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Abstract

Reading is an essential skill taught during elemgnacademic years. The Sunny
Day School District recognized the need of locaangading program tailored to
effectively meeting the instructional needs of stud. A preliminary question was,

“how do we increase the reading achievement ajwalistudents?” In response to this
instructional concern, the Sunny Day School Disttecided to implement the Missouri
Reading Initiative (MRI), a state program createdgsist teachers with scientifically
research based reading instructional strategieéss sfudy addressed the problem of a
lack of a program evaluation for the MRI programmaplemented within the elementary
schools of the Sunny Day School District.

Qualitative and quantitative approaches added dapdhauthenticity to the data
collection process and the intention was to tridaiguthe data in order to obtain a holistic
picture of the MRI program in one school distri€esign features were inclusive of the
following study elements: administrative interviewsrveys, classroom observations,
and MAP Scale Scores. Statistical tools used atyaa the MAP Scale Scores
comprised of twa-tests for proportions calculated to find differeaén opinions and an
ANOVA to find any variances between MAP Scale Ssmtgrades 3-5 during the years
of this research study.

An alignment of the research questions, obsamsatiand surveys to the interview
guestions was completed then linked with the liteea Interviews and observations
revealed valuable details of the implementatiorcess of the MRI program. Emerging

themes added data about the implementation pracassewere reflective of



management and classroom facilitation. Surveyltedid suggest MRI was beneficial
for assisting teachers with research based inginaltstrategies. Twntests for
proportions of the survey results were in the @aitrange causing the rejection of the
null hypotheses. An ANOVA of the MAP scores did sbow a significant change in
any one year over the five-year period. Beforadieg on implementing an extensive
reading program similar to MRI, other districtsefatly consider the evaluation methods
of teachers. Factors not considered in this stsdgh as evaluative measures (cognitive
coaching versus traditional methods), may yielted&ént program implementation

results.
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MISSOURI READING INITIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 1

Chapter 1: Introduction

Background of the Study

The ability to read proficiently is a universallskiecessary for success at all
academic levels. Students who consistently rebmhbgrade level continue to struggle
throughout their school years with little chanceexdovery. Pretorius (2000) stated

research findings in applied linguistics and regdesearch consistently show a

strong correlation between reading proficiency academic success at all ages,

from the primary school right through to univerdetyel: students who read a lot

and who understand what they read usually attamal gpades. (p. 35)

In 2002, legislators developed a plan to improwvelesnt achievement called No
Child Left Behind (NCLB). The legislation enforcadcountability in reading
proficiency of all students and required statesetioguidelines for public school districts
to track yearly academic progress of studentss Wilgency to assure reading success
encouraged school districts to become proactivie faitulty professional development.
The type of professional development required éiosl improvement is that which
supports ongoing, high-quality reading instructjohS. Department of Education
[USDOE], 2002). Implementing ongoing systemasearch-based professional
development is a critical element in equipping edois to meet the needs of students
(USDOE, 2002).

President Obama addressed the subject of schaohréh his document “A
Blueprint for Reform: The Reauthorization of themEentary and Secondary Act”

(Duncan & Martin, 2010). The focus of this refowas on public education and the need
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for “rigorous and fair accountability and suppdreaery level” (p. 8). A further address
of USDESE (2010) of America’s public school admiraion was as follows:

Building on these statewide standards and aliggsdssments, every state

will ensure that its statewide system of accoutitgbiewards schools and

districts for progress and success, requires rigonaterventions in the

lowest performing schools and districts, and alldvesil flexibility to

determine the appropriate improvement and suppategjies for most

schools. (p. 8)

In response to the federal guidelines for studecb@antability, states have begun
to develop programs designed to meet the needsddrsts. The Missouri Reading
Initiative (MRI) program is a Missouri state reagliprogram designed to assist public
school districts with research-based best practma®ading instruction. The original
purpose of MRI was to assist teachers of kindeegattirough third grade with strategies
to help students become grade level proficieneading. In 1998, the MRI program
began facilitating the support of public schooktears of grades kindergarten through
third and at the time of this writing continuesstgpport public school districts in all
grade levels (MRI, 2008, pp. 1-3).

MRI is a comprehensive reading and writing progralaments of the program
included instruction sessions, cognitive coachargl modeling (MRI, 2008, p.1). In
addition, this comprehensive program includes mgadnd writing professional
development in research-based best practices MRigrogram is for school districts
that are in school improvement mode or that haweNbssouri Assessment Program

(MAP) scores. When a school district is interesitethe program, administrators
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complete an application. A staff survey of init@mmitment is required to begin the
professional development process (MRI, 2008).

