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Abstract

The achievement gap between African American stisosmd other races was
continuously widening. School districts acrossabentry were examining several
programs to address the issue. This study attentptexiimine the overall benefit of
summer school attendance on reading achievemevalilated the relationship between
summer school attendance and lexile levels of Afridmerican students from a low
socio-economical area, in grades one through fanticipants for the study were not
recruited as secondary data was used for the rsélre study site school district’s
secondary data from the summer school sessionldf 2@s analyzed. The data included
the spring 2012 and fall 2012 AimsWeb RCBM scoadsng with the lexile levels. The
study site school district collected lexile levata before and after summer school
instruction. The summer school program was a foeekyprogram that focused on math
and reading. The program was voluntary and anyestiid the school district was able to
attend. Data from the AimsWeb RCBM Assessment piexvitwo measures for analysis:
fluency and lexile level. The central research tjaasvas “What effect will summer
school attendance have on reading lexile level&\focan American Students from a
low socio-economic area?” This quantitative stuxlylered whether attendance in
summer school contributed to an increase in th@imgdevel, decrease in the reading
level, or no effect on the reading level. This studed secondary data from a controlled
group of students who did not attend summer scaodlan intervention group of
students who attended summer school during 20k2ahfied random sampling of 60

students from the school’s population of 343 wasdus conduct the research.



The findings of the study concluded that summeostbould have an observable
positive effect on lexile levels, significant retsullepended on the grade level examined.
The study identified a significant relationshipweén summer school attendance and fall
lexile levels for first grade and significant diféace in lexile levels of summer school

attendees versus non-attendees for first and fouaities.
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Chapter One: Introduction to the Study

Introduction

Angelou (2014) stated “Elimination of illiteracy &s serious an issue to our history
as the abolition of slavery” (p. 1). Education altofor all things to happen. It gives
students the chance to prosper and succeed. Naaonst be successful without making
a tremendous investment in educating the youtldesiis depend on the early years of
education, between birth through third grade (Trie@ 2009).
Current Issues

Elementary students today are faced with issuesrenschools have numerous
concerns. One major concern is the literacy andimgaabilities of students. Data on the
literacy and reading skills of America's childrexdicate a notable circumstance. A large
percentage of students across the nation canmbatesmbasic reading level, which is the
primary or lowest rank of understanding text thas been read. Additionally, when
considering family income levels, the figure fandgnts in low-income families is more
drastic (U.S. Department of Education, 2001).

Approximately 20% to 40% of children’s educationafeer outcomes are
jeopardized because they are not reading well énfiLane & Mercer, 1999, p. 46).
Over 10 million students are promoted to the 12#dg every year and are not able to
read at the basic reading level, which has alsédeoh increase in the dropout rate. It
appears to be that in the United States, the loigestudents are enrolled in school the

more they regress (Bennett, 1998).
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Literacy AcrosstheWorld

Viewing literacy from a global viewpoint can aidmarrowing in on smaller
components, as students throughout the world auggling with literacy issues and
concerns. At the time of this writing, there wa8®6f the world’s population considered
to be illiterate (Summer Institute of LinguisticSIL], 2014, p. 1). Out of the illiterate,
two-thirds were women. Most of the illiterate pagtidn is from developing countries
with over half the population being illiterate. lacand China have higher literacy rates in
comparison to Africa. India and China have 52% afrita has less than 40% that are
literate (SIL, p. 1). According to United NationSEducational Scientific and Cultural
Organization (2013) across the globe there werendiftibn illiterate children (p. 1).
Literacy in the United States

Consistent with data across the world, the Un8tades literacy rates were
dwindling. One out of four youths in the United tes&awere likely to grow-up to be
illiterate adults (Literacy Statistics, 2013). hretUnited States there were 32 million
illiterate adults. Out of the adults, 21% were iegdelow a 5th grade level. Over 60%
of the prison inmate population was unable to r@&e. data indicated there was a clear
connection between crime and literacy (p. 1).
Literacy in Missouri

In Missouri, the circumstances that were expegdras a whole continued.
Review of the data indicated the state of Missaahievement status had a relationship
with the specific regional area, socio-economidtpws and the race of the actual
student. The state experienced lower scores fragdests in deprived communities.

Students of minority scored lower (Missouri Depatinof Higher Education, n.d.).
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Although as a nation the literacy level was coesi8y the same, Missouri’s adult
literacy rate decreased from 13% in 1992 to 7%0032(Schremp, 2009, p. 1).

The state of Missouri assessed students yeartyg tise Missouri Assessment
Program Assessment (MAP). The scores from the 20frinunication arts data revealed
more than half of the students in the state of Misiswere meeting the expectation. The
results from the test showed over 40% of the stisderre performing at a basic or
below basic level (Missouri Department of Elemepntand Secondary Education
[MODESE], 2012).

St. Louis County

In the St. Louis County area the literacy concevasee more widespread. A
school district in the suburbs near the study®ieed data which indicated more drastic
circumstances than other districts in the stat@0i?, the school district had an
enrollment of 11, 494 students with 77.5% beingdsin American and 15.2% Caucasian
(MODESE, 2012, p. 1). The graduation rate of trstrdit was 81.6%. The MAP
communication arts data showed over 60% of studertsrd through sixth grades were
performing in the basic and/or below basic categ@mnly 33.8% of third grade, 35% of
fourth grade, and 37% of sixth grade students sicoréhe proficient and advanced
category on the MAP assessment in communicatian Attthe time of this writing, the
district had 72.6% of the total population recegviree and reduced lunch (p. 1).

School Calendar Options

Most students that attended school for the traakid 0-month calendar year

were learning at a sufficient pace and level adogrtb assessment data. However, they

tended to lose content information when not endoitheschool for the traditional 12-
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week summer break (Gambrell, 2008). The achievegemhas been traced back to the
loss in reading proficiency that happens over timaraer vacation in elementary level
grades (Alexander & Olson, 2007).

Research has indicated that there is no longeed foe traditional school
calendars. Furthermore, the traditional schoolrnzdes do not correlate with most
students’ learning patterns. Summer break fromadsaonsidered an affliction, as it
gets in the way of students’ retaining informat{@vhite, 1999). Research indicated a
drastic difference in the scoring on a standardtestiat the beginning of summer break
versus the end of summer break. Students usualhg $igher at the beginning of the
summer vacation than at the end of the summer ioac@@ooper, Nye, Charlton,
Lindsay, & Greathouse, 1996).

According to the National Association of Year Roldlication, the number of
year-round schools in the United States grew frash gver 400 in the late 1980’s to
approximately 2,880 in 1999-2000 school calendar.ye@roponents of year-round school
indicated a growing trend in extending the lendtthe school calendar. Additionally,
proponents of the year-round calendar believednigithod was cost effective and
beneficial. Advocates felt year-round schoolingemmodated more students, reduced
monetary tension, and paid teachers more moneygiC4099). Moreover, research
indicated that schools operating throughout thera#dr year were much more effective
than a traditional ten-month school year. In tlassic ten-month school year model,
summer instruction was needed to help keep studisantsing and reading at their grade

levels (Carter).
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Summer school has been implemented throughout kdstncts in the United
States to help decrease ‘summer loss’, the infoomdhat the students lose over the
summer. A good summer school program integratethdrraditional school year model,
could provide support to slowing down the summiglesihat many students experienced.
Summer school was considered to be an aid in nargotive achievement gap. Data
showed that, in a summer program, some studentd gain six months of grade levels
skills (Black, 2005). It would be beneficial for meoschools to offer summer school to
help those students who are slightly behind, esassential to keep students
academically active through the summer months (Gr2@02).

Literacy difficulties were becoming more prominantong our nations school
districts. Many states were using reading sco@® fthe third grade to project the growth
of population in state prisons, which were, attthee of Tikkanen’s (2009) writings, at a
constant.

At the time of this writing, companies offered ividual tutoring, and some
schools offered interventions for individual stuttewith reading difficulties. However, if
parents or schools did not have funds availabtsdtlprograms and services could not be
provided. Money was a major barrier for many sclistricts, even though some
schools were provided Title | funds to utilize (B4a2005).

In summary, research has indicated that childrgrogérty or of low socio-
economic areas tended to have more issues witimgeadd literacy, indicating that
summer school would be beneficial to them. Sumroleoal allowed students more

individualized instruction and assist them with #kéls in which they needed the most
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support. Struggling students would receive needdyl to assist in making progress on
state mandated assessments (Buchanan, 2007).
Background

This researcher believes one of the most impodduatational goals is learning how
to read. Being able to read allows a person to opemew worlds and opportunities. It
gives oneself the opportunity to learn informatienjoy reading, and do regular things,
such as read news articles, maps, and manuals.iMidgtuals are taught to read
without any issues or problems, but some may nepdlemental help with learning to
read (Bernhardt, Kamil, Mulaka, & Pang, 2003).

Instruction in the summer began as an economisideration when the country
shifted from an agricultural basis to an industibiasis. Many children worked jobs
during the summer, but some did not. The shift edusany city residents concern.
Members of these communities began to insist omsemactivities for students to
participate in while school was not in session. Bumallowed opportunities to
remediate learning deficits (Borman & Boulay, 2004)

High-quality summer school programs can assidisnontinuing the summer
academic slide that happens between the end adahoml year to the beginning of the
next. When traditional school begins in Augustume), reviewing previously learned
information takes up much of the teaching time ¢BJ&2005). All students suffer a loss
over the summer; however it is more evident indreth from poor families. Each
summer for these students the reading scores beloovaeand lower. The reading

difficulties continue to compile (Black, 2005).
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Special attention was required to address theiftehgap in achievement between
African American children and children of other@acAccording to data provided from
the National Assessment of Educational Progres€E®)4of 2007, only 14% of African
American students scored proficient in reading.y@8b scored in the advance category.
Over half of the African American fourth grade stats were below basic in the same
category (Lee, Grigg, & Dion, 2007, p. 15). Basgngfied incomplete mastery at the
identified grade level. Although large amountswids have been utilized to address the
concern, the problem continued. A clear picture paisted of the lack of harmony
between the education system and students of Afdeaerican ethnicity (Li, 2011).
Statement of the Problem

Some students in the United States were strugulitigliteracy difficulties. A
large percentage of kindergarten through fifth-gratlidents were not showing the
appropriate amount of success throughout a regateol year of 10 months. Research
showed if students were not able to be fluent nesalog third grade, they would possibly
not have a chance to be successful citizens iwdnkl (Tikkanen, 2009). Reading levels
have also been linked to high school dropout ratésnited States students. The dropout
rate was a rising concern in education that ne¢uléé addressed. Students ended the
regular school year term, not ready for the nearykl some cases, students were two to
three semesters behind in reading. Continuousuictgdn would be beneficial until
students were remediated and reached the appepeding grade level. Some students
required more intensive instruction than otherad8&nts do not learn at the same rate or
in the same way. Additional instructional activitiere needed to ensure that students’

needs were being met. Leaving students at a defiogading skills only allowed them to
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further disintegrate in their educational skilleagling was considered one of the most
important subjects to study in school, becauseyesidsject required students to be able
to read. If a student cannot read and comprehenditla problem, he or she will not be
able to solve for the correct answer. Readingedtiel to the fire in education, as it can
allow a student to be or not be successful inwddjext areas (Tikkanen, 2009).
Purpose Statement

The purpose of this quantitative study was to aeitee what type of potential
effect summer school had on the reading levelsfo€&n American students of a low
socio-economical area versus those who additioa#éi§hded summer school. The
researcher was interested to see if summer sctteadance would contribute to an
increase in the reading level, a decrease in thdimg level, or if the level would remain
the same as compared to students who did not adtencher school. The study utilized
secondary data from a group of students, considesede control sample, who did not
attend summer school and a group of students, demsl as the intervention sample who
attended summer school. Data from the AimsWeb Regadurriculum Based
Measurement (RCBM) assessment provided two scaregsurements of fluency and
lexile level, to be used to determined potentialtabutions. All secondary data provided
by the school district from one summer school sessf 2012 was used for the research.
The data that was collected and analyzed from stusttendance at the end of Spring
2012 and Fall 2012, AimsWeb RCBM score, and reabtirde levels. The summer
school attendance roster was included, along witbvarall school roster of students
used to identify those who did not attend summbost All data was collected from an

elementary school in St. Louis County from the gtsite school district. The elementary
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school’s population at the time of the study wa8 8tudents of which 98.8% of the
students were African American. The free and reddgech percentage was 89.9%
(MODESE, n.d., p. 1). The summer school program®weensive four-to-eight week
sessions designed to assist with reading, wriing, math.

For this study, the dependent variable was defasethe students’ lexile levels.
The independent variable was the actual summeisealtendance, which allowed
additional instruction to be provided. The studemse assessed at the end of spring for
the pre-test reading measurements and at the begiohfall for the post-test reading
measurements, provided by AimsWeb data.

This quantitative research explored the possib&iomship between summer
school and students’ lexile levels. This data malp Ischool leaders in designing summer
school programs. Federal government agencies rsayfiatl these results beneficial in
planning where to apply federal funds for most@fies results in student outcomes. This
information may allow educators to become morecgffe in their teaching and
supplementary instruction.

This research explored the methods of improvingirggliteracy levels of
students in a low socio-economical area throughofisglditional summer time
instruction. The research examined the relationsbtpreen summer school attendance
and students’ reading levels. Data was analyzagsing measured lexile level from
AimsWeb RCBM Assessment. The data can be helpfiddbool administrators from
districts with demographic characteristics simitathe study site. Findings from the
research may help school districts and adminisgatoevaluate the value of summer

school attendance for students of a low socio-eticel area.
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Significance

One benefit of this research study may be thastindy school district will be
able to verify if summer school attendance contalduo improvement of African
American students’ reading abilities. The reseanely provide the district with a
rationale to enhance summer programs to be morefibeh for students in the area of
reading. Findings from the research can be motietiens that may be used to narrow
the achievement gap between African American stisdamd non-African American
students by providing insight on strategies thatsigpport African American students.
Districts can use the data to develop Common Ctate Standards (CCSS)
implementation plans through understanding thenessyor lack of, students can make
over the summer. In society, many African Ameristudents were performing at a
lower level than other races in reading (Fryer &itte 2004). This study may help to
prove the efficacy of summer school in improvingdiag levels, and may motivate
implementation of programs to be more helpful fén@an American students of a low
socio-economical area, and contribute to a narrgwirthe achievement gap between
African American students and students of otheegateachers can use the data to
develop effective implementation CCSS plan by afigisupport for standards that were
not mastered in the school year during summerunostm. Teachers may be more able to
move students further in their instruction by idtrig standards that need to be
addressed and providing differentiated instructmaddress the standards in a timely
manner through use of summer school programs. &eaemd school districts may be
provided with insight and information to design suer reading programs to meet

students at their individual instructional levehig research may allow educators to
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understand the strength of benefits of summer dgirograms in increasing reading
levels.
Nature /Scope of Study

The study focused on first through fourth graded&n American elementary
students of a low socio-economical area. In thdysaach student’s lexile level was
reviewed before and after summer school instructtmores for students from the control
group lexile scores from the end of the school year the beginning of the school year
were evaluated. The objective was to compare séayesthe control group to those of
the intervention group. Several options, such as-yeund school, traditional school, and
traditional school with summer school will be dissed in the literature review to
provide information for which, if any, is deemedtbefor overall student success in
reading and literacy. Research of literacy fromiadogl standpoint to the local community
aspect was reviewed and examined to provide a ctaarection of the literacy concerns.
The findings included information about implemegtthe CCSS to narrow achievement
gap and increase literacy rates.
Resear ch Question

What effect will summer school attendance haveeading lexile levels for
African American Students from a low socio-econoanea?
Hypotheses

Summer school was intended to help students ine@asaintain current levels
of achievement in all subject areas. Reading dachiy were subjects examined in this
research, since both of these areas had been of amajcern in many communities,

especially low socio-economical areas. Hypotheddsessed include:
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Hypothesis# 1: The average lexile levels of African Americandsuats in grades
one through four will exceed the expected age-gpate lexile levels.

Hypothesis# 2: There will be a relationship between attendancgummer
school and reading levels of first through fourthdge African American students in a
low socio-economic area, as identified by summenwjn in lexile level provided by the
AimsWeb RCBM Assessment.

Hypothesis# 3. There will be a difference in summer growth irile levels
between the control group not attending summerddad the intervention group
attending summer school for first through fourthags, as measured by AimsWeb
RCBM.

Hypothesis# 4: There will be an increase in lexile level when canipg post-to
pre-test values for summer school attendees iregrade through four.

Definitions

AimsWeb - AIMSWeb is:

a complete web-based solution for universal scregmrogress monitoring, and

data management for Grades K-8. AimsWeb providetagee to administrators

and teachers based on accurate, continuous, st siudent assessment. It

[AimsWeDb] helps school administrators demonstratgible improvements. It

[AimsWeb] helps teachers become more effectiveraack efficient in the

classroom. Most important of all, AimsWeb helpgteate better outcomes for

students - proven by the thousands of schoolaud&@the system across the

United States and Canada today. (NCS Pearson, 2011)

AimsWeb RCBM - AimsWeb Reading Curriculum Based Measure is:
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a subtest of AimsWeb. More than 30 years of regelaas shown that listening to
a child read graded passages aloud for 1 minute@ocdlating the number of
words read correct per minute provides a highliabé and valid measure of
general reading achievement, including comprehean$m most students. This
testing practice, Reading Curriculum-Based MeasargrfR-CBM), has met the
standards for use in Reading First as determindtddfecretary of Education's
Committee on Reading Assessment and the Intervenfim assist educators in
assessing students using R-CBM, Pearson has dedehogh quality sets of
Standard Reading Assessment Passages for Grades K&t of the AimsWeb
system. Typically, there are over 30 equivalentspgss at each grade. The
passages were written by experienced educatorBedttdested, revised, and
researched by experienced educational researdifersechnical manual
describes both the passage construction proceshamditcomes with respect to
field-testing and relates to a variety of read&pfiormulae and alternate form
reliability. AimsWeb R-CBM assessments meet protesd standards for
reliability validity, and sensitivity to improvemerare research-based, and are
curriculum independent, ensuring that student aeiment is assessed equitably
regardless of curriculum differences among teacaedsschools, and/or changes
in curriculum over time and are available for Gra#ethrough 8. (Daniel, 2010,
p. 1)

Common Core State Standards (CCSS) - standards listed by grade level of

what students are expected to learn and what tesahe expected to teach to ensure
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students are ready to begin a career or startggoléter graduating from high school (In
the States, 2012, p. 1).

Lexile Measure - A lexile measure represented by a letter ‘L’ antumber on a
scale of 200L to 1600L, indicates an individuabgity to read, or represents the
difficulty in reading of a piece of text. The messis provided after a reading test has
been given to an individual or after an individhak completed a reading program. The
lexile measure considers how many times a wordeésl @and how long the sentences are
in a given passage to determine the level of difficof a text. The lexile level indicates
the targeted reading level for an individual stud&he text on a specific lexile level may
be slightly difficult for a student to read. Howey# will not cause frustration, and is
considered the approximate text difficulty whenilgelately calculated for a particular
student (Schnick & Knickelbine, 2000).

Literature Rich - Literature rich is being surrounded by printofy sort, such as
books and magazines and participating in a largetyeof writing activities and to
inspire reading and writing for several reasonskDison & DiGisi, 1998).

Reading Comprehension - Comprehension is the ability to understand antl p
meaning from text. It is a complex and collabomtprocess, in which the reader builds
meaning from the information provided in the temited with their own knowledge
(Sedita, 2008).

