                                                                                            
Date: Tue, Feb 4, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
 
Hello Frances, 
 
I see no problem with you using this figure in your dissertation with appropriate citations.  Good 
luck on your work. 
 
Ray 
 
D. Ray Reutzel, Ph.D. 
Emma Eccles Jones Endowed Chair Professor of Early Literacy 
EEJ ECERC, UMC 2605 
Utah State University 
Logan, UT 84322-2605 
Fax: 435-797-8638 
Phone: 435-797-8631 
E-mail: ray.reutzel@usu.edu 
Website: www.cehs.usu.edu/ecc 
Secretary: Nissa Boman 
Secretary Phone: 435-797-8629 
 
From: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
Date: Monday, February 3, 2014  
To: Ray Reutzel <ray.reutzel@usu.edu> 
Subject: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
 
Good evening Dr. Reutzel, 
 
 I am working on my dissertation and wanted to include a particular figure of the Gradual 
Release of Responsibility that was published in your contributions found in Best Practices in 
Literacy Instruction 4th edition.  I'd like to use this model (would give proper citation as well) to 
discuss its use and purpose for effective literacy instruction.  
 
I wanted to get your approval prior to its inclusion as professional courtesy. 
 
Thank you again for your contributions towards the field.  Your work is very much appreciated. 
 
Sincerely, 
Frances Gonzalez-Garcia 
Reading Specialist 
Leon Springs Elementary 
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From: Elmore, Richard F.< richard_elmore@gse.harvard.edu> 
Date: Tue, Feb 4, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
 
 

  
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

Permission granted.  Thank you for asking. 
 
R./ 

 
From: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia [frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net] 
Sent: Monday, February 03, 2014  
To: Elmore, Richard F. 
Subject: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation  
 
Hello Dr. Elmore, 
 
I am a fan of your work and attended a meeting at Trinity University in San Antonio in which 
one of your colleagues shared the concept of the Instructional Core Model to our cohort.  
 
I am working on my final stages of my dissertation and wanted to include a figure of your model 
to discuss its relevancy and need to our professional sector in regards to professional 
development and curriculum. 
 
I wanted to get your approval prior to its inclusion out of professional courtesy. 
 
Thank you again for your contributions to the field! 
 
Sincerely, 
Frances Gonzalez-Garcia 
Reading Specialist 
Leon Springs Elementary 
23881 IH 10 West 
San Antonio, TX 78257 
Frances.Gonzalez-Garcia@nisd.net 
Direct line 210-397-4428 
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On Tue, Feb 4, 2014, Dr. Jack Cassidy 
 <drjackcassidy@gmail.com>  wrote:                                                                                                                          
 
Of course, you have my permission. Good luck. 
 
Jack Cassidy 
-- 
 
On Tue, Feb 4, 2014, Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <francesgonzalezgarcia@gmail.com>  wrote:                                                                                                                          
 
Good afternoon Dr. Cassidy, 
  
I am writing in regards to one of your many works that I'd like to highlight in my dissertation 
(What's Hot, What's Not).  
  
I was seeking permission to adapt and compile the results from 2000-2013 pertaining to 
"comprehension" and develop one table reflecting results in order to add a visual aspect to my 
dissertation. 
  
All proper citation would be duly noted.  I simply wanted to embed your work into my 
dissertation to reflect the importance and value experts have towards comprehension. 
 
Thank you again for all that you continue to do for the education sector! It is so very much 
appreciated. 
 
 
Your former student, 
Frances :) 
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From: Nell K. Duke < nkduke@umich.edu>                                                                                                                            
Date: Thurs, Feb 6, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
 
Hi Frances, 
 
The version on page 228 of the Handbook belongs, I believe, to Guilford Press (though it should 
credit the other sources in the Figure caption). I am cc'ing someone from Guilford, Craig 
Thomas, who can help you with a permission to reprint request. If that doesn't work, I believe 
you can use without permission (though I could be wrong) the version in: 
 
Shanahan, T., Callison, K., Carriere, C., Duke, N. K., Pearson, P. D., Schatschneider, C., & 
Torgesen, J. (2010).Improving reading comprehension in kindergarten through 3rd grade: A 
practice guide (NCEE 2010-4038). Washington, DC: National Center for Education Evaluation 
and Regional Assistance, Institute of Education Sciences, U.S. Department of Education. 
Retrieved from whatworks.ed.gov/publications/practiceguides. 
 