At the time of this writing, the Sunny Day Schoatfict (a pseudonym) was in
District Improvement Level 3, Corrective Action (DESE, 2011). The NCLB
Legislation required school districts to maintaischool improvement plan when their
Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) scores were not m&DOE, 2002).

NCLB requires states to establish standards, sis&gds, and accountability
systems to ensure that every child achieves pesfayi in reading and
mathematics by the year 2014. Each state is medjtir test all students in grades
3-8 and once in grades 10-12 on assessmentselaigared with challenging
state standards for reading and mathematics; e¢atshmust also set standards for
making “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) towarddbal of 100 percent
proficiency. To make AYP, schools must meet preficy targets not only for
the school as a whole but also for student subgrdapluding major racial and
ethnic groups, economically disadvantaged studshidents with disabilities,
and students with limited English proficiency. (USBE, 2002, pp. 1479-1482)

MODESE defined the AYP requirements as “the antarglet for all students and
student subgroups to meet in a progressive nadtatemould result in all students scoring
at or above the proficient level” (Missouri Depaetmh of Elementary and Secondary
Education [MODESE], 2011, p. 1). This conditioe@pitated the Sunny Day School
District’s need to develop a research based priofiegisdevelopment plan to renovate

teaching strategies.
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Statement of Problem

The problem was the absence of a program evaluitidhe MRI Program
within the Sunny Day School District. This evaloatwas necessary because of the
amount of money and time spent on this initiatiM@AP results for the Sunny Day
School District have consistently signified urgefaychange in elementary reading
instruction and interventions. The percentagestudents reading below proficiency
were not within the state guidelines at the in@epbdf the program. However, NCLB
specified all school districts below the state gliites for reading scores were required to
maintain a School Improvement Plan (USDOE, 2002).
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research study was to evathatprocess and outcomes of
the MRI Program and utilize qualitative methodgxplore teacher perceptions, the
implementation process, barriers to implementirgggtogram, MR risks, and MRI
benefits. This program evaluation may be valuébk@) school districts interested in
reading programs, (b) community leaders, (c) sttgj€d) parents, (e) teachers, and (f)
administrative personnel of prospective MRI schaistricts. Providing high quality
reading instruction is a vital component for suscas a school district. Pretorius (2000)
maintained the ability to read is essential fordbademic success of all students (p. 35).
At the time of this study, NCLB required all pubsichool districts to assure the reading
proficiency of all students by third grade, analevelop a school improvement plan to
increase reading achievement including a professidevelopment program designed to
equip teachers with the skills needed to increas#ests’ reading success (USDOE,

2002).
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Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses

Main Research Question:

How does the MRI Program prepare teachers to tessating?

Sub Questions:

1. To what extent are MRI program elements incafsat into reading instruction at the
Sunny Day School District?

2. What elements of MRI are the most effective adiog to administrator interviews,
teacher observations, and surveys?

3. What are the unexpected implementation baroEkRI as indicated by surveys,
observations, or interviews?

4. What are the costs to implementing MRI withia 8unny Day School District?
Hypotheses:

1. Teachers using MRI will exhibit confidence irithability to teach reading, as
measured by percentage of response on a Liker¢ eateption Survey.

2. Teachers using MRI will exhibit confidence irlidery methods, as measured by
percentage of response on a Likert Scale Perceftiorey.

3. A year-to-year comparison of pre/post progragragate Communication Arts (MAP)
test scores of grades 4 and 5 will indicate onmare of the years as different from the
others.

Definition of Terms

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYPYhe minimum level of improvement that states,

school districts and schools must achieve eachaman individual state's
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measure of yearly progress toward achieving stademic standards”
(Bernhardt, 2004, p. 281).

Corrective Action:The term corrective action means action, constsigth State Law,
that substantially and directly respond to the iast academic failure of a
school that caused the local educational agentakesuch action” (USDOE,
2002, p. 1483).

Formative AssessmenfAissessments at regular intervals of a student'grpss with
accompanying feedback in order to help thdent’'s performance and to provide
direction for improvement of a program for indivalstudents or for a whole
class (Bernhardt, 2004, p. 287).