Reading Fluency - Is the ability to accurately decode with autaeigt, correctly
identifying the majority of words in a piece of d#ag, using expression as one reads, and

correct phrasing of words to comprehend text (Dge?@10).
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Summer Learning Loss - the educational knowledge students lose over the
summer break from school. This loss on estimatsuslly two months in reading
instruction for low or disadvantage students (Aledex, Entiwisle, & Olson, 2007, p.
167).

Summer Reading L oss- Summer reading loss, which refers to the dechne
children’s reading improvement that can happennduttie summer vacation times when
students are not in the classroom and involvednmél literacy educational programs
(McGill-Franzen & Allington, 2003).

Traditional Calendar - The traditional nine-month calendar emerged winadh
the population of the United States was part afjtioeand climate controlled
environments were limited in school buildings. Tralitional calendar school year
begins in August or early September and ends in. I8aydents are off during the
summer for approximately 12 weeks (Dixon, 2011).

Traditional School Year - The traditional nine-month calendar emerged when
over half the population of the United States was pgriculture and climate controlled
was limited in school buildings (Dixon, 2011). Tinaditional calendar school year
begins in August or early September and endeddbeiy May. Students were off during
the summer for approximately 12 weeks.

Traditional School Year with Summer School -The traditional school year with
summer school is the same as the traditional niaetimcalendar (Dixon, 2011). In
addition, there is an instructional component @tein summer time that typically last
from six to ten weeks. Several courses can be tdkgng this time frame (Summer

School Review LLC, 2009).



Summer School Correlation to Lexile Levels 16

Year- Round Calendar - This school calendar is represented when stadent
attend school the entire year with small brealsuiad throughout the calendar. Students
attend the school the same amount of days asatigional school year (McMullen &
Rouse, 2012).

Y ear- Round School Year - When students attend school the whole year with
small breaks, issued throughout the calendar. 8tad@dtend the school the same amount
of days as a traditional school year (McMullen &uRe, 2012; Southern Regional
Education Board, 2002).

Limitations-Delimitations

This study was limited to researching studentslofiasocio-economical area.
Data was from a Saint Louis County elementary sclooated in the study site school
district of research. Only data first through fougrade students was reviewed. Summer
school pre- and post-lexile levels measured by Au#els RCBM Assessment taken by an
intervention group of students who attended sunsuoleool and a control group of
students who did not attend summer school weretgatwvely analyzed for comparison.
Summary

Students who live in a low socio-economical aresenstruggling with reading,
especially when they had two months off from fors@hooling in the summer time. The
lack of reading skills was causing a negative éffecoverall education achievement for
those students struggling with reading abilitigsid8nts were not retaining information
during the seasons of the year they were not ind¢clvhich caused students to be

pushed further and further behind. Disadvantagedesits were suffering the most
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because in the summer they did not have the sateat@d to attend summer school and
receive resources that other more advantaged studemd access.

Effective summer school programs can assist ipikgestudents active through a
long summer break. The literature research will@gothe options of traditional school
calendar, year-round calendar, and traditionalrcide year with summer school to
provide an understanding of the overall calendaioap for school districts. Literacy
findings across the globe, in the United Statehénstate of Missouri, and the St. Louis
County area were considered in the literature veyimvide a connection of the overall
literacy concerns. The Missouri state initiativeG£SS implementation will be reviewed
to ensure the narrowing of the achievement gapratates to literacy. Research will
determine if offering summer school can be benafic African American students
residing in a low socio-economical area. The dalisbe reviewed to determine the
benefits, or lack of, with regard to summer schaiténdance for the identified group of

students as it relates to the students’ lexilelteve
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Chapter Two: The Literature Review

Jennison (n.d.) stated the following:
The poor and the affluent are not communicatingabse they do not have the
same words. When we talk of the millions who arkucally deprived, we refer
not to those who do not have access to good légsamd bookstores, or to
museums and centers for the performing arts, lmsetideprived of the words
with which everything else is built, the words tbaen doors. Children without
words are licked before they start. The legiorhefyoung wordless in urban and
rural slums, eight to ten years old, do not knogvrieaning of hundreds of words
which most middle-class people assume to be famdianuch younger children.
Most of them have never seen their parents reamk ¢ a magazine, or heard
words used in other than rudimentary ways relatguhiysical needs and
functions. Thus is cultural fallout caused by tih@owus circle of ignorance and
poverty, reinforced and perpetuated. Children derof words become school
dropouts; dropouts deprived of hope behave delimtyieAmateur censors blame
delinquency on reading immoral books and magazimken in fact, the inability
to read anything is the basic trouble. (p. 1)

The preceding quote emphasized the seriousnebisevlcy. The quote described how

poverty led to the development of illiteracy and #ffects of illiteracy on an individual’s

life. In urban areas, children of poverty oftenibegchool behind in their vocabulary, as

compared to other counterparts. The cycle of beetgnd can become continuous and

can lead students to dropping out of school andproductive lives (Reardon,

Valentino, & Shores, 2012).
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Chapter Two contains reviews of literature abbetgractical school calendar
options available to school districts in the Unigtdtes of America, and information
pertaining to the students’ loss of developmenhensummer months, assessing reading,
and literacy as whole. The literature review depatlear picture of the overall aspect of
literacy concerns from a global aspect and narrgwiron the study site; examining the
true urgency of supplementary support needed fac#i American students of a low
socio-economical area as it relates to readingoasdibly ways to address the matter.

Reading and literacy difficulties impact severatistal issues in the United
States, such as self-esteem issues, poverty, cumleinemployment (Roman, 2004).
Over 60% of the individuals in prison lack the &@pito read and write. Almost 85% of
the children considered juvenile lawbreakers haveestype of reading problem (Music,
2012, p. 723). Individuals with reading difficuki®ften experience more problems with
their health and may not make as much income astiho are able to read. llliterate
individuals struggle with basic concepts of livisgich as balancing a checkbook, paying
household bills, and even grocery shopping. Wheniemot able to read and understand
text, dependency on others is required to help ¢et@mgimple activities. In turn, the
support required for lack of literacy increasestafor the whole population, as more
funds are needed for welfare, prison, and progtanpsevent crime (Roman, 2004).

School administrators continuously look for wagsricrease literacy rates,
despite outside influences from home life or offapais concerns that do not happen at
school. Out of available options, it is difficutt determine which option is best for the
students, since so many different factors affagdestts in both positive and negative

ways.
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This literature review describes the practical @psi available to school districts
such as a choice between a year round calendditjdreal ten month calendar, or
traditional calendar with an additional summer stlcmmponent. Chapter Two also
includes information pertaining to students’ sumioss of information, assessing lexile
levels, global literacy, reading in the United 8&toverall reading in the state of
Missouri, effects of illiteracy, and concerns ftudents who live in a low socio-
economical area.

Global Literacy

When addressing literacy as a whole, one mustabtke big picture of the entire
world and consider how the world is ranking inrstey and reading skills. Nair, Norman,
Tucker, and Burkert (2012) defined global literasypossessing knowledge of a specific
language with great understanding and the capgabilibeing successful in the identified
society. The individual is fluent with the termsdazoncepts for the identified part of the
world.

The Programme for International Student Assessi8tA), which is an
international assessment used to evaluate reagtiregce, and math, defined reading
literacy as the ability to comprehend a piece aftem text. PISA stated that reading
literacy includes being able to examine a piecextf with careful thought, become
involved in the text to master one’s goal , andlitain knowledge to become an active
participant in the world (Education Commissionlod States, 2011).

The Survey of Adults Skills (PIACC) is a measureihtbat provides an
estimation of adult competency in literacy, numgramnd problem solving. The PIACC

has been used worldwide to evaluate literacy asdased on a 500 point scale (Survey
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of Adults Skills, 2013). Table 1 shows the findingfghe assessment. Italy’s literacy
score was 250, while Japan’s was 296. The averltegady score for the United States
was 270. The five countries that scored lower thanUnited States; Poland, Ireland,
France, Spain, and Italy. The literacy scores erRIACC indicated that 11 national
entities were performing above the United Statbéerdfore, the PIACC assessment data

leads one to conclude that the United States vgagrig behind other counterparts of the

world.

Table 1.

OCED Literacy Proficiency

National Entities Score
Australia 280.4
Austria 269.5
Canada 273.5
Czech Republic 274.0
Denmark 270.8
Estonia 275.9
Finland 287.5
France 262.1
Germany 269.8
Ireland 266.5
Italy 250.5
Japan 296.2
Korea 272.6
Netherlands 284.0
Norway 278.4
Poland 266.9
Slovak Republic 273.8
Spain 251.8
Sweden 279.2
United States 269.8

Note.Adapted from OECD.

Progress in International Reading Literacy StudR(i%) is an assessment given

to 53 educational systems across the world to geoan overall literacy score.
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Table 2.

PIRLS Reading Scale Scores: Fourth Grade, 2011

Education System Scale Score
Hong Kong-CHN 1 571
Russian Federation 568
Finland 568
Singapore 2 567
Northern Ireland-GBR3 558
United States2 556
Denmark 2 554
Croatia 2 553
Chinese Taipei-CHN 553
Ireland 552
England-GBR 3 552
Canada2 548
Netherlands 3 546
Czech Republic 545
Sweden 542
Italy 541
Germany 541
Israel 541
Portugal 541
Hungary 539
Slovak Republic 535
Bulgaria 532
New Zealand 531
Slovenia 530
Austria 529
Lithuania 2, 4 528
Australia 527
Poland 526
France 520
Spain 513
Norway5 507
Belgium (French)-BEL 2, 3 506
Romania 502
Georgia 4, 6 488
Malta 477
Trinidad and Tobago 471
Azerbaijan 2, 6 462
Iran, Islamic Rep. of 457
Colombia 448
United Arab Emirates 439
Saudi Arabia 430
Indonesia 428
Qatar 2 425
Oman 7 391
Morocco 8 310
Average Scale Score 500

Note.Adapted: International Association for Evaluat@frEducational Achievement (2011).
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Table 2 indicates the assessment scores by eachtenhal system. The average score
was 500. In comparing the data from 2011, Hong Kéhgssian Federation, Finland,
Singapore, and Northern Ireland-GBR scored highan the United States. The United
States had an overall literacy score of 556 in anspn to Hong Kong with 571.
Morocco had the lowest score of 310. When compalhtipe education systems, only
9% outperformed the United States (Martin, MuldsKennedy, 2007).

Americans were far behind international averagdsasic reading concepts
(Toppo, 2013). Additionally, the gaps were largetviieen more and less educated in the
United States of America than those of other caoesitiThe United States average
literacy scores were below the overall internatidit@racy scores of adults in 12
countries. Adults who have reading difficulty aileely to find themselves struggling to
find a career (Toppo).The United States rankingratdoeen in the top 10 countries in
reading literacy in the last 10 years, at the tahthis writing (McDonnell, 2013).

The Program for International Assessment (PI1SAg iwo-hour test given to a
sample of 15-year-olds in multiple nations. TheAR#5sessment began in 2000 and was
administered every three years to evaluate ovigihcy in reading, math, and science.
Each country received an average score after coimplef the PISA assessment. In
2009, 65 entities completed the assessment (FGes®rain, & Canadian Teachers,
2011, p. 23). The results from the data in 200@ceted the United States was 15th
among 28 of the countries and 15th of the 32 natibm2009, the United States was 12th
among the 34 countries and 15th among 65 entiMe®0Onnell, 2013, p. 1). According
to the Program for International Assessment, thigedrStates ranked 14th in reading. In

reviewing these scores, much growth is not indtat®wever, the scores appeared to
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remain consistent. In 2012, the PISA assessmeultse®ntinued to show the United
States behind other equivalents in reading, maith saience. Out of 34 OCED countries
assessed, the United States ranked 26th. The gesalines remained at the average
range as the United States ranked 17th (Devané, 20 1). The findings from the 2012
PISA indicated that Shanghai students outperforatledr countries in math, reading, and
science. The data showed Shanghai students’ slelis at least a year in advance
compared to countries like the United States, Gagmnand the United Kingdom (Brown,
2013).

Figure 1 indicates that literacy rates vary actbhegglobe. The map indicated that
several countries had 85% or more of their popuhatin the literate individuals’
category. Several countries on the literacy maplit@r@dcy rates that were much lower.

In 1997, one billion adults across the world bdtthath illiteracy. In the United
States 20% of the population was currently illiterdn Germany the rate was lower with
16% being illiterate. In the Netherlands, only 16#4he population was illiterate.
Individuals that are illiterate do not possessdki#ls to fill out a basic application for
employment. In examining this problem, India hasidied to utilize eight percent of their
education fund to address the adult literacy igsentosh, 1997, p. 88).

Some of the richest and wealthiest nations in tbddrexperience low literacy
rates. Only 1% of the United State owns over 40%hefentire wealth. “The richest two
percent of adults in the world own more than héthe global household wealth”
(Hanlon, 2006, p. 1). Wealth is mostly concentrateNorth America, Europe, and high

earning Asia-Pacific countries.
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Figure 1.Literacy RatedAcross the Globe.
Adapted from:Saint Vincent & the Grenadines Country Re' (2010).
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These countries hold about 90% of the total wondeslth. Although there is a
large percentage of wealth, only a small percentadgs the wealth. A larger percent of
individuals fall in the low and middle income cabeg and are not afforded the same
opportunities as the wealthy individuals. Wealts bhaclear connection to the literacy rate
and there is an inequity among rich and poor ceesifHanlon, 2006).

Reading in the United States

Based upon the facts, it seems apparent therelisg¥eey concerns across the
globe. Many factors possibly attributed to thiskpeon. Therefore, each entity must
address the concerns by determining exactly whestamds as a piece of the literacy
puzzle. The United States Department of Educatias eonstantly developing new
literacy plans and initiatives. Yet, the constaang and programs had not earned the
United States the proficiency expected in readliaple 3 indicates the gap between
African American and Caucasian students in theddn8tates in grades four, eight, and
twelve was narrowing in reading. However, the stistareading in the proficient
category was still low (Education Commission of 8tate, 2011).

Although the United States Commission of Educati@ue efforts to advance in
literacy, there was not much improvement (EducaBommission of the States, 2011).
Literacy in the United States was a major concas¥43% of American adults read at a

basic level or have no reading skills at all (Sctiee2003, p. 1).
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Table 3.
Percent Scoring At or Above Proficient in Readid@il NAEP

4th  Grade 8th Grade
American Indian/Alaska Native  18% 22%
Asian/Pacific Islander 50% 15%
Black 17% 3%
English Language Learner 7%
Hispanic 19% 18%
Students with a Disability 8% 11%
White 43% 44%

Note Adapted from Education Commission of the, Sta2811).

When one has low skills, functionality in sociesypiossible. However, it will be with
difficulty. Only 13% of adults in the United Stateere proficient readers. Proficient
readers possessed the skills to complete inquidirfgs and understand intricate
documents (Mettler, 2009, p. 1). Literacy skillsigd among students of different ethnic
backgrounds. African American and Hispanic studentsred high school at least three
years behind students of other ethnic groups. &tadd the Hispanic and African
American ethnic group lacked the necessary liteskdis to be career ready upon
completion of high school. As the literacy skillen# critical to the economic growth of
the United States, the labor force experiencedcchree(Mettler).

According to the 2011 NAEP, reading assessment, &78tudents in the United
States in grade four scored at or above basic (Redrdon et al., 2012, p. 21). Students

scoring at or above basic level could find inforimiatin a piece of text, make inferences,
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and use the text to prove their opinions. Overira thf the fourth grade students in the
United States scored at or above proficient. Inmeany, students scoring at or above
proficient exhibited higher order thinking skillaterpreted several texts, and were able
to draw conclusions. Out of all the fourth graderdy 8% scored in the advanced
category (p. 22). The small percentage of indivisiueho were in the advanced category
made complex inferences, demonstrated higher éraevledge base competencies, and
justified evaluations. In assessing the eighth gredhe same trend was recognized; 87%
of the eight graders scored at or above basic.l€xedr one-third of the eight graders
scored at or above the proficient level and 3%extan the advanced category (p. 22).
Missouri Literacy

Although the world and country were performing &wn literacy, Missouri
ranked in the middle in comparison to other stdtgseducational performance
(MODESE, 2012). The scores across the state shaw@ttrease in mathematics and
reading. Missouri students in the fourth and eigirides ranked in 20th and 22nd place.
Only one out of 14 Missouri graduates scored atbrenigher on an AP exam, compared
to about one in five from other states. Nearly 8,Missouri students dropped out of
school in 2012. Over one-third of students thatigeded from Missouri high schools
needed remedial courses prior to attending a elbeginiversity (MODESE, 2012, p. 2).
In 2012, Missouri ranked 47th in the nation an@@11, ranked 34tbn the National
Education Report. The drop in the ranking was dustddent performance and growth on
the NAEP exam (Walker, 2012, p. 1).

Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondaryc&tion (MODESE)

assessed students using a state assessment asfalpaMissouri Assessment Program
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(MAP). According to the MAP assessment given toctigrade in 2011, 45% of the
students scored proficient and/or advanced in conieation arts, indicating that over
half of the third graders are performing at a basid/or below basic level in
communication arts. Only 53% of the fourth gradaet or exceeded the grade level
expectation. The fifth grade students had 52%tttettor exceed the grade level
expectation. The data can lead one to concludeatiraist 50% of Missouri third through
fifth grade students are basic and/or below bas@mmunication arts (MODESE, n.d.,
p.1).
Common Core State Standards

Once a concern for literacy was established anghderstanding of the issue
formulated, a plan was necessary to assist studadtsnprove overall academic
achievement in communication arts. The educaticefalm begin after the social,
political, and economical issues were revealed frimePeters and Waterman Study in
1982 and the 1983 National Commission on Excellemé&ucation report (Watt, 2011).
Issues and concerns continued into the 1990’'s imifflementation of several concepts to
address the issues. In 2001, the study called therisan Diploma Project was launched
to prepare students for college. Through the psobegher education and career
standards were written (Watt). The American DipldPmaject came together to assist
states in closing the achievement gap between sthdénts needed to be successful in
life and the expectations to obtain a high schgabdha. From the study in 2008, a set of
standards was developed to ensure that studentd Wweyrepared for college when they
received a high school diploma. A study was conehliot 16 states to ensure the

alignment of the standards and make revisionsdafroel necessary (Watt). The



Summer School Correlation to Lexile Levels 30

Mathematical and English language arts were deambd written effectively. The set of
standards became known as the Common Core Staigafda (CCSS).

In the year 2012, the CCSS adoption took plaeistates and Washington D.C.,
in an effort to improve reading and literacy skdlsstudents in the United States. The
CCSS standards gave an outline of skills that requib be mastered in grades
kindergarten through twelve in mathematics and Ehdanguage arts. If the student
mastered the standards at each level indicated ttigestudent would be career or college
ready when graduating from high school. CCSS stalsdguided the instruction by
ensuring it was consistent and of high quality. $tendards improved student’s English
language arts skills with proper implementation fEo& Rentner, 2012).

The state of Missouri chose to adopt the standartte year 2010. The CCSS
were considered to be more rigorous than previtargdards utilized by the state. The
full adoption to the CCSS was targeted for the setiear 2014-2015 (In the States,
2012). The school districts in Missouri were expddib make sure the grade level
expectations and end of the year course examsaligreed with CCSS. Each school
district in Missouri determined their instructiomakthods, tools, textbooks, materials,
and resources. However, the tools were requiretesrly align with the CCSS. School
districts in Missouri continued to develop currizad based on the student’s needs in
their respective districts (Common Core State Stedw] n.d.).