 
 
 
From: Craig Thomas < Craig.Thomas@guilford.com>                                                                                                                            
Date: Thurs, Feb 6, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
 
Thanks, Nell.  
 
I hereby grant permission for Frances to use the GRR model from p. 228 of the Handbook in her 
dissertation. Please cite the book appropriately as the source for the figure.    
 
Hope you're staying warm and have some good boots this winter!  
Craig 
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From: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
Date: Mon, Feb 3, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include your work in dissertation 
To: Nell K. Duke < nkduke@umich.edu>                                                                                                                            
 
Hello Dr. Duke, 
 
I am a huge fan of your work and last saw you in San Antonio when you were invited as a 
keynote speaker.  I am working on my final stages of my dissertation and wanted to include a 
particular figure of the Gradual Release of Responsibility that you and Dr. Pearson created as an 
adaption to the original model that was published in your contributions to your most recent 
handbook.  I'd like to use this model (would give proper citation as well) to discuss its use and 
purpose for effective literacy instruction.  
 
I wanted to get your approval prior to its inclusion out of professional courtesy :) 
 
Thank you again for your contributions to the field and making the world of literacy that much 
for meaningful! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
--  
Frances Gonzalez-Garcia 
Reading Specialist 
Leon Springs Elementary 
23881 IH 10 West 
San Antonio, TX 78257 
Frances.Gonzalez-Garcia@nisd.net 
Direct line 210-397-4428 
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Permissions@guilford.com 
 
Dear Frances,  
 
Thank you for your request.  
 
Permission is hereby granted for the use requested.  
 
Any third party material is expressly excluded from this permission. If any of the material you 
wish to use appears within our work with credit to another source, authorization from that source 
must be obtained.  
 
This permission does not include the right for the publisher of the new work to grant others 
permission to photocopy or otherwise reproduce this material except for versions made by non-
profit organizations for use by the blind or handicapped persons.  
 
Credit line must include the following:  
Title of the Work, Author(s) and/or Editor(s) Name(s). Copyright year. Copyright Guilford 
Press. Reprinted with permission of The Guilford Press  
 
---  
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.  
 
Best,  
 
Mandy Sparber  
Guilford Publications  
 
 

franceslgonzalez@yahoo.com (Guilford 
Website User) 
02/03/2014 10:16 PM 

To  permissions@guilford.com 
cc   guilford2@formatease.com 

Subject Republication Permissions Request 
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Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by 
Guilford Website User (franceslgonzalez@yahoo.com) on Monday, February 03, 2014 at 
22:16:34 
----------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
name: Frances Lenore Gonzalez-Garcia 
 
inst: Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
 
 
GP_title: Handbook of Effective Literacy Instruction 
 
isbn: 978-1-4625-0941-6 
 
author: Barbara M. Taylor and Nell K. Duke 
 
author_ no 
 
chapter: Today's Comprehension Strategy Instruction: Not Your Father's Oldsmobile 
 
figures: 9.1 
 
pagenum: 224 
 
pubyear: 2013 
 
yourtitle: Dissertation:  AN IMPACT EVALUATION OF ACTIVE LEARNING LITERACY 
CHARTS ON STUDENT READING OUTCOMES 
 
yourtitle_auth: Frances Lenore Gonzalez-Garcia 
 
publisher: Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
 
pubdate: 2014 
 
other: Dissertation 
 
comments: Requesting to use Figure 9.1 on page 224 of the handbook to include in dissertation 
to discuss relevancy and impact the model has on literacy instruction. All proper citation will be 
noted. 
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Permissions@guilford.com 
 
Dear Frances,  
 
I can also grant the rights for this figure, but you will also need to reference the original source 
material from which the chart is based.  
--  
Thank you for your request.  
 
Permission is hereby granted for the use requested.  
 
Any third party material is expressly excluded from this permission. If any of the material you 
wish to use appears within  
our work with credit to another source, authorization from that source must be obtained.  
 
This permission does not include the right for the publisher of the new work to grant others 
permission to photocopy or otherwise reproduce this material except for versions made by non-
profit organizations for use by the blind or handicapped persons.  
 