Growth Model* The purpose of the growth model pilot is to expl alternative
approaches that meet the accountability goals diBNand the state’s
accountability model incorporating student growthstrensure that all students
are proficient by 2013-14" (USDOE, 2006, p. 4).

Missouri Assessment Program (MAPhe statewide students’ assessment program
developed in response to adoption of the Outstgn8ahools Act (MODESE,
2011, p. 4).

Proficient. The goal of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) o have 100% of
America’s public school students “proficient” byetlgear 2014, 12 years from the
enactment of the law. Proficiency was determimediugh annual state-level tests
in reading and math in each of grades 3-8, anelaat lonce in high school
(USDOE, 2002).

Safe Harbor.If a school or district/LEA does not meet AYP faoch subgroup, a
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provision called Safe Harbor allows another oppatyufor the school or district

to make AYP. Safe Harbor does not apply to thevgracalculation (MODESE,

2011, p. 14).

Scientifically Based Reading ResearRlesearch that involves the application of
rigorous, systematic, and objective proceduredtaio reliable and valid
knowledge relevant to education activities and pots (Bernhardt, 2004, p.
295).

Limitations
The survey, observation, and interview data &f $kudy were from pre-selected

facilities within the Sunny Day School District. pke-selection of the subjects was the

researcher’s effort to minimize researcher bias;esthe researcher currently teaches at

School A and works collaboratively with School Bchool A houses grades K-2 and

School B houses grades 3-5; teachers of both ssleotidborate and attend common

meetings.

Another limitation of this study was the fact tisatnny Day School District
implemented two other school improvement progralmsecto the same time it
implemented MRI: Professional Learning Communi{ilesCs) and Response to
Intervention (RTI). RTIlis a program developedtpport teachers by helping them
collect and track student achievement data angjdesiategies to meet the individual
needs of students (Murray, Woodruff, & Vaughn, 2049 27-28). Equally important, a
PLC is a collaboration model designed to encougealyeators to work together toward
common goals and to learn together and from edwdr ¢DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, &

Karhanek, 2010, p. 181). Since all three prograrescomplementary to MRI, the



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 8

process and outcomes measurements of MRI may leereibfluenced by the coinciding
implementations of PLCs and RTI. School improventequired a complex plan of
action that commonly involved multiple initiativeinlike a science laboratory where
there is time to study the effects of manipulatimg variable at a time, schools are living
dynamic and complex organizations that do not lhgdime or tolerance to do the same.
Instead, school organizations require complex swistwith many variables being
manipulated all at the same time. A mixed- methatjyram evaluation approach was
used to address this limitation.
Summary

This program evaluation incorporated both qualiaind quantitative data,
which included interviews, observations, surveysl MIAP data. The purpose of this
study was to complete a program evaluation of tiid pfogram as implemented within
the Sunny Day School District. The USDOE (2008)dkation enforced accountability
for all students. NCLB legislation caused pressurg@ublic school districts to find
appropriate professional development to help tiegichers meet the needs of students.
MRI is a state reading program designed to asalstigpschool districts with research-
based best practices for reading instruction. @igncoaching, modeling, and on-site
teacher training distinguish this reading prograitso discussed were limitations to this
study: the Sunny Day School District had also betgumplement two other programs
PLCs and RTI at the same time as the MRI progr@tmapter 2 will review the literature
on reading theory, reading programs, professioeatldpment, leadership, and change

management to support this study.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Framing Literature

The purpose of this review was to provide a comgmslve review of the
literature on these topics: theory of reading, geamanagement, leadership, programs
for reading instruction, and Missouri Reading btitte. The theory of reading is
important to the understanding of the earliestesgias of how a child learns to read and
maintains meaningful reading skills throughoutfetime. Change management and
leadership are included since the reality of inooating any new program requires
organizational leaders at all levels to not onbdiéut also manage the change. Programs
designed for teaching reading such as Reading Regavnd Reading First were included
to compare and contrast them against the theayaofing. The components and
implementation process of the MRI Program are cbast with current beliefs of reading
practices and organizational strategies.
Theory of Reading