CCSS allowed teachers to teach differently thantithditional methods. The
standards were broad and allowed the teacher éordigie the type of instruction. CCSS
instruction helped the students to meet the expent In order, to implement these

standards, school districts needed to be proa@thetaughlin & Overturf, 2012).
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Many Republicans opposed the CCSS as it was bdlignestandards did not
include important curriculum measures from the lecdity and the implementation was
unsure in the beginning of 2014 (Shapiro, 2014 )weler, in April of 2014 the
legislature adopted the amendment to allow stasdardemain in place and move
forward with full implementation for the 2014 -20%&hool year. The standards will be
revisited to ensure the appropriate benchmarksgrkace. Utilizing the CCSS students
will be assessed on the common benchmarks in tihef 2014 (Shapiro, 2014).
Resear ch Population

According to the United States Census Bureau (@16 population studied in
this research effort is located in northern St.ikd@iounty in St. Louis, Missouri. The
community is located next to the east of the M@pj@ River and north of the Missouri
River. The entire area was a total of 7.4 squatesf actual land with a population, at
the time, of 19,650 (State and County Quickfadid,(®@.

The Midwestern suburban community was part ofstiey site school district.
The study site school district was one of the largistricts in the St. Louis city area and
had 30 schools with a population of 18, 837 stusl@Research Site, 2010, p. 1).

In the community, 21.8% of the residents hadn@ome below the poverty rate.
Over 75% of the families in this area consisted témale with no husband present.
There were 27.1% of children living below poveffepur percent of the community

worked full-time jobs.



Table 4.

Communication Arts Level Descriptors for MAP
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Advanced

Proficient

Basic

Below Basic

3rd

4th

Students identify
relevant/supporting
information to make
predictions and draw
conclusions; infer word
meaning; infer main
idea; make complex
comparisons; make
complex inferences;
categorize information;

Students locate/identify
supporting details,

Students make
simple

Students locate
information in text;

obvious cause and effect; comparisons; recall identify an obvious
simple sequence of main idea; define
context clues to determineevents; make

make inferences; use
word meaning; make
comparisons; recall

detailed sequence of

and fact vs. fiction;

identify correct sequence recognize figurative

of events. Writing—
Students consistently
apply rules of Standard
English; have an
awareness of audience;
use detail effectively.
MAP score range: 673—
790.

Students make complex
inferences and
comparisons; evaluate
simple information; infer
cause/effect and word
meaning; interpret
figurative language;
identify author’s
purpose; identify
complex
problems/solutions;
explain complex main

language; draw obvious
conclusions. Writing—
Students generally use

obvious inferences
and predictions;

simple words and
phrases. Writing—
Students show

use context clues to minimal awareness
events; identify solutions determine word

meaning.
Writing—Students
use basic parts of
speech correctly in
simple sentences;

rules of Standard English; show minimal

show awareness of
audience and include
relevant details. MAP
score range: 648—672.

Students make simple
inferences; recall,

awareness of
audience and use
some detail. MAP
score range: 592—
647.

Students identify
appropriate details;

identify, and use relevant use context clues;

information; draw
conclusions; explain
figurative language and
main idea; use context

make obvious
inferences; select
vocabulary using
context clues.

clues to select vocabulary;Writing—Students

identify character traits,
sensory details, and
simple cause and effect.
Writing—Students show

ideas. Writing—Students organization and
consistently use the rulesawareness of an intended use the rules of
audience and purpose; uséstandard English.

of Standard English.
MAP score range: 691—
820.

the rules of Standard
English; use a writing

write simple letters
with an awareness
of an intended
audience and
purpose; generally

MAP score range:
612-661.

process to revise, edit, and

proofread. MAP score
range: 662—690.

of audience; attempt
to create friendly
letters.

MAP score range:
455-591.

Students locate
information in text;
recall stated
information; draw
obvious conclusions;
make simple
comparisons and
descriptions.
Writing—Students
write simple letters,
minimally use the
rules of Standard
English; attempt to
organize
information. MAP
score range: 470—
611.

Continued



Summer School Correlation to Lexile Levels 33

Table 4. Continued

5th  Students interpret and  Students interpret Students identify ~ Students

draw conclusions from figurative language; infer supporting details, locate/identify
complex information; main idea; identify problems/solutions; information in text;
analyze complex author’s purpose, point of use context clues; draw simple
characters; infer author’s view, the sequence of make obvious conclusions; make
purpose and word information, cause/effect, inferences; give obvious inferences
meaning; categorize the meaning of partial summary of and predictions;
information; make vocabulary; summarize; action. Writing—  identify character
simple evaluations and distinguish between fact Students edit for  traits. Writing—
judgments; determine theand opinion; draw Standard English. Students use correct
appropriateness of a conclusions; make MAP score range: letter writing format;
source and the accuracy inferences and 625-674. partially organize
of information. comparisons; support a information. MAP
Writing—Students position. Writing— score range: 485—
consistently use the rulesStudents use the rules of 624.
of Standard English; use Standard English;
a writing process to construct complex
organize information. sentences; edit for
MAP score range: 702— appropriate support;
840. organize information.

MAP score range: 675—

701.

Note.Adapted from MODESE: Division of Improvement/Asseent (2012).

The population had 41% who worked part-time jobs 35% who did not have a job.
The area had a 76.6% rental home rate, which measshan 25% of the community
actually owned the home in which they are residaty(Data, 2013, p. 5).

Table 4 displays the communication arts scorescatefories by grade level.
According to MODESE, in 2008 grade three had 12tB&t scored proficient or
advanced in communication arts per the Missoure8ssent Program. Fourth grade
scored 16% and fifth grade scored 22.5% in the sategory. Over 75% of the students
in grades three through five were considered tbdsic and/or below basic in
communication arts.

Table 5 indicates the MAP communication arts scoféle study site from 2008
through 2011. In 2009, third grade scored 11.7%raficient and/or advanced category.
Over 85% of third grade students were basic onbdlasic in communication arts.

Fourth grade scored 35% in the proficient and/maaded and 65% were in the basic
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and/or below basic category. Fifth grade showed 2608ting proficient and/or advanced
in communication arts with 80% scoring at basic/antdelow basic.

In 2010, third grade scored 29.5% in proficiend/an advanced category. Over
70% of the third grade students were basic and/lmwbbasic in communication arts.
Fourth grade scored 19.7% in the proficient andétvanced and more than 80% were in
the basic and/or below basic category. Fifth gttieved 34.5% scoring proficient
and/or advanced with more than 65% scoring at lzasifor below basic in

communication arts.

Table 5.

Study Site MAP Communication Arts Data 2009-2011

Grade Level Year Below Basic  Basic Proficient Advancec
Third Grade 2011 7.9 58.7 27.0 6.3
Third Grade 2010 20.5 50.0 154 14.1
Third Grade 2009 18.2 701 7.8 3.9
Fourth Grade 2011 13.1 328 26.2 27.9
Fourth Grade 2010 16.9 63.4 16.9 2.8
Fourth Grade 2009 7.0 579 246 10.5
Fifth Grade 2011 19.0 55.2 20.7 5.2
Fifth Grade 2010 6.9 58.6 19.0 15.5
Fifth Grade 2009 12.0 58.0 18.0 12.0

Note.Adapted from MODESE: Guided Inquiry/Achievemen®12).

In 2011, third grade scored 33.3% in proficient/an advanced category. More
than 65% of the third grade students were basitmamhelow basic in communication
arts. Fourth grade scored 54.1% in the proficienf@ advanced and more than 55%

were in the basic and/or below basic category éonmunication arts. Fifth grade scored
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25.9% in the proficient and/or advanced categoti Vess than 75% scoring at basic
and/or below basic communication arts.

The study site’s free and reduced lunch increased 83.01% in 2008 to 90.20%
in 2011. In 2012, the free and reduced lunch waB38. The current free and reduced
lunch percentage for the school is 87.5. The datdd one to conclude that the study site
has a high free and/or reduced lunch rate withesttedperforming low in reading.

Which Comes First, Literacy or Poverty?

Literacy and poverty are terms often interchangkdn discussing each other.
However, one must come before the other. One slomunigider whether a person’s
illiteracy led them to poverty, or poverty led dioebeing illiterate. One could ask, are all
individuals that live in poverty deemed to be ditite? And, which precedes the other?

Family structure and parents play a critical ialéteracy. Factors such as family
size, parents in homes, gender distribution, econstatus, availability of parents,
parent role models, and birth order can have majpacts on a child’s reading (Binkley,
Williams, & Westat, 1996).

At the time of this writing, the family structuhas changed drastically over the
past three decades. The typical family structure father, mother, and two children had
been overturned with changing divorce rates, unmethers, and mothers in the
workforce. All of these affects potentially contitled to the literacy scores and rates
experienced at the time (Binkley et al, 1996).

According to Binkley et al. (1996) evidence provkdt poverty handicapped
some students. Children born to impoverished cistances are less likely to attend

early childhood programs and are more likely todiained and/or dropout of school.



Summer School Correlation to Lexile Levels 36

The amount of time spent with children and monegnspn children are considered to be
investments and have ability to increase acadekills §Hartas, 2011).At the time of
their writings Binkley et al. indicated 46% of Blachildren live in poverty as compared
to 16% of White children. Students from familiespoiverty score 27 points less than the
mean for all students. Students from families oalMehave an average score of 15
points higher than the average of all studentd2p. Socio-economic factors have a
strong effect on children and their language/litgrskills. Children of low socio-
economical homes, language/literacy, and sociatldpment are weaker than those of
their peers. Despite the home instruction effoffsavents, the socio-economic status is a
factor in the child’s educational future (Binklety al., 1996).
Effectsof Illiteracy

Understanding how illiteracy evolves is importaidwever, knowing the actual
effects of illiteracy is even more important. Thare several serious negative impacts of
not being able to read on or above grade levehily grades. For example, when
students are not on grade level in reading byliid grade, they are more likely to not
graduate from high school by the age of 19. Stigdehib are reading at or above grade
level by grade three will more than likely gradufiten high school by age 19. However,
children who live in poverty for a year or more lwthe same circumstance may
experience a more drastic outcome (Hernandez, 201},

Simon (2011) stated, following review of “lllites: The Downfall to American
Society”, that the impact of illiteracy worsenstias child becomes an adult. Many
individuals who were unable to read experiencecelgray and some became

incarcerated. llliterate individuals were more tli&ely receive food stamps at a rate of
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17% to 19%, in comparison to 4% of the individual® were literate (Simon, 2011, p.
1).

The cost of illiteracy is major and continuesiger In 2012 the United States
government incurred over $300 billion dollars irstcdue to the high illiteracy rate. The
large amount of money is mostly due to the so@alises that are illiterate individuals
typically utilize, such as welfare programs, headite cost, and the judicial system
(World Literacy Foundation, 2012, p.1).

Summer Reading L oss and Disadvantaged Students

The effects of illiteracy were troubling. It wasperative to find ways to address
the overall effects of illiteracy. Therefore, unstanding the relationship between
summer reading loss and disadvantaged studentsnpastant.

While some students’ vacation plans excluded any fof education, as it is time
for pleasure, this may not have been the bestfplaihem academic-wise. Most parents,
teachers, school administrators, and students alleescited to begin their summer
vacations at the end of May or beginning of Jueetlyey were not happy to know that
the reading skills gained by students the previ@as could be lost over the summer
break. Summer reading could affect students’ ol/ezatling achievement (Mraz &
Rasinki, 2007).

Rasinki, a professor of literacy education said teaearch showed that
elementary school children could lose three monilwsth of reading progress during
summer break. According to Cooper et. al. (199@)iRki indicated it was possible to

lose one and a half years of reading achievemenagh the sixth grade, promoted by
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summer breaks from school. All younger studentshval’e some form of losing
information when not exposed to instruction duting summer (Cooper et al., 1996).

Cooper et al. (1996) stated in their research stiatystudents typically scored
lower on standardized tests at the end of sumneatioa than they did on the same tests
at the beginning of summer vacation. Their studéegaled that the greatest areas of
summer loss for all students, regardless of socomemic status, were in factual or
procedural knowledge. Low-income children and yaiperienced greater summer
learning losses than their higher income peertheswere often not in literature rich
environments. Low-income students experienced arage summer learning loss in
reading achievement of over two months (Coopel.et@ooper et al.’s studies showed
that out-of-school time was a dangerous time faupervised children and
teens. Unsupervised students were more likely ga@a in illegal alcohol and drug use.
Students of this nature will also have a highemnckaof being involved in criminal
activities. In comparison to students that are suped by responsible adults, the
students will experience a decline in grades riggpinh dropping out of school (Carnegie
Council, 1994).

Kim and White (2008) reported that in the summergent’s learning can
decline. The literacy loss is greater than the ntagh, however both can possibly
decline. Students, who do not have access to baakéteracy resources, tend to decline
even more. Young readers, who do not continuead oxer the summer, especially
those who are considered at risk, were likely selorucial ground. One summer off
could mean a whole school year of struggling acadeerformance (McGill-Franzen &

Allington, 2003).
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In the article, “Summer Reading Loss”, Mraz arasiRki (2007) discussed the
reading achievement gains of Title | reading prograThe findings indicated that
reading gains were significantly higher from fallspring when students were enrolled in
reading classes. Reading gains were lower fronmgpao fall when students were out for
the summer months and were not participating ilmskcreading programs.

Bracey (2002) stated that students from low inctenglies suffered more from
summer loss than those from middle class fami$&sdents from low socio-economical
areas were at a disadvantage. Libraries in thess alid not provide a diverse selection
of books for students to select. In other affluemas the libraries had a more abundant
source of reading material for students. The |dakieerse text worsened in the summer
time when the school libraries were closed andatiea libraries were the students’ only
option. Reading comprehension falls steeply for ioeome students, but only slightly
for wealthier kids. The achievement gap betweenwlioecan be accounted to the
information concerning access to resources forifmeme students lose in the summer
time while on summer break (Jehlen, 2008).

A study completed in a Title | school found therventions provided in the
school during the school year may not be enou@ss$est students in increasing
achievement (Bracey, 2002). The findings showetigstulents needed extra support
outside the regular school year to make gains. Semsehool could assist and be the
extra support needed. In addition, if instructiomproved in the low income schools

student achievement would also improve (Bracey).



Summer School Correlation to Lexile Levels 40

Traditional School Calendar

The traditional school calendar was most commaniyiemented throughout the
United States, compared to other calendar arranggsmdowever, whether a traditional
calendar was the most beneficial for student agment has not been proven. The
traditional nine month calendar emerged when owdrthe population of the United
States was part agriculture and climate control Magised in school buildings (White,
1999). The traditional calendar school year bemimsugust or early September and ends
the year in May. Students are off during the sumimieapproximately 12 weeks.

The traditional calendar was deemed to be relegamte most parents and
families take their vacations during the monthdwfe, July, and August, when school
was not in session. When students attended théareggthool year they were more
focused. Teachers felt the traditional calendaegawre time to prepare students to take
state mandated tests. The classroom disciplinestanignt conduct was better during the
nine month calendar year (Blankenship, 2007). Taditional calendar allowed families
to remain traditional in keeping their long, cuilsummer vacations. It also saved many
school districts money by not having to spend oostir conditioning the hot classrooms
in the summer. Most communities had student-frigiadkivities designed around the
traditional school year calendar, allowing studdrdam traditional schools to participate
(Wildavsky, 1999).

Since the traditional school calendar was implee@im the 19th century,
allowing students to be off in the summer to assistarvesting of plants, it appeared to
be outdated. Student lifestyles had definitely gjeahfrom the late 19th century, which

meant the school calendar also needed some mamifisaSchool districts that relied on
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the traditional calendar were basically relyingeocalendar traced back to over 150 years
ago (Johnson & Spradlin, 2007).

At the time of this writing, only a small percegéaof the population was
involved in the agriculture process, and traditi@@nool calendars were no longer as
beneficial. A traditional school calendar alloweéddents a long break in the summer
which went against the research which, at the tsteged that children learned better
when the instruction was continuous. The breakedasdisruption in the learning for
students (Cooper, 2003).

As previously mentioned, research indicated thertethis no longer a need for
traditional school calendars. A traditional schoalendar does not show a positive
relationship with students’ learning patterns. Extacs considered summer break a
hindrance as it seemed to get in the way of retgimformation (White, 1999). The
traditional schedule, which was considered a fgatoodel, existed because it was
convenient for administration (Doyle, 2004).

Year Round School

As summer time appeared to be a time in which sitsdexperienced a loss of
academic skills, developing programs could beateqyy to reduce the amount of
knowledge loss.

Year Round School is the scheduling of educatimséitutions that allow
students to attend classes throughout the entieadar year. Year-round schedules
deliver the same number of total days of classredatation and vacation as traditional
calendars, distributed differently throughout tleary Funding considerations favor

multi-tracking of students. Multi-tracking allowsame students to attend by having
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several sessions in progress at different timeseMtudents are able to use the same
number of classrooms, instead of constructing @gtinew schools (Multitrack, 2013).

Advocates claimed that year-round calendars tee student achievement and
allowed teachers to provide more effective instarctReports from the California
Department of Education (CDE) showed that standadifest scores increased an
average of 13.37% in reading scores following thplementation of year-round schools
(Multitrack, 2013). Conversely, opponents insigteat year-round education was
detrimental to student learning. Some school boé#frdals and studies indicated
negative impacts of schedule changes and year-redunchtion (Multitrack).

Year-round calendars can work in many ways. SoaotRegional Education
Board (2002) found that year-round schools usualy regular school sessions
throughout the year, and the session was followeal tvo or three week break. Some
year-round schools allowed for one of the weelset@ makeup session week, which
allowed students to catch up with their work. Thesgsions for struggling students
played an integral role in year-round schools. Yfeand schools disposed of issues like
low student attendance and student participati®it, gave the student breaks throughout
the school year. The year-round school possiblydcbe a helpful opportunity to
contribute to narrowing achievement gaps betwedindaand successful students
(Southern Regional Education Board, 2002).

Year-round calendars spread the time usually spestimmer break out over the
year, which allowed students to have continuousiieg. Year-round calendars
consisted of either a single track or multi-trackexdule (Kneese, 2000). In a single track,

only one session of school is taking place. Altteas and students on this plan are in
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school and vacation during the same dates. In 8-tnatk calendar, there are several
sessions taking place. In this calendar format,s@ssion may be in class, while another
session is on vacation. The multi-track methodvadid for a larger number of students to
be serviced as they would not all be present asainge time (Multitrack, 2013).

Mitchell and Mitchell (2005) reported in the mudtack year-round education
there is a naturally occurring academic segregatidhe year-round calendar. Children
in the basic or lowest achieving track were apprately a year and a half behind other
students in the highest achieving track. In thetrtrdck there are a level A, B, C, and D
track. The reading scores for the level C had tkdst performance across the
achievement. Level A and D tracks, with lower ssptead outcomes similar to those
attending a traditional school calendar. The Bkraansisted of the lowest achievement
scores. Demographic differences occurred in theiftratk model of year-round school.
The students in track B were two and half timesenikely to be poor. Track B also
included more students from non-English speakingd® In comparing the highest
achieving level of track C with the lowest achiayievel of track B, students in track B
were two times more likely to be non-Caucasianeattsl (Mitchell & Mitchell).