Credit line must include the following:  
Title of the Work, Author(s) and/or Editor(s) Name(s). Copyright year. Copyright Guilford 
Press. Reprinted with permission of The Guilford Press  
 
Best,  
 
Mandy  
 
 

franceslgonzalez@yahoo.com (Guilford 
Website User) 
02/03/2014 10:18 PM 

To permissions@guilford.com 
cc  guilford2@formatease.com 

Subject  Republication Permissions Request 
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Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by 
Guilford Website User (franceslgonzalez@yahoo.com) on Monday, February 03, 2014 at 
22:18:34 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 
name: Frances Lenore Gonzalez-Garcia 
 
inst: Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
 
GP_title: Handbook of Effective Literacy Instruction 
 
isbn: 978-1-4625-0941-6 
 
author: Barbara M. Taylor and Nell K. Duke 
 
author_  no 
 
chapter: Chapter 9- Today's Comprehension Strategy Instruction: "Not Your Father's 
Oldsmobile" 
 
figures: 9.2 
 
pagenum: 228 
 
pubyear: 2013 
 
yourtitle: Dissertation:  AN IMPACT EVALUATION OF ACTIVE LEARNING LITERACY 
CHARTS ON STUDENT READING OUTCOMES 
 
yourtitle_auth: Frances Lenore Gonzalez-Garcia 
 
publisher: Texas A&M University-Corpus Christi 
 
pubdate: 2014 
 
other: Dissertation 
 
comments: Requesting to use Figure 9.2 on page 228 of the handbook to include in dissertation 
to discuss relevancy and impact the model has on literacy instruction. All proper citation will be 
noted. 
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From: copyrights@tea.state.tx.us. 
Date: Wed, Feb 5, 2014  
Subject: Re: Seeking permission to include work in dissertation 
To: Frances Gonzalez-Garcia <frances.gonzalez-garcia@nisd.net> 
  
The TEA Materials (hereafter called “Materials”) you requested are referenced and described in 
your email attached below are incorporated into as part of this document. 

Copyright restrictions are stated below in the TEA Copyright Notice. 
  
Service to Be Performed Description: Exactly as described below in the reprinted “original 
message” and is made part of this Permission Granted. Your use as described immediately in the 
email attached below is covered by TEA’s Copyright and Terms of Service Policy discussed 
above and reprinted below; and, you are granted the right to utilize the Materials in accordance 
with the further terms and conditions stated within this document. You may not market or sell 
TEA’s copyrighted Materials, or TEA-owned Materials that might be contained within a 
Derivative Work without an additional License Agreement from TEA. You may not give TEA-
owned materials to any other persons. 
  

·        Permission has been granted to use the STAAR conversion chart (adaption to include 
description on the side of each category to understand the components) for your 
dissertation. 

 
If you perform your activity as described in the below “original message” and attached hereto, 
then you have agreed to the terms and conditions listed within this communication. Any future 
exact replication of this activity described in the Service to Be Performed Description section 
above does require further communication with TEA. Any future changes that modify the terms 
and conditions or Service to Be Performed Description above and below stated will require you 
to contact TEA at Copyrights@tea.state.tx.us.  
  
Royalty Payment: None – Educational Purposes.   
Period: Period of the Project   
Limitation on Number of Copies Produced: Not Applicable 
  
We wish you well in your project. 
  
Norma Barrera 
Director, Purchasing and Contracts 
Agency Services and HUB Office 
Texas Education Agency 
PH: 512-463-7822 
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Appendix P- Active Learning Literacy Charts in Kinder thru Third Grade 

 
 

Note. Early phases of an Active Learning Literacy Chart in kinder (Leal, M., 2012). Polar 
cxpress (Allsburg, C.V., & Allsburg, C.V.,1985). 
         
 

 
 

 Note. Early phases of an Active Learning Literacy Chart in first Grade (Pina, B., 2012). Turtle in 
the sea (Arnosky, J., 2002). 
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 Note. Early phases of an Active Learning Literacy Chart in second grade (Randel, J., 2012). Bad 
dog, Dodger (Abercrombie, B., & Gustavson, A., 2002). 
          

 
 
Note. Early phases of an Active Learning Literacy Chart in third grade (Gonzalez-Garcia, F., 
2012). There was a coyote who swallowed a flea (Ward, J., & Gray, S., 2007).  
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Appendix Q- R.E.A.L. Model 

 
Recursive Engagement with Aligned Literacy (R.E.A.L.) Model

                    

Note .  Model serves as a visual instructional framework developed by author that depicts the 
central components of active learning and active literacy embedded into Active Learning 
Literacy Charts. 
 