The theories of reading are part of the organistngcture for this literature
review since the components of how children learread are foundational pieces for
successful reading programs. Pretorius (2000)laded, “reading is an essential skill
for success in life and academics” (p. 35). CIE89() defined reading as a message-
getting, problem-solving activity, which increasegower and flexibility the more it is
practiced. Preparation for reading begins in timbyechildhood stages of development.
Children come to kindergarten with prior literacgperiences gained from family,
friends, preschool, or community influences (Naaioimstitute for Literacy, 2006).
Kindergarten is the formal beginning of basic instion in reading, and the phonetic

principles and concepts about print (National tog#i for Literacy, 2006). According to
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the National Reading Panel of the National Institoft Child Health and Human
Development (2000)
these topics were researched and related to hddrehilearn to read (a) direct
explicit instruction, (b) methods and materialphbnemic awareness and
phonics, (c) procedures for teaching comprehenskdls, (d) developing fluency,
automaticity, and processing (e) vocabulary devealent, (f) providing reading
engagement, (g) evidence of reading proficiencyg, &m assessment. (pp. 1-2)
The researcher conducted a review of the framteggliure on these topics to
provide a comprehensive picture of how childremrid¢a read. Equally important,
included is a brief overview of teacher programsigiged to improve reading abilities.
Direct explicit instruction. Rupley, Blair, and Nichols (2009) found “direct
explicit instruction is an essential feature oéading instructional program to help
struggling students become better readers” (p..1Bdjther, Joyce, Weil, and Calhoun
(2004) defined direct instruction as “a patternezfching that consists of the teacher’s
explaining a new concept or skill to a large grofigtudents, having them test their
understanding by practicing under direction andeanaging them to continue to practice
under teacher guidance” (p. 314). Hall (n.d.) desd explicit instruction and broke it
into two categories: design components and deligemgponents (p. 2). The design
components include the following features: big &eanspicuous strategies, mediated
scaffolding, strategic integration, and judicioasiew (Hall, n.d., pp. 2-3). Each of these
five components described in detail by Hall (natg basic strands incorporated within
effective teaching. Also, Hall (n.d.) provided sleedelivery components (a) appropriate

instructional pacing, (b) adequate processing tiiglenonitor responses, (d) provide
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feedback, and (e) frequent student responses (iddll,pp. 4-5). In addition, Hall, (n.d.)
found “direct explicit instruction is an effectiveol for struggling students and according
to extensive all students benefit from well-desdyaad explicitly taught skills” (p. 5).

M ethods, materials, phonics, and phonemic awareness. Dorn and Soffos
(2001) described early literacy approaches as stipgahildren to become self-
regulated learners. Further, Dorn and Soffos (R0@brporated whole group, small
group, and independent reading as a method ofrrgaldivelopment. In fact, students
learn phonemic principles, parts of speech, andpcehension strategies through books
called mentor texts. In addition to mentor teptsonic lesson alphabet charts, magnetic
letters, leveled books, poems, and songs reinfgn@ading concepts, Dorn and Soffos
(2001) suggested the following objectives for eaihg emerging readers as a guide to
developmental stages. “The first two, the readeuses on the printed word and is able
to point to words with 1-1 matching” sets the tdoethe early reader. Also included
were reading strategies such as solving unknowsvand crosschecking explained how
articulation and fluency are foundational to thadieg process (Dorn & Soffos, 2001, p.
35). Emergent readers typically utilize the siyats explained by Dorn and Soffos to
strengthen their reading ability. Teachers whosjal® opportunities for children to
experience literacy based on these suggestionsiEgmreading development (Dorn &
Soffos, 2001).

Comprehension skillsand procedures. Coyne et al. (2000) reported, “the
ultimate purpose of reading instruction shouldderprove comprehension” (p. 222).
First, the student begins to read by decodingdkeand learning new vocabulary. Once

the student can build enough words and vocabutargdd at a smooth rate,
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comprehension of the text starts to occur. Themlents learn to comprehend the text by
using a variety of strategies. These include tilewing: (a) retelling, (b) identifying

story elements, (c) making and confirming predit$io(d) making connections, (e)
inferring, (f) making cause and effect relationshignd (g) identifying nonfiction text
features. These comprehension strategies arenmepted using a read aloud, whole
class, or small group instruction. Finally, teash@eed to build in time during the
lessons for students to write and discuss withgpdetails about the texts. The use of
story structure organization such diagrams or naapvaluable tools to extend
comprehension skills (Coyne et al., 2000).