A year-round school calendar is a more theoreticaédule than other school
calendar options. The year-round calendar allowet&lf or more than half of the
summer break to be rescheduled throughout the sghan The calendar allowed for
students who did not maintain formal learning caéwo to three month break to retain
information learned. Learning could be expandedubh the school year to allow
students prevention of failure. Students in a yeard calendar would not have to wait

until the summer time to receive necessary helpcbuld have immediate feedback.
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During the three weeks between school sessioeigdar-round calendar, intercessions
were offered to students, to help those studentsméry need help or to catch up on
work (Stenvall, 2001). Stenvall (2001) reported filegjuent breaks in the calendar were
very satisfying. Student attendance was much biettiais calendar, also. Teachers and
students loved this calendar option for the fall &me spring holidays that were offered.
They also loved the extra winter week that wasnald off in December, which
increased the winter break to three weeks instédtedwo week allotment in the
traditional calendar (Stenvall).

Year-round school caused conflicts in family sahigdy and how children
learned. When parents in a household worked or @family structure consisted of a
single parent only, this caused a conflict with year-round schedule as parents had to
find child care for their children during the una#iy scheduled breaks. Parents usually
found themselves every six weeks looking for somegorcare for their children for the
two weeks they would be off from school. All famtlyps had to be reconsidered.
Vacation, trips to grandma’s house, enrichment iaomg, and summer camps all had to
be strategically planned (Friedi, 2009). Some parbalieved that learning loss occurred
in the first two weeks the students were away fsamool. Therefore, having frequent
two week breaks from school would only decreaséestiachievement. Extracurricular
and sporting activities suffered in this time alé@chools in the same district were not
on the same school schedule they would not betalgarticipate in activities together
(Friedi). Cooper (2003) indicated that modifying tchool calendar to year-round only

had small positive impact on students.
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Extended School Y ear

In the early 2000s, summer school was on the tdpeolist for policy makers as
an important piece in educational benefits and ckatien to education. Most Americans
experienced the traditional calendar, but somemparsechools, and policy makers were
interested in extending the school year to offenser education to students. According
to the Southern Regional Education Board (2002)elp all students succeed states
made identification of students at risk of faila@riority to provide them with help
during the school year before students fall todofrind. With proper implementation of
the programs, many students with difficulties iadimg could perform at passing levels
by the end of school in the spring. Even with tighlguality programs during the school
year, some of the lowest performing students caoldneet grade level expectations by
the end of the school year. Summer school coukbb®e students’ last chance to avoid
retention, which is known to result in continueduiee. A quality summer school
program could help struggling students improvertperformance and avoid failure
(Southern Regional Education Board, 2002).

Wenger-Pelosi (2000) reported that, with corregipgut, children can reverse
summer learning loss, and increase reading achiewvehby as much as one and a half
years. Helping students during the summer monthsesult in positive changes
(Wenger-Pelosi). A solution to summer reading Isgse get reading materials into
students’ hands and to have schools motivate stsidieming the summer, whether
through an incentive program or by keeping schibohaty doors open (Wenger-Pelosi).

All students can benefit from reading in the sumriereler (2009) reported that

if students read as few as six books during themraer vacation, they can maintain their
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current reading level. If they were to read 10@d®@oks, they could also improve their
skills. The key factor was getting students to rfeadks that interested them. Allowing
students to have access to schools’ libraries duha summer would assist in providing
students with reading materials. The implicatioheat offering summer school for
struggling students go beyond the prospect of imatedailure.

The Southern Regional Education Board (2002) stiadthe summer bridge
program used in Chicago Public Schools began i 188e program was required for all
students who did not pass the lowa Test of BasiksZk the end of the third, sixth, and
eighth grades. Students would have to attend thgr@m and then retake the test at the
end. An average of more than 23,000 students ezahhad been required to attend the
program. Third grade and sixth grade students @gthree hours per day for five days
each week and eight grade students attended faus lkeach day for five days a week.
The program lasted for seven weeks in the sumnber thile traditional school calendar
year. The teachers who worked for the program wegalar Chicago Public School
teachers. The program classes used standard ¢umnid¢or all three grade levels. The
results for the program showed an average of 4080% of students achieved passing
scores on the lowa Test of Basic Skills at the@rtie program (Southern Regional
Education Board).

Chicago’s Summer Bridge Program showed promisesas@nd opportunity for
students who failed the standardized test. Thisares indicated that participation in the
summer program gave students a short term gaitamuardized testing (Roderick, Bryk,
Jacob, Easton, & Allenworth, 1999). Brewster anddfg2000) indicated the climate of

summer school seemed to have an effect on stuel@mihg in comparison to traditional
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school year. Summer school programs offered smaklsses, more individualized
instruction, and a more relaxed learning atmosphidre experience of success during
summer school could boost the students’ confideisdearners long term. Summer
school may be the primary intervention through Wwheducators prevent cumulative
widening of the reading achievement gap (Coopeari@in, Valentine, Muhlenbruck, &
Borman, 2000).

Summer school offered students a chance to ine@@sdemic achievement and
enriched opportunities. The demand for summer dalias on the rise. Almost 10% of
all the high school and elementary student popratn America, an equivalence of five
million students, were enrolled in summer schoay8B& Railsback, 2002). There were
several programs that helped provide financial suppr summer programming. Boss
and Railsback (2002) predicted that summer schoollenent would continue to
increase for four reasons:

1) The family structures are changing to more sipglrent and working families

that need child care services during the summekh@ Policymakers indicate

concern about the educated workforce being availabtl global economic
competition; 3) More focus is being placed on tbeeterated academics
standards across the world; and 4) More focus bha@mged on the issues that
effect of the achievement gap between studentsanithiv socio-economic

background as compared to others. (p. 86)

Summer school offered students the opportunityatce a longer year of
schooling. If a concept was not mastered duringréitional year, students were given

a second chance to master it. The climate thaestadvere exposed to during summer
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school was another factor that had an effect otesits’ learning. Success in summer
school increased confidence as a lifelong leai®@mmer instruction was effective when
its concentration was on preventing learning dififies, increasing learning through
positive interactions, providing instruction in dleagroups-more individualized, and
when it required parents to be involved (Boss &l$taick, 2002). Studies have shown
that summer school and other learning problemselde§issist in narrowing the
achievement gaps between low and middle incomeestadJehlen, 2008).

A research study conducted in 11 of Baltimore, Nargl's elementary schools in
2000, which included 250 kindergarten and firsdgratudents who attended summer
school, showed that students who attended the sustheol program outscored 81% of
the students who did not attend the summer progBdack, 2005). The program success
was attributed to the fact that the students agémdgularly, emphasis was placed on
reading, phonological awareness skills were indyded undersized class instruction
took place (Black).

According to Cooper, Valentine, Charlton, and Mel$2003), since summer
school was offered after a traditional school yedendar, it was usually arranged in a
short time frame. Most districts were not suredmance about the availability of funds,
so they waited until the last minute to begin sumsefool planning. Starting late with
summer school has a potential negative effect byraviding teachers with enough time
to plan. It can also lead to delay in the arriiahstructional materials.

Some summer school programs are designed to mak@er school feel just like
a regular school year (Boss & Railsback, 2002)c&students have just completed the

regular traditional year, this may contribute taerlattendance or lack of motivation.
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When summer school is offered and the attendamperesnents are mandatory, the
accountability can lead to students feeling akeftare being punished. Then on the
other hand, it can be offered with attendance #éismgl. This could promote low
attendance in summer school programs (Boss & Railgb

Assessing Reading

Students benefit from being placed in a schoolnde that works best for them.
However, properly assessing reading determindgiptogram is successful. When
teachers are assessing reading, it is essentidhtihhahave a significant knowledge of
literacy and the development of reading. Therefsease can be made of the literate
activities students are involved with and the reagbey chose to do them (Johnston,
1997). Effective instructors are always assesdingesits to provide a rationale to adjust
their instruction through language, focus, and matethat they are using. Modifications
in instruction allow students to be challenged bedome successful learners (Lyons &
Pinnell, 2003).

Reading and application of literacy are difficalsks that include several
divisions. In order to assist students with reading imperative to identify the needs of
the student first. A formal or informal test canused to help identify the needs. Reading
fluency consists of two components: word recogniaad comprehension. The
components are assessed in two different forms.f@neof assessment is a diagnostic
test and another form is an achievement test. Tdgndstic test allows one to receive
information on the students’ strengths and wealeswe@dalatesha, 2005). An
achievement test shows how much has been learreethmved. Assessment and testing

are unique and have different properties. Assestnadiow data to be collected about the
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student’s ability; whereas, testing is used to agaesh a specific goal. Each component
of reading needs be tested separately and theanafan be assessed thoroughly
(Malatesha, 1995).
AimsWeb

AimsWeb is a reading assessment that was leatlinthar assessments in
frequency of usage in schools, at the time ofwhiing. The entire program was
computer based and it could be used for studerkmdergarten through 12th grade. The
program was developed to help in improving therurtton provided to students and the
effectiveness of teachers. Both the United StatdsGanada experienced better student
outcomes with using the AimsWeb system (Daniel (201

The AimsWeb Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) usexd as a benchmark
assessment and for ongoing progress monitoringigiva@ut the school year. The
assessment was designed to give a key pictureedbtindational skills in reading that a
student may need. The system created realisticndemts to evaluate student, class,
grade, district, and state level data (Daniel, 2010
Summary

In summary, all school calendar choices have skadrantages and
disadvantages. The structures are deemed effagpending on the kind of student
involved. This literature review has indicated thtkistudents will not benefit from each
method, though some students may. The calendafficaidin is an important topic in
education. All educators and school districts viarthake sure they are doing the best
thing for all, or if not all the majority of theluglents. School districts basically want to

see all students succeed.
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There are several factors that influence readinpliteracy. However, poverty
has an effect on reading ability. Several countihes are wealthy may not experience as
many issues with reading as poorer countries. Tineetd States and other countries are
experiencing many of the same issues with readihg.effects of illiteracy are
widespread and far-reaching.

In order to see what method may be most effectivéofnv-income and
disadvantaged students, a research study will béumted. The research study will
explore the effects of summer school and it's datien to lexile levels of African
American students of a low socio-economic areaadgs one through four. It will
provide information regarding whether summer schexdle levels increase, decrease, or
remain the same, in comparison to student achieneafetudents with the same

demographics who did not attend summer school.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Introduction

At the time of this writing, African American studks were scoring below other
races in reading across the United States. Resguliclated that the socio-economic
status played a critical role in this developmé&mtucators were seeking ways to narrow
the academic achievement gap between African Ameistudents and other races. This
guantitative study examined the potential contrdyuthe benefits of summer school
could make toward reading achievement. The reseassialuated the relationship
between summer school attendance and the folloleilkg levels of African American
students in grades one through folthre research question and Null Hypotheses used to
analyze data were:
Resear ch Question

What effect will summer school attendance haveeading lexile levels for
African American Students from a low socio-econoariea?
Null Hypothesis# 1

The average lexile levels of African American stutden grades one through four
will not exceed the expected age-appropriate ldzilel.
Null Hypothesis # 2

There will be no relationship between attendansaimmer school and reading
levels of first through fourth grade African Amaitstudents in a low socio-economic
area, as identified by summer growth in lexile lgu@vided by the AimsWeb RCBM

Assessment.
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Null hypothesis# 3

There will be no difference in summer growth irile levels between the control
group not attending summer school and the intermergroup attending summer school
for first through fourth grades, as measured by $Web RCBM.

Null Hypothesis# 4

There will be no increase in lexile level when ca@mipg post-to pre-test values
for summer school attendees in grades one thraugh f
Study Site School District

The study site school district was located inrtbgh portion of St. Louis County,
Missouri, and serviced several small municipalitise elementary school was located
in a low socio-economical area of northeastern Misis from which the secondary data
for analysis was provided.

Figure 2 shows the study site community had 79%h@homes in the area listed
as rental properties. Less than 22% of the ressdamhed the home they resided in.
Twenty-two percent of the residents with an incomeee below poverty. Twenty-seven
percent of the children were living below poveithe area had 77% of the households
noted as being single-mother households. Only 4#%etommunity had full-time jobs.
Fifty-five percent of the individuals that residedthe study site community had part-

time jobs.
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Figure 2.Demographics of Study Site Community.
Adapted from: Study-Site School District (2013)tyGiata: Poverty rate.

The school had a total population of 343 studentahich 98.8% were African
American. The free and/or reduced lunch percentae89.8%. Table 6 displays
information for demographics for the state of MissoState levels for total school
enrollment for 2010 through 2013 decreased from3a2to 888,208. The percent of
Black ethnicity decreased from 17.80% to 16.60%lose same years. The Free and
Reduced Lunch rates increased from 46.9% to 49.9%.

In comparison to the state of Missouri, for thery@asummer school
participation, 2012, the state as a whole had &6far student enroliment, with 16.60%

African American and 73.70% Caucasian. The fredandduced lunch rate was 49.9%.
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Table 6.

State of Missouri: Ethnicity and Free and/or Redutench

Missouri 2010 2011 2012 2013
Total Enroliment 892,391 889,655 886,132 888,208
Asian Percent 2.00 1.80 1.90 1.90
Black Percent 17.80 17.10 16.80 16.60
Hispanic Percent 4.00 4.50 4.80 5.10
Indian Percent 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50
White Percent 75.80 74.80 74.20 73.70
Free/Reduced Lunch (FTE) 46.9 47.8 49.5 49.9

Note.Adapted from MODESE (2012). Free and Reduced Lunch

Table 7 indicates ethnicity and the free and/ouced lunch rates for the study
site school district for the years 2010 through20#& 2013, the study site school district
had a total enroliment of 17,882 students. In 2812 humber was slightly smaller at
17,752 students. At the time of this writing thetdct had 72% African American
students and 24% Caucasian students. There weré#i®an American students and
25% Caucasian students in study year of 2012. fdeeand/or reduced lunch was 59.8%

in 2012 and decreased in 2013 to 57.2%.
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Table 7.

Study School District: Ethnicity and Free and/ordReed Lunch
Study Site School District (096088) 2010 2011 2012 2013

Total Enroliment 18,378 18,0747,752 17,882
Asian Percent 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.00
Black Percent 69.50 70.6071.30 72.00
Hispanic Percent 1.60 1.80 1.90 2.10
Indian Percent 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
White Percent 27.60 26.1025.10 23.90

Free/Reduced Lunch (FTE) Percent 55.5 576 59.8 2 57.

Note.Adapted from MODESE (2012). Free and Reduced Lunch

Study Site School Building: Demographics and Communication Arts MAP

Table 8 shows the ethnicity and the free and/onced lunch rates for the study
site building. The demographics of African Amerisatudents and free and/or reduced
lunch increased drastically when narrowing in angtudy school site. The study school
site in 2012 had 98.8% African American students @mly 0.30% Caucasian students
out of the 343 total school enroliment. The fred/anreduced lunch rate was 89.9%. In
2013, the school had 97.90% African American sttgland 0.60% Caucasian students
out of the 336 total enrollment, with 87.5% receg/iree and/or reduced lunch. The
large percentage of African American enrolimenthia study site offered a unique look
at the effects of summer school attendance onmgdelxile levels for African American

students.
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Table 8.

Study Site Ethnicity and Free and/or Reduced Lunch

Total Asian Black Hispanic Indian  White Free/Reduced
Year Enroliment (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) Lunch (FTE)
(Percent)
2013 336 0.00 97.90 0.90 0.00 0.60 87.5
2012 343 0.30 98.80 0.30 0.30 0.30 89.9
2011 418 0.20 97.60 1.00 0.50 0.70 90.2
2010 451 0.00 98.20 0.40 0.20 1.10 90.2

Note.Adapted from MODESE (2012). Free and Reduced Lunch

Table 9 shows the MAP assessment scores fromtkd@9gh 2011 for grades
three through five in communication arts. In 200#d grade scored 11.7% in the
proficient and advanced category. Over 85% of tgratle students were basic or below
basic in communication arts. Fourth grade scoréd Bbthe proficient and advanced and
65% were in the basic or below basic category édmnmunication arts. Fifth grade
showed 20% scoring proficient and advanced with 88&6ing at basic or below basic in
communication arts.

In 2010, third grade scored 29.5% in proficiend advanced category. Over 70%
of the third grade students were basic or belovichasommunication arts. Fourth grade
scored 19.7% in the proficient and advanced anckrii@n 80% were in the basic or
below basic category for communication arts. Fgitade showed 34.5% scoring
proficient and/or advanced with more than 65% sapat basic or below basic in

communication arts.
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Table 9.

Study Site MAP Communication Arts Data: 2009-2011

Grade Level Year Below Basic Basic  Proficient dvAnced
Third Grade 2011 7.9 58.7 27.0 6.3
Third Grade 2010 20.5 50.0 15.4 14.1
Third Grade 2009 18.2 70.1 7.8 3.9
Fourth Grade 2011 13.1 32.8 26.2 27.9
Fourth Grade 2010 16.9 63.4 16.9 2.8
Fourth Grade 2009 7.0 57.9 24.6 10.5
Fifth Grade 2011 19.0 55.2 20.7 5.2
Fifth Grade 2010 6.9 58.6 19.0 15.5
Fifth Grade 2009 12.0 58.0 18.0 12.0

Note Adapted from MODESE (2012). Communication Arts

In 2011, third grade scored 33.3% in proficiend advanced category. More than
65% of the third grade students were basic or béasic in communication arts. Fourth
grade scored 54.1% in the proficient and advanoédaore than 55% were in the basic
or below basic category in communication arts.hHgjitade showed 25.9% scoring
proficient and advanced with less than 75% scaairgasic or below basic in
communication arts.

The study site did meet the state required Adeg¥atrly Progress (AYP) mark
in 2011, as the students’ growth did increase augs three through five in the proficient
and advanced category. The categories of basibelpg basic decreased in percentage
as students moved into the higher categories cdrambd and proficient.

Participants
Participations for this research were not recdjites secondary data was provided

by the study site district from a low socio-econoahielementary school in the district.
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As the data was already collected by the schodtlictisa research application was
completed and approved, so the school districtccprbvide the data to the researcher.
The secondary data provided was recorded by thectli®r students who lived in the
study site area and attended the study site schbelstudy site school district gathered
the data to show pre-and post-assessment meastinessad of the spring 2012 and the
beginning of fall 2012. A random sampling of 120d&nts, 60 who attended summer
school and 60 who did not, from the 343 member aichopulation were be used. The
sampling included 15 students from each grade |&pgendix Tables Al through A8
show the lexile levels resulting from stratifiechd@m sampling.

Table Al shows the sample of the 15 first graddestts who attended summer
school. The chart notes the pre-and post-lexilellear each student. The lexile levels
ranged from Below Reading (BR), 0 to 625L for thisup of students. Table A2 shows
the sample of the 15 second grade students whadatlesummer school. The chart notes
the pre-and post-lexile level for each student. [Elxde levels ranged from 140L to 605L
for this group of students. Table A3 shows the darmapthe 15 third grade students who
attended summer school. The chart notes the pr@astdexile level for each student.
The lexile levels ranged from 60L to 650L for tgi®up of students. Table A4 shows the
sample of the 15 fourth grade students who atteedetmer school. The chart notes the
pre-and post-lexile level for each student. Théddevels ranged from 115L to 715L for
this group of students.