 

 

 

 Teacher 

Teacher 

Student 

Student 

Central  
Theme 

Nonfiction 

Poetry 

Fiction 

R.E.A.L. Model 
Recursive Engagement with Aligned Literacy 

Informal (3D) 

Formal (2D) 

Authentic 
Literature 

Standardized 
Literature 
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Appendix R- R.E.A.L. Model Definition and Explanation 

The R.E.A.L. model is defined and discussed below: 

• The “R” in the R.E.A.L. model reflects the importance of having “recursive” learning 

occur during comprehension instruction as a customary practice. When exposure of a 

concept is done on a repeated basis, familiarity and acceptance are acquired, leading 

to an “exposure effect” (Lidwell, 2010) and mastery of a concept at a greater 

advantage through the use of repetition. With each construction of an A.L.L. Chart, 

students encounter recursive learning in multiple areas including vocabulary, text 

structures, text features, graphic organizers, reading strategies, reading skills and 

standardized strategies.   

• The “E” in the R.E.A.L. model emphasizes the need and the importance of 

intertwining engagement with comprehension instruction. As we are in an “Era of 

Engaged Learning” (Alexander & Fox, 2004), the increase in children’s attention is 

linked to instruction that is acute in novelty and movement, which motivates them to 

remember more. A.L.L. Charts endorse active learning from the initial construction of 

the chart to the finale. Engagement is done in multiple forms including engagement 

on the lines of interacting with others and engagement on the lines of interacting with 

the text. That is, learning and knowledge are elevated through the exchanges between 

the student and text, the student and teacher, the student and another student and 

finally the teacher and text. Readers (both the student and teacher) experience 

Rosenblatt’s Theory of Transaction and further extend this transaction when students 

share their interpretations with one another, with the teacher and vice versa through 

engagement and discussions. 
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• The “A” in the R.E.A.L. model indicates the importance of “alignment.” A.L.L. 

Charts are aligned not only with reading standards, but also with reader’s standards as 

well (including both the student and the teacher in this role).  That is, instruction and 

literacy are aligned with informal, formal and authentic activities.  

• The “L” in the R.E.A.L. model is the heart of the A.L.L. Charts placing great 

emphasis on the importance of understanding “literacy” and using “literature.” 

Educators are strongly encouraged to provide children high-quality literacy 

instruction which is paralleled to the importance of using high-quality literature.  

Margaret Mooney (1990), author of Reading To, With, and By Children, shared that 

books should have “charm, magic, impact, and appeal”. In order to experience books 

with these elements, it is imperative to read literature, lots of literature and a variety 

of literature! A.L.L. Charts automatically embeds a triad of multi-genre texts (fiction, 

nonfiction/information text and poetry) serving as an opportunity to read varied 

literature on a consistent basis.  Units of genre are alleviated with the use of A.L.L. 

Charts and are instead recycled through the charts.  It is imperative for students to 

realize that we live not only in a one-dimensional world (nonfiction); we live in a 

world filled with fiction and poetry as well. A.L.L. Charts also extend the invitation 

for students to develop text sets which are “collections of conceptually related 

materials” (Crafton, 1991) that “expand the role of the reader” (Hartman& Hartman, 

1993) through self-selected, varied texts.  Text sets with A.L.L. Charts are not created 

by the teacher alone; students handpick each preferred literature selection to be 

included in the class text set that include but is not limited to actual texts, audio, art, 

photographs, links to online texts, lyrics and real-world literature (e.g. newspaper 
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article clipping). Because text sets are created in partnership with the teacher, 

exposure to related pieces are provided on different reading levels, contexts and 

genres.  Thus, the inclusion of multiple forms of texts in the regular curriculum is 

essential for student to have opportunities to read purposefully and critically using a 

variety of materials on, below or above their reading level (Lankshear & Knobel, 

2003). Thus, drawing literature together that “leans on” other literature (Yolen, 1997) 

allows readers and listeners to explore the interrelationships amongst books, 

enriching the reader’s experience by enhancing interest, personal connections and 

motivation for independent reading (Roser & Hoffman, 1990). Through multiple 

texts, students are able encounter more diverse ideas and concepts than what may 

occur from being limited to one single text (Robb, 2002). 

 
 