Clay (1991) discussed the topic of reading skiéleaed by the end of early
childhood. Early childhood is birth through eigietars of age. Clay (1991) stated the
following for parameters for achieving reading sgscin the intermediate grades.
“Students need to have been tuned into meanintgxts, eager to talk, read, and write,
able to compose and write simple texts, and abtedd narrative and non-narrative
texts” (p. 10). Dorn and Soffos (2001) reinfordkd statement by the NRC with
“comprehension is the ultimate goal of the readiotj (p. 39). Dorn and Soffos (2001)
expanded on strategies to use when teaching retmaid in comprehension. The
simplest level of comprehension is retelling whits@reader retells the whole or part of a
passage read and students can respond by eitthadizerg thoughts or writing in
response to the story. Before reading a textestisdcan predict what might happen in
the story. This prediction activity will set a paise for reading to engage the student in
the reading process. Dorn and Soffos (2001) desdrihe following checklist for

assessing students’ reading comprehension:



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 13

1. The student retells the story in a logical aequential order.

2. The student discusses the main and secondargathrs in the story.

3. The student describes the setting of the story.

4. The student uses language phrases, book &alé&r special vocabulary from

the story.

5. The student includes supporting details fromstioey.

6. The student connects the story to other texts.

7. The student responds to the story at a persevel| and describes the story

ending. (Dorn & Soffos, 2001, p. 110)
Besides developing comprehension skills througéllnet), Dorn and Soffos (2001)
described a process of teaching reading, whicluded the following components. First,
the teacher models explicit book language and ngdolehavior. This process helps the
students visualize what is expected. Secondgetheher coaches the students in small
groups or individual sessions with strategies gsasvith problem solving. Third, the
teacher scaffolds the students’ learning by présgsinall pieces of information and
then building upon the skills to reach the desgedls. Finally, Dorn and Soffos (2001)
described the technique of “fading” when they s&tik true test of learning takes place
when a student applies the knowledge, skills, aradegjies gained from teacher-assisted
lessons to independent work” (p. 9).

Once a reader has grasped the beginning stagegebiing, the instructor
introduces a higher level of comprehension skid®rn and Soffos (2001) explained

these higher-level comprehension strategies.
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(a) construct inferences bases on prior experieacdknowledge; (b) make

logical and reasonable assumptions based on a atimeupattern of evidence,;

(c) confirm or reject predictions as further eviders presented; (d) link clues

about cause-and-effect relationships; (e) form g@izations, such as text-to-text

and text-to-life connections; and (f) summarizergse(p. 48)
Dorn and Soffos (2001) provided a comprehensiveasmh to teaching higher level
thinking strategies to support comprehension.

Developing fluency, automaticity, and processing. According to Kuhn and
Stahl (2003) the big question is, at what point eilearner shift from decoding words to
reading for meaning with automaticity? Rasinskil@) defined reading fluency as “the
ability of readers to read the words in the tekbrtlessly and efficiently (automaticity)
with meaningful expression that enhances the mgasfithe text (prosody)” (p. 32).
Hence, prosody is “the melody of language” (p. 32luency is essential for reading
achievement and once the student begins to debederitten text, it becomes the focus.
Fluency enhances the comprehension level wheredohér models it through whole or
small group instruction. The basic aspect of fyeis building rhythm and expression
when reading (Kuhn & Stahl, 2003). Kuhn and S{@bD3) pointed to the primary
components of fluency as “(a) accuracy in decodijbpautomaticity in word
recognition; and (c) the appropriate use of praséehtures such as stress, pitch, and
appropriate text phrasing” (p. 5). Clay (1993)manped the use of repeated reading as a
tool to strengthen reading ability within the begimg stages of instruction. Clay (1993)
suggested lowering difficulty level of the text iltthe student achieves independent

success (p. 52). In contrast, Rasinski (2010) teebi@e use of fluency as a sole measure
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of reading rate. Rasinski (2010) explained how fusasuring the rate of reading quickly
is not an indicator of students’ reading abiliasinski clarified by adding “fluent
readers, on the other hand, are able to read veagately and effortlessly” (p. 32).
Fountas and Pinnell (1996) explained “fluent readkr not get bogged down in the
details, and the reader is flexible, varying speét the difficulty of the text” (p. 150).
This definition of a fluent reader gives a pictofevhat proficient reading looks like and
whom accuracy and flow contribute to comprehensiahe text.