Table A5 shows the sample of the 15 first graddesits who did not attend
summer school. The chart notes the pre-and pose-lexel for each student. The lexile

levels ranged from BR, 0 to 360L for this groupstifdents. Table A6 shows the sample
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of the 15 second grade students who did not agandner school. The chart notes the
pre-and post-lexile level for each student. Théddevels ranged from 10L to 490L for
this group of students. Table A7 shows the samiplleeol5 third grade students who did
not attend summer school. The chart notes the migpast-lexile level for each student.
The lexile levels ranged from 130L to 885L for tgiwup of students. Table B8 shows
the sample of the 15 fourth grade students whadidcttend summer school. The chart
notes the pre-and post-lexile level for each studeme lexile levels range from BR, O to
820L for this group of students.

Developing the I ntervention

The study school district offered summer schoelrgwyear. The practice of
summer school attendance was already taking plaaetp this study. The summer
school program was a four week program focused ath 1@ind reading. Summer school
was available to any student in the school distritd could attend their school site for
summer school.

As a Reading Specialist in the school district anghrt of the retention team, the
researcher experienced first-hand that recommentdatvere made for students to attend
summer school if academic progress was below deagdt in reading. Often in the
district when students did not made progress duhedraditional calendar year it was a
requirement for those students to attend summerstt allow them to proceed to the
next grade level.

The purpose of this quantitative study was to aeitee what type of potential
effect summer school had on the reading levelsfo€&n American students of a low

socio-economical area versus those who additioa#éi§hded summer school. The
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researcher will examine if summer school attend@océributed to an increase in the
reading level, a decrease the reading level, anatant level, as compared to students
who did not attend summer school. The study uséalfdam the control group of
students who did not attend summer school andtarvention group who did attended.
Data from AimsWeb RCBM Assessment provided two espofluency and a lexile levels
were used to determine the potential contributions.

African American students from a low socio-econaharea were performing
lower than other races in different communitiesr{Rai, Gilbertson, Fox, & Provasnik,
2007). This study could potentially benefit by a@mniting to an increase in student
reading levels. This could also allow many schasiritts to evaluate if summer school
is a beneficial way to narrow the achievement gapimprove reading levels of African
American students in a low socio-economical areao8ls and school districts will be
able to use recommendations to provide reinforceémo@ts and remedial programs that
will lead African American students to be succeksfueading. As a large amount of
funds were utilized to provide summer instructithre research could provide overall
insight to show if there is a better use of fundg summer school significantly improves
reading levels. This study will also be benefiamimplementing Common Core State
Standards, as it provides the teachers and adnaitmst more opportunities to
differentiate instruction. Instructors can uselthale level to place students in the correct
level within the standards for instructional purg@simplementation will meet students
at their individual instructional level and providemore effective summer school using

the Common Core State Standards.
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Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

A study site school district research applicati@as submitted prior to the IRB
approval for Lindenwood University to gain permassto utilize secondary data from the
summer school of 2012 for research purposes. Biadaliprovided the secondary data
from the summer school program 2012 from studehtiseoidentified study site school.
The summer school program was a four week, 20-dagram that met four hours each
day. The students received instruction in mathersand reading. The primary
investigator met with school’'s administrator toe®e and review the student data.

The data included a roster of all students whkenaed summer school from the
identified school in the summer of 2012 specifyihg race, AimsWeb RCBM score with
the lexile level for May 2012 and August 2012 fostfthrough fourth grade students, and
a list of students who did not attend summer scharadhat session. Using the data, the
two groups were researched: the control groupunfestts who did not attend summer
school and an intervention group of students widocattend summer school. A stratified
random sampling of 60 students from the 343 schqmpulation was used to conduct
the quantitative research.

Data was analyzed to indicate the potential caiceidbetween summer school
attendance of African American students in gradestbrough four using the AimsWeb
assessment that provides two measures, fluencyidsyper minute and lexile levels. A
t-test for difference in means checked to see ifestitgdin the samples met or exceeded
the appropriate age target for lexile level in regdA Pearson Product Moment
Correlation Coefficient was used to check for atrehship between summer school

attendance and improvement in the reading lexilele At-test for difference in means
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was used to check for a difference in the levelsnprovement in reading lexile levels
between the control and intervention groups. Antdtest for difference in means was
used to check for potential significant improvemieettween the pre-and post-test for
reading lexile levels for both the control and m@ntion groups.

Sample Descriptive Data

For this research, the AimsWeb assessment dathddall of 2012 was used as a

post-test for comparison to the spring of 2012 peeatest. This allows comparison of
post-test results to pre-test results for bothctiv@rol group and intervention group. It
also allowed calculation of growth, measured bygaim or loss in subtracting the pre-
test lexile level from the post-test level.

Table 10.

Building Post-Test Descriptive Data: AimsWeb

Post —Test
Mean 332.29
Standard Error 18.77
Median 305.00
Mode 120.00
Standard Deviation 205.58
Sample Variance 42261.30
Kurtosis -0.31
Skewness 0.51
Range 885
Minimum 0
Maximum 885
Sum 39875
Count 120

Note. n=120
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Table 10 shows the descriptive information andjeanf the post-test scores for
the entire sample of 120 students used in the r&seahe data includes 60 scores for
students who attended summer school and 60 saaresiflents who did not attend
summer school. The average mean score was 332h2%ange was 885. The minimum
score was 0 and the maximum score was 885, withnalard deviation of 205.58. The
mode was 205.58.

Table 11.

Building Pre-Test Descriptive Data: AimsWeb

Pre-test
Mean 341.92
Standard Error 20.42
Median 342.50
Mode 0.00
Standard Deviation 223.66
Sample Variance 50023.61
Kurtosis -1.11
Skewness -0.04
Range 855
Minimum 0
Maximum 855
Sum 41030
Count 120

Note.n = 120.

Table 11 shows the descriptive information and eamithe pre-tests of the entire
sample of 120 students. The data includes 60 stsidéro attended summer school and
60 students who did not attend summer school. Veeage mean score was 341.92. The
range was 855. The minimum score was 0 and thermamiscore was 855, with a

standard deviation of 223.66. The mode was 0.00.
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Table 12.

Building Growth Descriptive Data: AimsWeb

Growth
Mean -9.63
Standard Error 8.35
Median 0.00
Mode -70.00
Standard Deviation 91.43
Sample Variance 8359.73
Kurtosis 0.72
Skewness 0.17
Range 565
Minimum -250
Maximum 315
Sum -1155
Count 120

Note. n = 120.

Table 12 gives a different view of the descriptiv®rmation. It shows the
reading lexile level growth of the entire samplel@0 students by giving the difference
between the post-test and pre-test scores. Themtdti@es 60 students who attended
summer school and 60 students who did not attermsingr school. The average mean
growth was -9.63. The range was 565. The minimumneswas -250 and the maximum
score was 315, with a standard deviation of 9IT4&. mode was -70.00.

Table 13 shows the growth of students who attesdedner school in grades one
through four. The data includes the sampling o$@ents who attended summer school
with 15 from each grade level. The mean was -6.iil7 avstandard deviation of 89.06.
The range was 390 and the table indicates a minisaore of -170 with a maximum

score 220. The median of this data was 5 and tldbem@s -65.
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Table 13.

Growthof Students who Attended Summer School

Growth

Mean -6.525
Standard Error 11.687
Median 5
Mode -65
Standard Deviation 89.775
Sample Variance 8059.701
Kurtosis -0.499
Skewness 0.163
Range 390
Minimum -170
Maximum 220
Sum -385
Count 59
Confidence Level (95.0%) 23.395

Table 14 shows the growth of students who didatkeind summer school in
grades one through four. The data includes the kagnpf 60 students who did not
attend summer school with 15 from each grade |&\et. mean was 13.08 with a
standard deviation of 94.37. The range was 56%, avininimum score of -250 and a

maximum score of 315. The median of this data wWamnd the mode was -70.
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Table 14.
Growth of Students who Did Not Attend Summer School
Growth
Mean -13.305
Standard Error 12.389
Median -5
Mode -70
Standard Deviation 95.165
Sample Variance 9056.560
Kurtosis 1.733
Skewness 0.200
Range 565
Minimum -250
Maximum 315
Sum -785
Count 59
Confidence Level (95.0%) 24.800

Appendix Tables B1 through B8 indicate readingleegrowth for individual
grade levels by subtracting the pre-test scordgptieaeded summer school from the
post-test scores that followed summer school duhiegyear of 2012. The information is
divided into separate tables for those who didhatsummer school and those who did
not attend, by grade level.

Table B1 shows the growth of the first grade stisl@ro attended summer
school. The data includes the sampling of 15 stisddine mean was 92.7, with a median
of 80 and a mode of 140. The range was 215, witiinamum of 5 and a maximum of
220. The standard deviation was 57.07. Table B&shbe growth of the second grade
students who attended summer school. The datadiesliine sampling of 15 students.

The mean was -75.67, with a median of -70 and aeno6d95. The range was 190, with
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a minimum of -170 and a maximum of 20. The standiandation was 61.47. Table B3
shows the growth of the third grade students wtended summer school. The data
includes the sampling of 15 students. The mean#&a§7, with a median of -55 and a
mode of 25. The range was 240, with a minimum 6D-and a maximum of 90. The
standard deviation was 74.35. And Table B4 shoegtbwth of the fourth grade
students who attended summer school. The datadiesltihe sampling of 15 students.
The mean was 1, with a median of 10 and a mod8=fTFhe range was 220, with a
minimum of -105 and a maximum of 115. The standindation was 61.12.

Table 15.

Summer School Attendees Descriptive Average Growth

1st 2nd 3rd 4th
Mean 92.67 -75.67 -42.67 1
Standard 4473 1587 192 1578
Error
Median 80 -70 -55 10
Mode 140 -95 25 35
Standard 57 6147 7435 6113
Deviation
Note.n = 60.

Table 15 includes the data from all grades oneautjindour. The table includes
information for summer school attendees’ growthe fitean, standard error, median,
mode, and standard deviation are all noted for eatiiidual grade level.

Appendix Tables B5 through B8 indicate descriptifermation for scores
gathered from the control group, those students dithmot attend summer school. Table
B5 shows the growth of the first grade students didanot attend summer school. The

data includes the sampling of 15 students. The me&40.33, with a median of 25 and
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a mode of 0. The range was 115, with a minimum ah@® a maximum of 115. The
standard deviation was 41.03. Table B6 shows thettyrof the second grade students
who did not attend summer school. The data incltidesampling of 15 students. The
mean was -69, with a median of -70 and a mode@fFhe range was 390, with a
minimum of -250 and a maximum of 140. The standdation was 92.53. Table B7
shows the growth of the third grade students wikandt attend summer school. The data
includes the sampling of 15 students. The mean2ba/, with a median of -15 and a
mode of -15. The range was 475, with a minimunmléf-and a maximum of 315. The
standard deviation was 105.41. Table B8 shows ribnvtg of the fourth grade students
who did not attend summer school. The data incltidesampling of 15 students. The
mean was -49.33, with a median of -70 and a modé®fThe range was 300, with a
minimum of -220 and a maximum of 80. The standa&wation was 82.18.

Table 16.

Non-Summer School Attendees Descriptive AveragetGro

1st 2nd 3rd 4th

Mean 4033 -69 2567 -49.33
Standard 10.6 23.89 27.22 21.22
Error

Median 25 -70 15 -70
Mode 0 -70 -15 -70
Standard 41.03 9253 10541 82.18
Deviation

Table 16 includes the data from all grades oneutyindour for the control group.
The table includes information for non-summer sé¢ladtendees’ growth. The mean,
standard error, median, mode, and standard dewiat®mall noted for each individual

grade level.
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M easurement and Tools

AimsWeb was a reading assessment that was lealliather assessments in
schools at the time of this writing. The entiregnam was computer-based and it could
be used for students in kindergarten through twegjfades. The program was developed
to help improve the instruction provided to studeamd the effectiveness of teachers in
the area of reading. Both the United States ané&@maexperienced better outcomes with
using the AimsWeb system. The AimsWeb Curriculumd&bMeasurement (CBM) was
used as a benchmark assessment and ongoing pragyegsring throughout the school
year. The assessment was designed to give a kieyeoaf the foundational skills in
reading that a student may need. This assessmesrdomaidered to be one of the most
powerful assessments and it provided actionabke d&ie system created realistic
documents to evaluate student, class, grade,aljstind state level data (Daniel, 2010).

Press Release Web (2009) reported that AimsWebbasbd assessment was
considered to be a reliable and valid assessmdit¢i@cy. The assessment received the
highest rating possible from the National CenteResponse to Intervention (RCRTI).
The rating indicated that the AimsWeb assessmestangreat tool for predictive validity
and reliability. The assessment provided a cleanr@te assessment of a student’s
reading skills in a timely manner and provided ar@xtion to the instructional need of
students.
Summary

The study site had some varying circumstancesprpared to the state and the
school district. These factors could play a ke lialthe outcome of the school’'s

performance. As the study site school had over 8@36¢an American students and over
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half of the school was performing in the basic elolv basic categories in MAP testing,
it was imperative the students received the tdwy heeded to make progress.

The AimsWeb assessment was used to determinedkangd post-scores of the
sampling students, following the intervention ofrsner school attendance. The
assessment was valid and reliable, which madeateeadbetter predictor of the success
of summer school for students, if the researchlteseturned significant findings. The
secondary data provided in this chapter will aidmswering the research study questions

addressed quantitatively in Chapter Four.
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Chapter Four: Results

This chapter will provide the findings from anabysf secondary data consisting
of AimsWeb RCBM lexile levels retrieved from thesearch study site for the spring and
early fall of 2012. All materials for the study wereviewed by the primary investigator
of the research study. The data was evaluatediéondime the potential correlation
between of summer school attendance and readirg lexels of African American
students of a low socio-economical area in gradestiorough four.

Null Hypothesis# 1

Null hypothesis # 1 states: The average lexilel&egeAfrican American students
in grades one through four will not exceed the etgukage-appropriate lexile level.
First Grade

Null hypothesis #1a states: The average pre-tet¢ levels of African American
students in first grade will not exceed the expeetge-appropriate lexile levels of 325.
The sampling of students in the first grade thirated summer school had an average
pre-test lexile level of 89L. Only two student se®out of the 15 used had a lexile over
325L. The sampling of first grade students thatrahtdattend summer school had an
average pre-test lexile level of 76L. There werestumlent scores with a lexile level over
325L.

Null hypothesis #1b states: The average post¢agdellevels of African
American students in first grade will not exceed éxpected age-appropriate lexile
levels of 350. The average post-lexile level oflstuts in the first grade that attended
summer school was 182L. The sample included 1%stugtores, in which only two had

a lexile level of 350 or higher. The average pesile level of students in the first grade
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that did not attend summer school was 116L. Onb/loed a lexile level of 350 or higher.
Appendix Tables C1 and C2 indicate raw data useddmples.

Table 17 shows results of theest for the first grade sampling of students.
Summer School pre-testest value was -7.48 and the post-tdstst value was -6.41. Of
the sampling for first grade students that didattgnd summer school the pre-tetdst
value was -9.99 and the post-tet#st value was -8.85.

Table 17.

First Grade t-Test Results

Summer School No Summer School
Pre-Test -7.48 -9.99
Post-Test -6.41 -8.85

Note.Critical value = 1.761

In reviewing the results from theest, the pre-test values of -7.48 and -9.99 are
less than the critical value of 1.761. The pasist values of -6.41 and -8.85 are also less
than the critical value of 1.761. Therefore, theegacher did not reject the null
hypothesis. The data does not support the altehygtethesis. The pre-test averages did
not exceed 325L. The post-test averages did n@&teek850L.

Second Grade

Null hypothesis #1c states: The average pre-tgselevels of African American
students in second grade will not exceed the egdexge-appropriate lexile levels of
525. The average pre-test lexile level of studentee second grade that attended
summer school was 336L. Only one student scoreisrcategory had a lexile level of
525L or higher. The average pre-test lexile le¥edtodents in the second grade that did
not attend summer school was 324L. This categalyndt have any student score at

525L or higher.
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Null hypothesis #1d states: The average post¢agdellevels of African
American students in second grade will not exceedekpected age-appropriate lexile
levels of 550. The average post-test lexile levelemond grade students that attended
summer school was 260L. This sampling did not idelany student with a 525L or
higher. The average post-test lexile level of sdagnade students that did not attend
summer school was 255L. This category did not lzanestudent to receive a 525L or
higher. Appendix Tables C3 and C4 indicate raw datd for samples.

Table 18 shows the results of thest for the second grade sampling of students.
Summer School pre-testest value is -6.37 and the post-tesdst value is -11.86. Of the
sampling for second grade students that did nehdtsummer school the pre-tesest

value is —6.61 and the post-tésést value is -8.73.

Table 18.
Second Grade t-Test Results
Summer School No Summer School
Pre-Test -6.37 -6.61
Post-Test -11.86 -8.73

Note.Critical value = 1.761

In reviewing the results from theest, the pre-test values of -6.37 and -11.86
were less than the critical value of 1.761. The{dsst values of -6.61 and -8.73 were
also less than the critical value of 1.761. Theeetbe researcher did not reject the null
hypothesis. The data did not support the alteridte.pre-test averages did not exceed
525L. The post-test averages did not exceed 550L.

Third Grade
Null hypothesis #1e states: The average pre-tet¢ levels of African American

students in third grade will not exceed the expketge-appropriate lexile levels of 675.
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The average pre-test lexile level of third gradeients that attended summer school was
438L. This sampling did not include any studentsad 675L or higher. The average
pre-test lexile level of third grade students thidtnot attend summer school was 527L.
Four student scores in this category were 675Ligidr.

Null hypothesis #1f states: The average post-tesiel levels of African
American students in third grade will not exceeel ¢ipected age-appropriate lexile
levels of 700. The average post-test lexile levatodents in the third grade that attended
summer school was 396L. This category did not lznestudent score to meet the grade
level expectancy of 700L or higher. The average-fest lexile level of students in grade
three that did not attend summer school was 55Rie éut of the 15 student scores met
the grade level expectancy of 700L or higher. Aglreitables C5 and C6 indicate raw
data used for samples.

Table 19 shows the results of thiest for the third grade sampling of students.
Summer School pre-testest value is -4.70 and the post-test value is -7.83. Of the
sampling for third grade students that did notretteummer school the pre-test t-test

value is —3.01 and the post-test t-test value.59.2

Table 19.
Third Grade t-Test Results
Summer School No Summer School
Pre-Test -4.70 -3.01
Post-Test -7.83 -2.59

Note.Critical value = 1.761

In reviewing the results from theest, the pre-test values of -4.70 and -3.01 were
less than the critical value of 1.761. The pastst values of -7.83 and -2.59 were also

less than the critical value of 1.761. Thereforerésearcher did not reject the null
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hypothesis. The data did not support the alteridte.pre-test averages did not exceed
675L. The post-test averages did not exceed 700L.
Fourth Grade

Null hypothesis #1g states: The average pre-tggelevels of African American
students in fourth grade will not exceed the exgebetge-appropriate lexile levels of 775.
The average pre-test lexile level of the fourthdgratudents that attended summer school
was 522L. There were no student scores in thiggjoagdo meet the grade level
expectancy of 775L or higher. The average prelégde level of fourth grade students
that did not attend summer school was 465L. Thisgmy did not have any student
scores to meet the grade level expectancy of 77%5ligber.

Null hypothesis #1h states: The average post¢agdellevels of African
American students in fourth grade will not excdeel éxpected age-appropriate lexile
levels of 800. The average post-test lexile levéborth grade students that attended
summer school was 482L. There were no studentstommeet or exceed the grade level
expectancy of 800L. The average post-test lexi®with grade students that did not
attend summer school was 416L. One of the 15 stigbemes met the grade level
expectancy of 800L or higher. Appendix Tables Cd@ @8 indicate the raw data for these
hypotheses.

Table 20 shows the results of thtest for the second grade sampling of students.
Summer School pre-testest value is -7.20 and the post-tesdst value is -8.10. Of the
sampling for fourth grade students that did narattsummer school the pre-tesest

value is —5.58 and the post-tésést value is -8.40.
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Table 20.
Fourth Grade t-Test Results
Summer School No Summer School
Pre-Test -7.20 -5.58
Post-Test -8.10 -8.40

Note.Critical value = 1.761

In reviewing the results from theest, the pre-test values of -7.20 and -5.58 were
less than the critical value of 1.761. The pasist values of -8.10 and -8.40 were also
less than the critical value of 1.761. Thereforerésearcher did not reject the null
hypothesis. The data did not support the alteridte.pre-test averages did not exceed
775L. The post-test averages did not exceed 800L.

Null Hypothesis # 2

Null hypothesis # 2 states: There will be no refathip between attendance in
summer school and reading levels of first throumlrth grade African American
students in a low socio-economic area, as idedtliigsummer growth in lexile level
provided by the AimsWeb RCBM Assessment.

First Grade

Null hypothesis #2a states: There is no relatignbletween attendance in
summer school and reading levels of first gradecAfr American students in a low
socio-economic area, as identified by summer gromtaxile level provided by the
AimsWeb RCBM Assessment. In reviewing the data 4@ the first grade students
that attended summer school had an increase inléxde level from the spring to the
fall semester. The average lexile level increasech f89L to 182L. The lowest lexile
level in the pre-assessment was a Below Reading, B&nd the lowest score in the

post-assessment was a 15L. The highest lexilesipith-assessment was 405L and the
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post-assessment was a 625L. The students in gtgfade that did not attend summer
school had 80% of the group increase in their ésbaVels. The average lexile level
increased from 76L in the pre-assessment to 116hamost-assessment. The lowest
lexile level in the pre-assessment was a BR, Qtlamdbwest score in the post-assessment
was the same. The highest lexile in the pre-assagswas 270L and the post-assessment
was a 360L. Therefore, it can be concluded thraaggervation that there is a
relationship between summer school and lexile fewéfirst grade students. Students in
the first grade that attend summer school expesiemare growth than first graders that
do not attend summer school. A Pearson Product Mo@errelation Coefficient was
calculated to test the possible statistical sigaifce of the relationship.

Table 21 shows the results of the Pearson Momenefaton Coefficient
(PPMCC) for first grade. The results are from ttratgied random sampling of students
that attended summer school and non-attendeesrwheuschool from the identified
grade level. The table shows the test value 0f4).25

Table 21.

First Grade Correlation Coefficient

Fall Lexile Attendance
Fall Lexile 1
Attendance 0.254 1

Note.Critical value = 0.514

Since the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Goeffi (PPMCC) of 0.255
was less than the critical value of 0.514, the hyfiothesis was not rejected. The data
did not support the alternate hypothesis. Theretbiere was no significant relationship
between summer school attendance and post-lexiténg scores as measured by

AimsWeb.
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Second Grade

Null hypothesis #2b states: There is no relatignéletween attendance in
summer school and reading levels of second gradeafsf American students in a low
socio-economic area, as identified by summer gromtaxile level provided by the
AimsWeb RCBM Assessment. The data shows that 208#teafecond grade students
that attended summer school had an increase inléxde levels from the spring to the
fall semester. The average lexile level decreased B36L for the pre-assessment to
260L for the post-assessment. The lowest lexilellgvthe pre-assessment was a 205L
and the lowest score in the post-assessment w&Bla The highest lexile in the pre-
assessment was 605L and for the post-assessment4dé@d. The students in the second
grade that did not attend summer school had 20#teofroup increase in their lexile
levels. The average lexile level decreased fronL3@4he pre-assessment to 255L in the
post-assessment. The lowest lexile level in theageessment was a 65L and the lowest
score in the post-assessment was a 10L. The higxdstin the pre-assessment was
4951 and the post-assessment was a 490L.

Table 22.

Second Grade Correlation Coefficient

Fall Lexile Attendance
Fall Lexile 1
Attendance 0.025 1

Note.Critical value = 0.514

Since the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Goefft (PPMCC) of 0.026
was less than the critical value of 0.514, the hyflothesis was not rejected. The data

did not support the alternate hypothesis. Theretbere was no significant relationship
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between summer school attendance and post-lexitkrmg scores as measured by
AimsWeb.
Third Grade

Null hypothesis #2c states: There is no relatignfi@tween attendance in
summer school and reading levels of third gradécAfr American students in a low
socio-economic area, as identified by summer gromtéxile level provided by the
AimsWeb RCBM Assessment. The data shows that 33f#teathird grade students that
attended summer school had an increase in thele lexel from the spring to the fall
semester. The average lexile level decreased fB88h #r the pre-assessment to 396L
for the post-assessment. The lowest lexile levéiénpre-assessment was a 60L and the
lowest score in the post-assessment was a 125Lhighest lexile in the pre-assessment
was 650L and the post-assessment was a 615L. Gtkenss in the third grade that did
not attend summer school had 53% of the groupdaease in their lexile levels. The
average lexile level increased from 527L in theggsessment to 552L in the post-
assessment. The lowest lexile level in the pressssent was a 130L and the lowest
score in the post-assessment was a 195L. The hilgids in the pre-assessment was
855L and the post-assessment was 885L. From ttaswa can conclude through
observation that there is no relationship betweennser school and lexile levels as both
groups increased. The control group increased 20% than the intervention group.

Table 23 shows the results of the Pearson Momenefaton Coefficient
(PPMCC) for third grade. The results are from tinatgied random sampling of students
that attended summer school and non-attendeesmwheuschool from the identified

grade level. The table shows the test value oB4.3



Summer School Correlation to Lexile Levels 81

Table 23.

Third Grade Correlation Coefficient

Fall Lexile Attendance
Fall Lexile 1
Attendance -0.394 1

Note.Critical value = 0.514

Since the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Goefft (PPMCC) of -0.394 is
not less than the critical value of -0.514; thd hypothesis was not rejected. The data
did not support the alternate hypothesis. Theretbere was no significant relationship
between summer school attendance and post-lexitkng scores, as measured by
AimsWeb.

Observably, since the PPMCC was negative, theaa @bservable inverse
relationship. For example, the trend appeared tsub@amer school attendance resulted in
a mild nonsignificant drop in lexile reading measuent. This result could be a result of
chance.

Fourth Grade

Null hypothesis #2d states: There is no relatignéletween attendance in
summer school and reading levels of fourth gradec&m American students in a low
socio-economic area, as identified by summer gromtaxile level provided by the
AimsWeb RCBM Assessment. The data shows that 53f#tediourth grade students that
attended summer school had an increase in thele lexel from the spring to the fall
semester. The average lexile level decreased f&sth or the pre-assessment to 482L
for the post-assessment. The lowest lexile levéiénpre-assessment was a 115L and the
lowest score in the post-assessment was a 165Lhighest lexile in the pre-assessment

was 670L and the post-assessment was a 715L. Uthenss in the fourth grade that did
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not attend summer school had 27% of the groupaease in their lexile levels. The
average lexile level decreased from 465L in thegagessment to 416L in the post-
assessment. The lowest lexile level in the pressssent was a BR, 0 and the lowest
score in the post-assessment was 80L. The higiakd In the pre-assessment was 750L
and the post-assessment was an 820L.

Table 24 shows the results of the Pearson Momenefaton Coefficient
(PPMCC) for fourth grade. The results are fromdtnatified random sampling of
students that attended summer school and non-asraf summer school from the
identified grade level. The table shows the tekievaf 0.203.

Table 24.

Fourth Grade Correlation Coefficient

Fall Lexile Attendance
Fall Lexile 1
Attendance 0.203 1

Note.Critical value = 0.514

Since the Pearson Product Moment Correlation Goeffi (PPMCC) of 0.203
was less than the critical value of 0.514, the hyfiothesis was not rejected. The data
did not support the alternate hypothesis. Theretbiere was no significant relationship
between summer school attendance and post-lexiténg scores as measured by
AimsWeb.
Null Hypothesis# 3

Null hypothesis # 3 states: There will be no ddfece in summer growth in
lexile levels between the control group not attagdiummer school and the intervention
group attending summer school for first throughrflogrades, as measured by AimsWeb

RCBM.
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First Grade

Null hypothesis #3a states: There will be no ddfere in summer growth in lexile
levels between the control group not attending sensohool and the intervention group
attending summer school representing first grasieeasured by AimsWeb RCBM. The
data shows, that 100% of the first grade studéraisattended summer school increased
in their lexile level. Only 80% of the studentstie first grade that did not attend summer
school increased in their lexile level. There isoadgervable difference in the growth of
the two groups. Students that attended summer Ebhdanore growth than the students
that did not.

Table 25.

First Grade t-Test - Attendance

Attended Not-Attended
Mean 92.666 40.333
Variance 3256.666 1683.809
Observations 15 15
Pooled Variance 2470.238
df 28
t Stat 2.883
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.007
t Critical two-tail 2.048

Table 25 shows thietesting results for first grade. Theesting results were
calculated using a stratified random sampling ofTtte mean lexile for students that
attended summer school is 92.67 with a varian@266.67. Non-attendees of summer
school had a mean of 40.33 with a variance of 16&&ce the test value of 2.883
exceeds the critical value of 2.048, the null hinests was rejected. Therefore, the
alternate hypothesis was supported by the datst gfiade summer school attendees

exhibited a significant growth in reading lexilekem compared to non-attendees of
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summer school. There was a difference when comgpénig control group growth to the
intervention group growth.
Second Grade

Null hypothesis #3b states: There will be no défeze in summer growth in
lexile levels between the control group not attagdsummer school and the intervention
group attending summer school representing secatkgas measured by AimsWeb
RCBM. The intervention and the control group foc@®d grade both had 20% of the
students to increase in their lexile level. Theeswo difference in the growth between
the two groups for second grade students. How#ververage post-lexile level for the
students that attended summer school was obserkggtigr than the control group.

Table 26.

Second Grade t-Test - Attendance

Attended Not-Attended
Mean -75.666 -69
Variance 3778.095 8561.428
Observations 15 15
Pooled Variance 6169.761
df 28
t Stat -0.232
P(T<=t) two-tall 0.817
t Critical two-tail 2.048

Table 26 shows thietesting results for second grade. Thesting results were
calculated using a stratified random sampling of e mean for students that attended
summer school is -75.67 with a variance of 3778Ndh-attendees of summer school
had a mean of -69 with a variance of 8561.43.

Since the test value of -0.232 does not precederitieal value of -2.048; the

null hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, therahte hypothesis was not supported by
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the data. First grade summer school attendeesodiehibit a significant growth in
reading lexiles when compared to non-attendeearofreer school. There was not a
difference when comparing the control group grotetkhe intervention group growth.
Third Grade

Null hypothesis #3c states: There will be no défere in summer growth in lexile
levels between the control group not attending sensohool and the intervention group
attending summer school representing third grasley@asured by AimsWeb RCBM.
The third grade intervention group had 33% of ttaug show growth in lexile levels.
The third grade control group had 53% show growtlexile levels. There was an
observable difference in the growth between théroband intervention groups of third
graders. The students that did not attend sumnheosandicated 20% more growth than
the intervention group.
Table 27.

Third Grade t-Test - Attendance

Attended Not-Attended
Mean 42.666 25.666
Variance 5528.095 11110.238
Observations 15 15
Pooled Variance 8319.166
df 28
t Stat -2.051
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.0496
t Critical two-tail 2.0484

Table 27 shows thietesting results for third grade. Théesting results were
calculated using a stratified random sampling ofTtte mean for students that attended
summer school was 42.67 with a variance of 5528\bd-attendees of summer school

had a mean of 25.67 with a variance of 11110.24.
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Since the test value of -2.05 precedes the critighie of -2.048, the null
hypothesis was rejected. Therefore, the alterngiethesis was supported by the data.
Third grade summer school attendees exhibitedrafisignt growth in reading lexiles
when compared to non-attendees of summer schoeteMmas a difference when
comparing the control group growth to the interi@mgroup growth.

Fourth Grade

Null hypothesis #3d states: There will be no défeze in summer growth in
lexile levels between the control group not attagdsummer school and the intervention
group attending summer school representing foudday as measured by AimsWeb
RCBM. The intervention group of fourth grade ha&®af the sampling show growth in
lexile levels. The control group of fourth gradedl2¥% show growth in lexile levels.
Students that attended summer school in the fgrete had 26% more growth than the
control group.

Table 28.

Fourth Grade t-Test - Attendance

Attended Not-Attended
Mean 1 -49.333
Variance 3736.428 6753.095
Observations 15 15
Pooled Variance 5244.761
df 28
t Stat 1.903
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.067
t Critical two-tail 2.048

Table 28 shows thietesting results for fourth grade. Theesting results were

calculated using a stratified random sampling ofTtte mean for students that attended
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summer school is 1 with a variance of 3736.43. Mttendees of summer school had a
mean of 49.33 with a variance of 6753.10.

Since the test value of 1.90 does not exceed theatwvalue of 2.048, the null
hypothesis was not rejected. Therefore, the altermgpothesis was not supported by the
data. Fourth grade summer school attendees dieihdbit a significant growth in
reading lexiles when compared to non-attendeearofreer school. There was not a
difference when comparing the control group grotetkhe intervention group growth.
Null Hypothesis# 4

Null hypothesis # 4 states: There will be no inseeen lexile level when
comparing post-to pre-test values for summer scattehdees in grades one through
four.

First Grade

Null hypothesis #4a states: There will be no insesia lexile level when

comparing post-to pre-test values for summer scattehdees in first grade.

Table 29.

First Grade t-Test - Variables

Fall Lexile Spring Lexil
Mean 161.666 87
Variance 9809.524 15131.430
Observations 15 15
Pooled Variance 12470.480
df 28
t Stat 1.831
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.038

t Critical one-tail 1.701
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Table 29 indicates results of comparing first graceeto-post-lexile levels. The
testing results were calculated using a stratifsedilom sampling of 15. The mean lexile
for the post-test is 161.666 with a variance of®804. Pre-test reading had a mean of
87 with a variance of 15131.430. The test valug.88 exceeds the critical value of 1.70;
therefore the null hypothesis was rejected. Thhesgdiata supported the alternate
hypothesis, and there was a significant increase@nage lexile scores for summer
school attendees in first grade.

Second Grade

Null hypothesis #4b states: There will be no insesm lexile level when
comparing post-to pre-test values for summer scattehdees in second grade. Table 54
indicates results of comparing first grade pre-ostgexile levels.

Table 30 indicates results of comparing secondegpad-to-post-lexile levels.
Thet-testing results were calculated using a stratifeedlom sampling of 15. The mean
lexile for the post-test is 366 with a variancel81.65. Pre-test reading had a mean of
260.333 with a variance of 8940.952.

Table 30.

Second Grade t-Test - Variables

Fall Lexile Spring Lexile

Mean 260.333 336
Variance 8940.952 13165
Observations 15 15

Pooled Variance 11052.980

df 28

t Stat -1.971

P(T<=t) one-tall 0.029

t Critical one-tail 1.701
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The test value of -1.971 is smaller than the @iti@lue of -1.70; therefore the
null hypothesis was not rejected. Thus, the datandt support the alternate hypothesis,
and there was not a significant increase in avelegke scores for summer school
attendees in second grade.

Third Grade

Null hypothesis #4c states: There will be no inseei lexile level when
comparing post-to pre-test values for summer schttehdees in third grade. Table 55
indicates results of comparing first grade pre-ostgexile levels.

Table 31 indicates results of comparing third gradeto-post-lexile levels. The
t-testing results were calculated using a stratifeedtlom sampling of 15. The mean
lexile for the post-test is 438.333 with a variant&8005.950. Pre-test reading had a
mean of 395.666 with a variance of 22635.240.

Table 31.

Third Grade t-Test - Variables

Fall Lexile Spring Lexile
Mean 395.666 438.333
Variance 22635.240 38005.950
Observations 15 15
Pooled Variance 30320.6
df 28
t Stat -0.671
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.253

t Critical one-tail 1.701
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The test value of -0.67 does not exceed the critaiaie of 1.70; therefore the
null hypothesis was not rejected. Thus, the da&s thot support the alternate hypothesis,
and there was not a significant increase in avelegke scores for summer school
attendees in third grade.
Fourth Grade

Null hypothesis #4d states: There will be no insesm lexile level when
comparing post-to pre-test values for summer scattehdees in fourth grade. Table 56
indicates results of comparing first grade pre-ostdexile levels.

Table 32 indicates results of comparing secondegpaid-to-post-lexile levels.
Thet-testing results were calculated using a stratifeedtiom sampling of 15. The mean
lexile for the post-test is 481with a variance 4922.140. Pre-test reading had a mean of

482 with a variance of 23095.710.

Table 32.

Fourth Grade t-Test - Variables

Fall Lexile Spring Lexile
Mean 482 481
Variance 23095.710 24972.140
Observations 15 15
Pooled Variance 24033.930
df 28
t Stat 0.017
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.493

t Critical one-tail 1.701
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The test value of 0.02 does not exceed the criiglale of 1.70; therefore the null
hypothesis was not rejected. Thus, the data daesupport the alternate hypothesis, and
there was not a significant increase in averagéelegores for summer school attendees
in first grade.

Descriptive Discussion of Growth: All Grades

Table 33 shows the percentages of students’ |eeulgs that decreased,
increased, and remained the same for the 15 stchimples from each grade level that
attended summer school. In first grade, 100% obkthdents had an increase in their
lexile level. Second grade had 20% to increaseBa8tl to decrease. Third grade had
33% to increase, 60% to decrease, and seven péocesmhain the same. Fourth grade
had 53% to increase and 47% to decrease. On ay&Hygeof the students increased in
their lexile level after summer school. Fifty fipercent decreased and two percent

maintained the same level.

Table 33.

Percentages of Change for Summer School Attendees

Grade Level Decreased Increased Remained the Same
First Grade 0% 100% 0%

Second Grade 80% 20% 0%

Third Grade 60% 33% 7%

Fourth Grade 47% 53% 0%
Average 47% 51% 2%

Table 34 shows the percentages of students’ |eeulds that decreased,
increased, and remained the same for the 15 stchimples from each grade level that
did not attend summer school. In first grade, 8G%ne students had an increase in their
lexile level and 20% remained the same. Secondedrad 20% to increase and 80% to

decrease. Third grade had 53% to increase and d tctease. Fourth grade had 27% to
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increase and 73% to decrease. On average, 45% sfutents increased in their lexile

without attending summer school. Fifty -percentrdased and 5% maintained the same

level.

Table 34.

Percentages of Change for Non-Summer School Agsnde

Grade Level Decreased Increased Remained the Same
First Grade 0% 80% 20%
Second Grade 80% 20% 0%

Third Grade 47% 53% 0%

Fourth Grade 73% 27% 0%
Average 50% 45% 5%
Summary

Chapter four presented the results of statistestinng on the null hypotheses
applied to each grade level, one through fourxtmene the variables of summer school
attendance and summer reading growth, measurezklyg level. The following null
hypotheses were tested witkests for difference in means and Pearson Prodootént
Correlation Coefficient analysis.

Null Hypothesis # 1: The average lexile levels &fidan American students in
grades one through four will not exceed the expmeate-appropriate lexile level. Null
Hypothesis # 2: There will be no relationship betwattendance in summer school and
reading levels of first through fourth grade AfmcAmerican students in a low socio-
economic area, as identified by summer growthxiiddevel provided by the AimsWeb
RCBM Assessment. Null hypothesis # 3: There wilhbedifference in summer growth
in lexile levels between the control group notmdieg summer school and the
intervention group attending summer school fot finsough fourth grades, as measured

by AimsWeb RCBM. Null Hypothesis # 4: There will he increase in lexile level when
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comparing post-to pre-test values for summer schttehdees in grades one through
four.

For Grade One null hypotheses were not rejectembpxor null hypothesis # 3
which showed differences in summer growth betweegid levels of the control and
intervention group. Students in the first grade i exceed the grade level expectation
of 325L on the pre-test and 350L on the post-#sgseéndance of summer school was not
deemed to have any effect on reading levels fet fjrade students. First grade students
from both categories experienced significant growtiere was a difference between the
two groups of study. Students that attended sunseievol in the first grade experience
more growth in lexile levels as compared to stusiémit did not attend summer school.
There was a difference in the lexile levels of arel post-values after attending summer
school. Students that attended summer school exueria large amount of growth from
the pre-test to the post-test in value.

For Grade Two all null hypotheses were not rejec&ddents in the second grade
lexile level did not exceed the grade level expemteof 525L on the pre-test and 550L
on the post-test. Attendance of summer school dighow a relationship with reading
levels of second grade students. Students froragh#&ol and intervention group had
similar results. There was not a difference in s@ngrowth in lexile levels between the
control group and the intervention group. Studémis both categories had the
approximately the same experience. There was erdifte in the lexile level of post-test
values after attending summer school. A relatignsbuld not be established between

summer school and the pre/post-test values. There @bservable differences that were
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not statistically significant when comparing theile levels of the control and
intervention groups.

For Grade Three all null hypotheses were not regeaxcept null hypothesis # 3
which showed differences when comparing the grafftlexile levels of the control and
intervention group. There was a difference in ttengh. Students that attended summer
school experience less growth as compared to thaselid not attend summer school.
Students in the third grade lexile level did noteed the grade level expectation of 675L
on the pre-test and 700L on the post-test. Attecelah summer school did not have a
relationship with reading levels of third gradedsnts. There were observable
differences that were not statistically significariten comparing the lexile pre-/post-test
values.

For Grade Four all null hypotheses were not regecsudents in the fourth grade
lexile level did not exceed the grade level expamteof 775L on the pre-test and 800L
on the post-test. Attendance of summer school dichave a relationship with reading
levels of fourth grade students. Students thahdéd summer school and non-attendees
of summer school had similar results of growth.réh&ere observable differences that

were not statistically significant when comparihg texile pre-/post-test values.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

This chapter will discuss the findings of this gtiative research study on the
correlation of summer school and lexile levels &fican American students in a low
socio-economical area, enrolled in grades one girdour. First, hypotheses will be
discussed by grade level to examine the relatipnshsummer school and lexile levels.
Then, findings from the study and the researclit@fdture will be compared. In addition,
an overview of possible research that can be eag@lor the future will be detailed in the
chapter.

The study addressed the following question anathgses:
Resear ch Question

What effect will summer school attendance haveeaing lexile levels for
African American Students from a low socio-econoanea?
Hypothesis# 1

The average lexile levels of African American stutddan grades one through four
will exceed the expected age-appropriate lexilellev
Hypothesis# 2

There will be a relationship between attendancsammer school and reading
levels of first through fourth grade African Amaitstudents in a low socio-economic
area, as identified by summer growth in lexile lgu@vided by the AimsWeb RCBM

Assessment.
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Hypothesis# 3

There will be a difference in summer growth inilexevels between the control
group not attending summer school and the intermergroup attending summer school
for first through fourth grades, as measured by sWeb RCBM.

Hypothesis# 4

There will be an increase in lexile level when camipg post-to pre-test values
for summer school attendees in grades one thraugh f
First Grade

Null hypothesis# 1: For first grade, the average pre-test lexile levetre
compared to 325; the average post-test lexile $ewelre compared to 350. For each case,
the null hypothesis was not rejected. The data shibat students in the first grade did
not exceed the grade level expectation of 325Lhemte-test and 350L on the post-test.
From this data it can be implied that first gratielents from the intervention and control
groups did not meet grade level as it relatesdo thxile levels on the pre-and post-test
of AimsWeb RCBM.

Null hypothesis# 2: There was no relationship between attendancerofrsar
school and reading levels of first grade studantkis study. Attendance of summer
school was not deemed to have any effect on redelueds for first grade students.
Though First Grade exhibited significant growthr@ading, measured by lexile scores, it
cannot be stated that the summer school attendeaxé¢he actual cause for the growth.

Null hypothesis# 3: Data did support a difference in summer growtlexile
levels between the control group not attending semsohool and the intervention group

attending summer school. There was a differenosdmat the two groups of study. The
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mean for students that attended summer school #&86®, non-attendees of summer
school had a mean of 40.333. Students that atteswdadher school in the first grade
experienced a significant growth in reading, coredao those who did not attend.

Null hypothesis# 4. For first grade, there was a difference in théléebevels of
pre-and post-values after attending summer sctotients that attended summer school
experienced a significant growth from the pre-teghe post-test. Reading scores
increased from 87L to 161L

Descriptively, two first grade students from theemention group were on grade
level on the pre- and post-tests. There were raestis from the control group on grade
level on the pre-test and one student was on tavéhe post-test. All students that
attended summer school from the first grade diceagpce an increase in their lexile
level. However, only two students received enouglwth to be considered on grade
level. The age-average pre-test value of 325 wasxueeded. The age-average post-test
value of 350 was not exceeded.

Students that did not attend summer school initeedgrade had 80% of the
sampling to increase. As both groups exhibited ginalvere could not be a relationship
established with attending summer school. Howestedents that attended summer
school did have an observably larger growth thanctimtrol group. There was a
significant increase in average lexile levels fostfgrade summer school attendees, when
comparing pre-to post-test scores.

Second Grade
Null hypothesis# 1. For second grade, the average pre-test lexilddewere

compared to 525; the average post-test lexile $ewelre compared to 550. For each case,
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the null hypothesis was not rejected. The data shbat students in the second grade did
not exceed the grade level expectation of 525Lhemte-test and 550L on the post-test.
From this data is can be implied that second gsauigents from the intervention and
control groups did not meet grade level expectatamit relates to the lexile levels on the
pre- and post-test of AimsWeb RCBM.

Null hypothesis# 2: There was no relationship between attendancerofrsar
school and reading levels of second grade studetiss study. Attendance of summer
school was not deemed to have any effect on redeleds of second grade students.
Students from the control and intervention grougpd similar results.

Null hypothesis# 3: Data did not support a difference in summer grawtlexile
levels between the control group not attending sensohool and the intervention group
attending summer school. Students from both caiegbad the approximately the same
experience.

Null hypothesis# 4: For second grade, there was not a differenceaitetkile
levels of pre-and post-values after attending sunsdeool. Students that attended
summer school did not experience a significant ginaweasured by the pre-test to the
post-tests.

Descriptively, second grade students from the watetion group had one student
score on grade level for the pre-test and no stsdenthe post-test according to the
lexile level scores. The control group did not hattedents to score on grade level for the
pre- or post -test according to the lexile levarss. The average pre-test value of 525
was not exceeded. The average post-test valueDoivas not exceeded. Only 20% from

the intervention group and control group increasddxile level. There was no
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relationship between summer school attendanceeating levels. Summer school
attendees and non-summer school attendees haadnigeasnount of growth. In turn,
there was not a difference in summer growth inléebavels between the control group
and intervention group. There was no increasexiteléevels when comparing the pre-
test values to post-test values for summer schite@ees in second grade.

Third Grade

Null hypothesis# 1: For third grade, the average pre-test lexile kewadre
compared to 675; the average post-test lexile $ewelre compared to 700. For each case,
the null hypothesis was not rejected. The data shbet students in the third grade did
not exceed the grade level expectation of 675Lhemte-test and 700L on the post-test.
From this data it can be implied that third gratielents from the intervention and
control groups did not meet grade level as it esldb the lexile level on the pre-and post-
test of AimsWeb RCBM.

Null hypothesis# 2: There was no relationship between attendancerofrsar
school and reading levels of third grade studenthis study. Attendance of summer
school was not deemed to have any effect on redeeds for third grade students.

Null hypothesis# 3: Data did support a difference in summer growtlexile
levels between the control group not attending sensohool and the intervention group
attending summer school. There was a differenosdmat the two groups of study. The
mean for students that attended summer school 263 4non-attendees of summer
school had a mean of 25.67. Students that atteswiadher school in the third grade

experienced a significant growth in reading, coredao those who did not attend.
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Null hypothesis# 4: For third grade, there was not a difference inl¢xde
levels of pre-and post-values after attending sunstieool. Students that attended
summer school did not experience a significant ginaweasured by the pre-test to the
post-tests.

Descriptively, third grade summer school attendee® not on grade level
according to the lexile level scores on the pret post-test data. Non-summer school
attendees had four out of 15 on grade level foptieetest and five out of 15 for the post-
test. The average pre-test value of 675 was naesled. The average post-test of 700
was not exceeded. Only 33% of the third grade siisd@at attended summer school had
an increase in lexile level from spring to falldomparison to 53% of non-summer
school attendees. There was not a relationshipdsgtattendance in summer school and
reading levels. Students that did not attend sunstigvol experienced 20% more growth
than those that attended summer school. There wdfeeence in summer growth of
lexile levels for the control group for third gradénere was not a significant increase in
average lexile level scores for summer school dées in third grade.

Fourth Grade

Null hypothesis# 1: For fourth grade, the average pre-test lexileltewere
compared to 775; the average post-test lexile $ewelre compared to 800. For each case,
the null hypothesis was not rejected. The data shbet students in the fourth grade did
not exceed the grade level expectation of 775Lhemte-test and 800L on the post-test.
From this data it can be implied that fourth gratieents from the intervention and
control groups did not meet grade level as it esldb the lexile level as it relates to their

lexile level on the pre-and post-test of AimsWebBRC
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Null hypothesis# 2: There was no relationship between attendancerofrsar
school and reading levels of fourth grade studentisis study. Attendance of summer
school was not deemed to have any effect on redevads for fourth grade students.

Null hypothesis# 3: Data did not support a difference in summer grawtlexile
levels between the control group not attending senmsuhool and the intervention group
attending summer school. Students that attendedhsurschool and non-attendees of
summer school had similar results of growth.

Null hypothesis# 4: For fourth grade, there was not a difference aléxile
levels of pre-and post-values after attending sunsdeool. Students that attended
summer school did not experience a significant ginaweasured by the pre-test to the
post-tests.

Descriptively, fourth grade students that attersl@dmer school did not have
students who met the grade level expectancy oprieand post-test. Fourth grade non-
summer school attendees did not have studentstheegtade level expectancy on the
pre-test. However, one out of the sampling of I5lie post-test did meet the grade level
expectancy. Overall, only one student from therersampling of 30 on the post-test was
considered to be on grade level. The pre-test gesrdid not exceed 775L and the post-
test averages did not exceed 800L. The data shwav$38% from the intervention group
increased in lexile level and 27% from the congn@up. The average lexile level of
465L for the pre-test decreased to 416L on the-fgs$t Fourth grade students that
attended summer school experienced more growthtttee that did not attend.
However, there was a decrease in the overall agefldgere was not a significant

relationship between summer attendance and pogt-tesading scores, as measured by
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AimsWeb. Both groups showed growth in lexile levélswever, students that attended
summer school had 26% more growth than those ttatal attend. Therefore, there was
no significant difference in summer growth of lexiévels for the intervention and the
control group, just observable differences. Theas wot a significant increase in lexile
levels when comparing post-to pre-test valuesdianeer school attendees in fourth
grade.
Summer School Attendance

Overall, 52% of the 60 students that were sampiegtades one through four
experienced an increase in their lexile levels. @higre sampling of first grade that
attended summer school had an increase in lexiddeThe second grade sampling had
20% to show in increase. The third grade samplad@ydver a third to show growth.
Fifty-three percent of the fourth grade samplinglman increase in lexile levels.
Non-Summer School Attendance

Students from the control group showed a 45% irser@alexile level. The
sampling of first grade students had 80% to shomeamrease and second grade had 20%
to show an increase. Over half of third grade,eased and fourth grade had 27% to
show an increase in lexile level.
Discussion and Implications of Findings

Upon reflection of the data, it is my opinion tltas imperative that the issues of
reading are addressed in the African American comiywul he data supports that the
earliest intervention is most effective. In thisdyt, first grade students showed more
promise for reading growth following summer schatdéndance. As the literature

research data showed, African Americans continleetoutperformed by their
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counterparts (Fryer & Levitt, 2004; Lee, et al.020Li, 2011). First and foremost, the
conclusion can be drawn that African American stisi¢hat receive interventions or
supplementary services prior to attending secoadegwill make the most gains. African
American students in grades second and above ntaxperience as much growth as
younger students. Waiting for students to moveigbdr grades, then providing
supplemental support only appears to lead to draomis decline for African American
students (Center for the Improvement of Studentriiag, 2008).

Secondly, summer school programs could also bigres in a more direct
connection to the actual standards that each stueéewls to specifically master versus a
basic curriculum. As an example, if students afeeted to master 13 of the Common
Core State Standards and by the end of the scleaoltlyey have only mastered 10
standards, the remaining three standards will eetifled and explicitly focused on in
summer school. This type of summer school programlavbe specially designed around
the student to address their individual needs.

According to Cooper et al. (1996), the researcRadinki, showed students can
lose three months of reading gains during the suntmaak. The research data from this
study does not support Rasinki’s findings. For ethid from this study lexile levels
dropped minimally. The data from the study doegagvith the findings that students’
learning can decline in the summer without instarcbf some form (White & Kim,
2008). However, this did not happen for studenthéfirst grade in the research study.
All students in the first grade increased acrosdbibard. Secondly, it can be implied that
the increase leads to conclude that it is easydanger children to retain and consume

information. They are literally sponges and absoftrmation effortlessly.
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Third, it is concluded from the data that the mi&joof summer school attendees
were below grade level. However, from the non-sumsohool attendee data, the same
information is concluded. A large number of studehtait were not meeting grade level
expectations were not taking advantage of thepafgs and restraints to aid in their
improvement. In my opinion, in order for the sumraeinool programs to address the
needs of the neediest students, it will have ta bendatory attendance requirement.

Fourth, family structure of households plays aegnal role in literacy of children
(Binkley et al., 1996). The research data fromduely supports this finding about family
structure as students from the sampling live im@a where the majority of the
population consists of single parent homes and lwavditeracy rates. Living in a single
parent home with only one individual to bring ina@mto the home will lead to fewer
funds for the household. In turn, students of ¢imeumstance are limited on resources
and are not afforded the same opportunities ofestisdwith better circumstances.
Possibly providing educational courses at nightdunihg the summer time for parents
can aid in narrowing the achievement gaps. GEDsgsucould be offered for those
parents who do not have high school diplomas. Bthgghe community will provide
individuals more earning power through better emplent opportunities. Parents will
have more knowledge and be able to help their @mnlto perform better in school by
providing home support with academics.

Blanco (n.d.) explained, “Think about it: Every edted person is not rich, but
almost every education person has a job and a wiagf@overty. So education is a
fundamental solution to poverty” (Blanco, 2014 1p.Education is the key. As literacy is

a global issue and has a clear connection to powee must ensure the education of all.
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Encompassing knowledge can change ones’ lifestyleough one may not necessarily
become rich by becoming literate, it will lead &tter job opportunities. In turn, a better
future for them and their families.

Recommendations for Future Research

Analyzing the data from this research leads torsgW¥eture research ideas. The
data showed that students that were in the fiesd@experienced a large amount of
growth when attending summer school, as well astiending summer school.
However, students in higher grades did not expeee¢he growth or decreased in lexile
levels. Future research on addressing the ageadedevel correlation to summer school
could determine the relationship of two entitiesbéneficial study could address whether
or not it is better to attend summer school atearyy grade level, such as kindergarten
or first grade. Or consideration could be givea tugher grade level, such as second
through fifth grade. An investigation could showigfhmay be more beneficial.

More research can also be completed on the cluncand materials used for the
summer school program. As this study did not exan@aching materials, curriculum, or
interventions that were applied, the summer scpomjram could not be evaluated for
effectiveness. Research can be used to deternerefféctiveness of the actual summer
school programs, curriculum, and materials. Theassh can ensure that specifically
chosen summer school instructional materials velhiore beneficial for students to use
during the summer months.

As it is noted in the previous sections of thiamtier, most of the students that

attended summer school were below grade levelading. Research could be utilized to
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evaluate the academic levels of students thatchgBemmer programs and compare the
benefits for students that are on grade level etisose that are below grade level.

Research involving the parents’ level of educati@tademics and earning
income status could be deemed beneficial. As theefdathis study was used from an
impoverished area in which most of the househabisisted of single parent homes,
parental status may possibly be a better way toegaddhe needs of children. Developing
programs for parents to find better jobs, academpport, and resources for better
households can be researched to determine the trmpatudent improvement.
Conclusions

The research findings from this study can lealtiter literacy development for
African American students of a low socio-economaraas. More specifically, the
findings suggest ways to narrow the achievementg#peen African Americans and
other races, as the results show what may workttatents of the identified category.
The goal of this research was to determine théioelship of summer school to gains
made in reading of African American students af\a social economical area in grades
one through four. Students from the sample in thdysthat attended and did not attend
summer school experienced growth. Summer schaadaes experienced more growth
than those students that did not attend summensdHowever, the growth percentage
of difference was not significant enough to deemmser school from the study
beneficial for African American students of a loacg-economical area in grades one
through four. The research of this study did nod summer school beneficial for
students in grades one through four as a whole.edewy the study did conclude that first

grade students that attend summer school may lmawvei@ase in lexile level. The study
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also concluded that first and third grade studdittexperience a difference in growth
when being compared to students that did not aitetite same grade level.

As there is a known achievement gap between Afria@aerican students and
students of other races (Ramani et al., 2007), stmsghool may not be the only way to
address the matter. However, the issue needsdaddressed as it will continue until
successful safety nets are put in place. The Aelne@nt gap between races and income
levels is a worldwide issue (SIL, 2014). African Antan children will continuously be
outperformed by other counterparts until the prapstraints are put in place to address
their needs. The illiteracy rates in the Unitedt&tare going to continue to escalate and
these individuals are not going to be affordedsdu®e opportunities as others. llliterate
parents will extend the same trend to their offsgriThe cycle will continue as the
parents in the household lack academic skills tovige academic support and foster
learning for the children in the home. Individuafghis nature will not be able to read
and perform in society. As noted in Chapter Twoe United States Department of
Education linked several societal issues, suchiagcpoverty, and unemployment to
the literacy rates. This data in turn, means thatem\frican Americans will be jailed,
live in poverty, and be unemployed (Education Cossioin of the States, 2011).

As Missouri is currently in the progress of futiplementation of CCSS, each
school district is responsible for ensuring thatlsnts’ needs are addressed (CCSS, n.d.).
Missouri can utilize the research information frins study to support decisions to
implement programs, instructional methods, andratsources to help narrow the
achievement gap between students. As data from MEEDEhows that populations with

larger numbers of African Americans are performmger than populations with a
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majority of Caucasian students, one way does ndkt Yoo everyone. In my opinion,
African Americans that do not enter school on gradel in kindergarten should be
taught using a completely different curriculum thlose students that enter school on
grade level. As these students are already berentkdiation should begin immediately
to catch them up at an early stage.
Edelman (n.d.) stated the following:
The inability to get health care because peopleilagurance kills less
traumatically, and less visibility than terrorisbut the results is the same. And
poor housing and poor education and low wagegHelispirit and the capacity
and the quality of life that all of us deserve ¢@ed in American Quotes, 2007).
Children living with these circumstances are néaraled the same opportunities
as other children. All humans should have the righa quality life. Education can
provide the tools and resources needed for betteme and housing status. There is a
clear connection between the socio-economic statis;ation, and wages. It is vital that
students are provided with the opportunity to hayestified life by ensuring the

educational system is truly design to educate @rery
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Appendix A
Pre- and Post-L exile Levels
Summer School Attendees and Non-Attendees
Table Al.

First Grade — Summer School Attendees Pre-and Badte Levels

Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 1st BR 15L
Student 2 1st BR 55L
Student 3 1st BR 60L
Student 4 1st 25L 105L
Student 5 1st 5L 120L
Student 6 1st 115L 120L
Student 7 1st 50L 120L
Student 8 1st 65L 140L
Student 9 1st BR 140L
Student 10 1st 70L 195L
Student 11 1st 50L 205L
Student 12 1st 130L 220L
Student 13 1st 85L 225L
Student 14 1st 335L 380L

Student 15 1st 405L 625L
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Table A2.

Second Grade — Summer School Attendees Pre-and &akd Levels
Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 2nd 205L 140L
Student 2 2nd 340L 170L
Student 3 2nd 200L 170L
Student 4 2nd 210L 170L
Student 5 2nd 275L 180L
Student 6 2nd 265L 200L
Student 7 2nd 335L 240L
Student 8 2nd 380L 240L
Student 9 2nd 350L 280L
Student 10 2nd 275L 285L
Student 11 2nd 270L 290L
Student 12 2nd 400L 305L
Student 13 2nd 510L 370L
Student 14 2nd 420L 425L

Student 15 2nd 605L 440L
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Table A3.

Third Grade - Summer School Attendees Pre-and Beaste Levels
Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 3rd 60L 150L
Student 2 3rd 190L 215L
Student 3 3rd 260L 280L
Student 4 3rd 435L 305L
Student 5 3rd 510L 360L
Student 6 3rd 410L 390L
Student 7 3rd 545L 470L
Student 8 3rd 550L 475L
Student 9 3rd 600L 480L
Student 10 3rd 560L 495L
Student 11 3rd 650L 505L
Student 12 3rd 585L 530L
Student 13 3rd 515L 540L
Student 14 3rd 615L 615L

Student 15 3rd 90L 125L
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Table A4.

Fourth Grade - Summer School Attendees Pre-andIRogte Levels

Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 4th 115L 165L
Student 2 4th 320L 270L
Student 3 4th 270L 300L
Student 4 4th 510L 405L
Student 5 4th 305L 420L
Student 6 4th 455L 430L
Student 7 4th 530L 495L
Student 8 4th 565L 520L
Student 9 4th 595L 525L
Student 10 4th 515L 530L
Student 11 4th 560L 585L
Student 12 4th 555L 590L
Student 13 4th 670L 635L
Student 14 4th 635L 645L

Student 15 4th 615L 715L
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Table A5.

First Grade — Non Summer School Pre-and Post-Léxaleels

Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 1st BR BR
Student 2 1st BR BR
Student 3 1st BR 25L
Student 4 1st BR 40L
Student 5 1st BR 45L
Student 6 1st 50L 60L
Student 7 1st 20L 90L
Student 8 1st BR 95L
Student 9 1st 110L 110L
Student 10 1st BR 115L
Student 11 1st 130L 145L
Student 12 1st 165L 170L
Student 13 1st 130L 220L
Student 14 1st 260L 265L

Student 15 1st 270L 360L
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Table A6.

Second Grade — Non Summer School Pre-and Postelleavels
Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 2nd 65L 10L
Student 2 2nd 310L 120L
Student 3 2nd 200L 130L
Student 4 2nd 185L 150L
Student 5 2nd 430L 180L
Student 6 2nd 270L 200L
Student 7 2nd 360L 210L
Student 8 2nd 345L 240L
Student 9 2nd 275L 265L
Student 10 2nd 280L 305L
Student 11 2nd 355L 340L
Student 12 2nd 4951 365L
Student 13 2nd 465L 390L
Student 14 2nd 470L 425L

Student 15 2nd 350L 490L
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Table A7.

Third Grade- Non Summer School Pre-and Post-Lédalels

Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 3rd 130L 195L
Student 2 3rd 465L 305L
Student 3 3rd 265L 315L
Student 4 3rd 335L 350L
Student 5 3rd 375L 410L
Student 6 3rd 495L 435L
Student 7 3rd 500L 485L
Student 8 3rd 575L 500L
Student 9 3rd 595L 580L
Student 10 3rd 670L 665L
Student 11 3rd 705L 755L
Student 12 3rd 680L 780L
Student 13 3rd 685L 785L
Student 14 3rd 855L 840L

Student 15 3rd 570L 885L
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Table A8.

Fourth Grade — Non Summer School Pre-and Post-tdxdlels
Students Grade Level Spring Lexile Fall Lexile
Student 1 4th BR 80L
Student 2 4th 65L 105L
Student 3 4th 300L 295L
Student 4 4th 405L 335L
Student 5 4th 335L 360L
Student 6 4th 515L 410L
Student 7 4th 465L 425L
Student 8 4th 525L 450L
Student 9 4th 520L 450L
Student 10 4th 605L 460L
Student 11 4th 595L 490L
Student 12 4th 720L 500L
Student 13 4th 605L 515L
Student 14 4th 570L 540L

Student 15 4th 750L 820L
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Appendix B
Lexile Level Growth
Summer School Attendees and Non-Attendees, by Grade L evel
Table B1.

Growth of First Grade Summer School Attendees

Growth

Mean 92.666
Standard Error 14.734
Median 80
Mode 140
Standard Deviation 57.067
Sample Variance 3256.667
Range 215
Minimum 5
Maximum 220
Sum 1390
Count 15
Note.n = 15.

Table B2.

Growth of Second Grade Summer School Attendees

Growth
Mean -75.666
Standard Error 15.870
Median -70
Mode -95
Standard Deviation 61.466
Sample Variance 3778.095
Range 190
Minimum -170
Maximum 20
Sum -1135
Count 15

Note.n = 15.
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Growth of Third Grade Summer School Summer Attendee

Growth

Mean -42.666
Standard Error 19.197
Median -55
Mode 25
Standard Deviation 74.351
Sample Variance 5528.095
Range 240
Minimum -150
Maximum 90
Sum -640
Count 15

Note.n = 15.

Table B4.

Growth of Fourth Grade Summer School Attendees

Growth

Mean

Standard Error
Median

Mode

Standard Deviation
Sample Variance
Range

Minimum
Maximum

Sum

Count

1
15.78275

10

-35
61.12633
3736.429

220

-105

115

15

15

Note.n = 15.
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Table B5.

Growth of First Grade Non-Attendees of Summer Schoo

Growth

Mean 40.33333
Standard Error 10.595
Median 25
Mode 0
Standard Deviation 41.03425
Sample Variance 1683.81
Range 115
Minimum 0
Maximum 115
Sum 605
Count 15
Note.n = 15.
Table B6.

Growth of Second Grade Non-Attendees of SummeonBcho

Growth
Mean -69
Standard Error 23.89062
Median -70
Mode -70
Standard Deviation 92.52799
Sample Variance 8561.429
Range 390
Minimum -250
Maximum 140
Sum -1035
Count 15

Note.n = 15.
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Table BY.

Growth of Third Grade Non-Attendees of Summer Schoo

Growth

Mean 25.66667
Standard Error 27.21548
Median 15
Mode -15
Standard Deviation 105.4051
Sample Variance 11110.24
Range 475
Minimum -160
Maximum 315
Sum 385
Count 15
Note.n = 15.

Table BS8.

Growth of Fourth Grade Non-Attendees of Summer&cho

Growth
Mean -49.333
Standard Error 21.218
Median -70
Mode -70
Standard Deviation 82.177
Sample Variance 6753.095
Range 300
Minimum -220
Maximum 80
Sum -740
Count 15

Note.n = 15.
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Appendix C
LexileLevel Raw Data

Summer School Attendees and Non-Attendees

Table C1.

First Grade — Summer School Attendees Raw Data

Students Grade Spring Lexile Fall Lexile Increase, Decrease, oDifference

Level Remain the Same

Student1l  1st BR 15L Increase +15
Student2  1st BR 55L Increase +55
Student3  1st BR 60L Increase +60
Student4  1st 25L 105L Increase +80
Student5  1st 5L 120L Increase +115
Student6  1st 115L 120L Increase +5
Student7  1st 50L 120L Increase +70
Student8  1st 65L 140L Increase +75
Student9  1st BR 140L Increase +140
Student 10  1st 70L 195L Increase +125
Student 11 1st 50L 205L Increase +155
Student 12 1st 130L 220L Increase +90
Student 13 1st 85L 2251 Increase +140
Student 14  1st 335L 380L Increase +45

Student 15  1st 405L 625L Increase +220
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Table C2.

First Grade — Non-Summer School Raw Data

Students Grade Spring Fall Lexile Increase, Decrease, oDifference

Level Lexile Remain the Same

Student 1 1st BR BR Remain the Same
Student 2 1st BR BR Remain the Same 0
Student 3 1st BR 25L Increase -
Student 4 1st BR 40L Increase 40
Student 5 1st BR 45L Increase 45
Student 6 1st 50L 60L Increase 10
Student 7 1st 20L 90L Increase 20
Student 8 1st BR 95L Increase o5
Student 9 1st 110L 110L Remain the Same 0
Student 10 1st BR 115L Increase 115
Student 11 1st 130L 145L Increase 15
Student 12 1st 165L 170L Increase .
Student 13 1st 130L 220L Increase %
Student 14 1st 260L 265L Increase .

Student 15 1st 270L 360L Increase 90
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Table C3.

Second Grade — Summer School Attendees Raw Data
Students Grade Spring Fall Increase, Decrease,Difference

Level Lexile Lexile or Remain the
Same

Student 1 2nd 205L 140L Decrease o5
Student 2 2nd 340L 170L Decrease 170
Student 3 2nd 200L 170L Decrease 30
Student 4 2nd 210L 170L Decrease 40
Student 5 2nd 275L 180L Decrease o5
Student 6 2nd 265L 200L Decrease o5
Student 7 2nd 335L 240L Decrease
Student 8 2nd 380L 240L Decrease 19;0
Student 9 2nd 350L 280L Decrease 20
Student 10 2nd 275L 285L Increase 10
Student 11 2nd 270L 290L Increase 20
Student 12 2nd 400L 305L Decrease o5
Student 13 2nd 510L 370L Decrease
Student 14 2nd 420L 425L Increase -1540

Student 15 2nd 605L 440L Decrease -65
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Table C4.

Second Grade — Non-Summer School Raw Data

Students Grade Spring Fall Lexile Increase, Difference

Level Lexile Decrease, or
Remain the Same

Student 1 2nd 65L 10L Decrease 55
Student 2 2nd 310L 120L Decrease 190
Student 3 2nd 200L 130L Increase 20
Student 4 2nd 185L 150L Decrease 35
Student 5 2nd 430L 180L Decrease 250
Student 6 2nd 270L 200L Decrease 20
Student 7 2nd 360L 210L Decrease 150
Student 8 2nd 345L 240L Decrease 105
Student 9 2nd 275L 265L Decrease 10
Student 10 2nd 280L 305L Increase o5
Student 11 2nd 355L 340L Decrease 15
Student 12 2nd 4951 365L Decrease 130
Student 13 2nd 465L 390L Decrease 75
Student 14 2nd 470L 4251 Decrease 45

Student 15 2nd 350L 490L Increase 140
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Table C5.

Third Grade - Summer School Attendees Raw Data

Students Grade Spring Fall Lexile Increase, Decrease, oDifference

Level Lexile Remain the Same

Student1  3rd 60L 150L Increase 165
Student2  3rd 190L 215L Increase 90
Student3  3rd 260L 280L Increase 25
Student4  3rd 435L 305L Decrease 20
Student5  3rd 510L 360L Decrease -130
Student6  3rd 410L 390L Decrease 150
Student7  3rd 545L 470L Decrease 20
Student8  3rd 550L 475L Decrease 75
Student9  3rd 600L 480L Decrease 75
Student 10 3rd 560L 4951 Decrease -120
Student 11 3rd 650L 505L Decrease 65
Student 12 3rd 585L 530L Decrease 145
Student 13 3rd 515L 540L Increase 55
Student 14  3rd 615L 615L Remain the Same 25

Student 15 3rd 90L 125L Increase 0
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Table C6.

Third Grade- Non-Summer School Raw Data

Students Grade Spring Lexile Fall Lexile Increase, Decrease, Difference

Level or Remain the Same

Student1  3rd 130L 195L Increase 65
Student2  3rd 465L 305L Decrease -160
Student3  3rd 265L 315L Increase 50
Student4  3rd 335L 350L Increase 15
Student5  3rd 375L 410L Increase 35
Student6  3rd 4951 435L Decrease -60
Student7  3rd 500L 485L Decrease -15
Student8  3rd 575L 500L Decrease -75
Student9  3rd 595L 580L Decrease -15
Student 10  3rd 670L 665L Decrease -5
Student 11 3rd 705L 755L Increase 50
Student 12 3rd 680L 780L Increase 100
Student 13 3rd 685L 785L Increase 100
Student 14  3rd 855L 840L Decrease -15
Student 15  3rd 570L 885L Increase 315

Note.Critical value = 1.761
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Table C7.

Fourth Grade - Summer School Attendees Raw Data

Students Grade Spring Fall Lexile Increase, Difference

Level Lexile Decrease, or
Remain the Same

Student 1 4th 115L 165L Increase 50
Student 2 4th 320L 270L Decrease 50
Student 3 4th 270L 300L Increase 30
Student 4 4th 510L 405L Decrease 105
Student 5 4th 305L 420L Increase 115
Student 6 4th 455L 430L Decrease 95
Student 7 4th 530L 4951 Decrease 35
Student 8 4th 565L 520L Decrease 45
Student 9 4th 595L 525L Decrease 70
Student 10 4th 515L 530L Increase 15
Student 11 4th 560L 585L Increase o5
Student 12 4th 555L 590L Increase 35
Student 13 4th 670L 635L Decrease 35
Student 14 4th 635L 645L Increase 10
Student 15 4th 615L 715L Increase

100
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Table C8.

Fourth Grade — Non-Summer School Raw Data

Students Grade Spring Lexile Fall Lexile  Increase, DecreaseDifference

Level or Remain the Same

Student 1 4th BR 80L Increase 80
Student 2 4th 65L 105L Increase 40
Student 3 4th 300L 295L Decrease -5
Student 4 4th 405L 335L Decrease -70
Student 5 4th 335L 360L Increase 25
Student 6 4th 515L 410L Decrease -105
Student 7 4th 465L 425L Decrease -40
Student 8 4th 525L 450L Decrease -75
Student 9 4th 520L 450L Decrease -70
Student 10  4th 605L 460L Decrease -145
Student 11 4th 595L 490L Decrease -105
Student 12 4th 720L 500L Decrease -220
Student 13 4th 605L 515L Decrease -90
Student 14  4th 570L 540L Decrease -30

Student 15 4th 750L 820L Increase 70
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Table C9.
Summary of Pre- and Post - Test Data: All Grad#elance Types

Attended summer school? Grade

Student (2=yes; 1=n0) level Pre-test Post-test Growth
1 2 1 0 15 15
2 2 1 0 55 55
3 2 1 0 60 60
4 2 1 25 105 80
5 2 1 5 120 115
6 2 1 115 120 5
7 2 1 50 120 70
8 2 1 65 140 75
9 2 1 0 140 140
10 2 1 70 195 125
11 2 1 50 205 155
12 2 1 130 220 90
13 2 1 85 225 140
14 2 1 335 380 45
15 2 1 405 625 220
16 2 2 205 140 -65
17 2 2 340 170 -170
18 2 2 200 170 -30
19 2 2 210 170 -40
20 2 2 275 180 -95
21 2 2 265 200 -65
22 2 2 335 240 -95
23 2 2 380 240 -140
24 2 2 350 280 -70
25 2 2 275 285 10
26 2 2 270 290 20
27 2 2 400 305 -95
28 2 2 510 370 -140
29 2 2 420 425 5
30 2 2 605 440 -165
31 2 3 60 150 90
32 2 3 190 215 25
33 2 3 260 280 20
34 2 3 435 305 -130
35 2 3 510 360 -150
36 2 3 410 390 -20
37 2 3 545 470 -75
38 2 3 550 475 -75
39 2 3 600 480 -120
40 2 3 560 495 -65
41 2 3 650 505 -145
42 2 3 585 530 -55
43 2 3 515 540 25
44 2 3 615 615 0

Continued
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Table C9. Continued

Attended summer school? Grade

Student (2=yes; 1=no0) level Pre-test Post-test Growth
45 2 3 a0 125 35
46 2 4 115 165 50
47 2 4 320 270 -50
48 2 4 270 300 30
49 2 4 510 405 -105
50 2 4 305 420 115
51 2 4 455 430 -25
52 2 4 530 495 -35
53 2 4 565 520 -45
54 2 4 595 525 -70
55 2 4 515 530 15
56 2 4 560 585 25
57 2 4 555 590 35
58 2 4 670 635 -35
59 2 4 635 645 10
60 2 4 615 715 100
61 1 1 0 0 0
62 1 1 0 0 0
63 1 1 0 25 25
64 1 1 0 40 40
65 1 1 0 45 45
66 1 1 50 60 10
67 1 1 20 90 70
68 1 1 0 95 95
69 1 1 110 110 0
70 1 1 0 115 115
71 1 1 130 145 15
72 1 1 165 170 5
73 1 1 130 220 a0
74 1 1 260 265 5
75 1 1 270 360 90
76 1 2 65 10 -55
77 1 2 310 120 -190
78 1 2 200 130 -70
79 1 2 185 150 -35
80 1 2 430 180 -250
81 1 2 270 200 -70
82 1 2 360 210 -150
83 1 2 345 240 -105
84 1 2 275 265 -10
85 1 2 280 305 25
86 1 2 355 340 -15
87 1 2 495 365 -130
88 1 2 465 390 =75
89 1 2 470 425 -45
90 1 2 350 490 140

Continued
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Table C9. Continued

Attended summer school? Grade

Student (2=yes; 1=n0) level Pre-test Post-test Growth
91 1 3 130 195 65
92 1 3 465 305 -160
93 1 3 265 315 50
94 1 3 335 350 15
95 1 3 375 410 35
96 1 3 495 435 -60
97 1 3 500 485 -15
98 1 3 575 500 -75
99 1 3 595 580 -15

100 1 3 670 665 -5
101 1 3 705 755 50
102 1 3 680 780 100
103 1 3 685 785 100
104 1 3 855 840 -15
105 1 3 570 885 315
106 1 4 0 80 80
107 1 4 65 105 40
108 1 4 300 295 -5
109 1 4 405 335 -70
110 1 4 335 360 25
111 1 4 515 410 -105
112 1 4 465 425 -40
113 1 4 525 450 -75
114 1 4 520 450 -70
115 1 4 605 460 -145
116 1 4 595 490 -105
117 1 4 720 500 -220
118 1 4 605 515 -90
119 1 4 570 540 -30
120 1 4 750 820 70

Note.Population N = 343
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