Vocabulary development. Beginning at birth, language and communicatien ar
key components to social and emotional developnaert,children begin kindergarten
with various levels of background knowledge, regdibility, and vocabulary ( Institute
for Child Health and Human Development [NIH], 2000jarzano (2004) discussed how
vocabulary instruction utilizes direct or indiresttategies. The introduction of a new
word using a dictionary is only one way to increaseabulary. When children are
encouraged to draw and write about new words, ¢ja@y a deeper understanding of the
terms (pp. 68-72). Marzano (2004) explained hoffetive vocabulary instruction
involves the gradual shaping of word meanings thnonultiple exposures” (p. 73).
When teachers read quality fiction and nonfictiderature to students, they introduce
them to new ideas, concepts, and build vocabuMarfano, 2004, p. 73). Vocabulary
development is essential for a deep understanditigedext and ability to connect topics
across subject areas.

Providing reading engagement. Time allotted for independent reading is critical
for the development of literacy skills and Clay 919 revealed “success in school is

fostered by a program that goes to where eachigVchild is in his or her exploration
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of literacy and provides appropriate experiencedtolding on to that existing
knowledge” (p. 44). Rasinski (2010) provided a poehensive approach to literacy by
enriching reading experiences with assisted reamifgild motivation and confidence
(p- 27). Rasinski provided examples of assistadirg, choral reading, audio recorded
readings, and performance reading (p. 27). Ras@glgkorated on using oral reading as
part of regular classroom instruction and he dbscdrimany different opportunities to use
oral reading. The following are a few examplesval/s Rasinski incorporated fluency
into daily instruction. These procedures providseatial reading practice to develop
automaticity. Instructors can introduce texts esréad them for comprehension, using
texts such as poetry, songs, letters, pledgesdafilktales, and fantasy texts to add
variety to readings (Rasinski, 2010, p. 27).

Evidence of reading proficiency. Children who read independently at their
appropriate grade level are proficient. The Natlokssessment of Education Progress
(USDOE, 2007) defined proficiency as “solid acadeperformance for each grade
assessed” (p.23). The USDOE (2007) found

students reaching this level have demonstrated etenpy over challenging

subject matter, including subject-matter knowledyglication of such

knowledge to real-world situations, and analyt&lalls appropriate to the subject

matter. (p. 23)

NCLB noted every child should read proficiently ¢made three. The NCLB legislation
holds educators responsible for assuring succdsgicdassroom. President Obama
presented a plan for achievement in his 2@Elueprint for Reform.He began his work

with the statement “every child deserves a worddgleducation” (Duncan & Matrtin,
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2010, p. 5). Obama described his passion for eémucahen he mandated all schools
accountable for the reading success of all studerdghis government requirement
precipitates the need for intervention program$&waading (p. 5).

A leader in the field of reading theory, Clay’s 198ork in reading interventions
added distinction to the necessary steps to maintareading proficiency. Clay (1991)
described independent readers as displaying cdryédiaviors: the reader selects and
reads difficult texts without assistance; profi¢igmproblem solves while reading using
self -correction strategies to decode unknown waxdd can comprehend the text by
anticipating further details and questions thenmiation presented (Clay, 1991, p. 254).

Reading assessment. Assessment of reading progress is a critical cormapboto
the diagnosis of reading instructiomdividual assessment of reading progress is an on-
going process according to Schmoker (1999)

when educators regularly monitor students’ progeeskadjust the instruction,

accordingly success is expected. Indeed, assessoraponents determine the

goals and instructional plans, and combination®whal and informal individual

assessments will correctly determine student neEdsthe same reason, a

mixture of observations, informal and formal method assessments guide the

planning of the instruction necessary to reachdgsred goals. Therefore, an
observation of reading development of individuatall group, and whole class

reading instruction contributes to the assessmienirp. (p. 5)

Formative and summative tools provide a basis fammpng effective lesson in literacy
development and Fountas and Pinell (1996) descthmegdrocess of assessment for

reading instruction. Formative and summative neg@dissessments for grades K-2



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 18

provided basic guidelines for instruction. Formatassessments help align the reading
instruction with individual student needs. Exanspdé these assessments are as follows:
an alphabet checklist of inclusive of letter reatign and the identification of the
associating sounds (phonetic principles, developahéigh frequently word usage
checklists for K-2, running records (a record stadent reading of approximately 50
words), provide concrete examples of how the stukas progressed (Fountas & Pinnell,
1996, pp. 149-187).

Data collection with the purpose of diagnosingrémeding needs of students is
vital to providing appropriate individualized ingttion. RTI is a program designed to
support the individual needs of students basedaten dThe type of data collected
includes both formative and summative techniguesmative assessment is a
combination of both formal and informal tools usedreate goals for instruction.
Summative assessments measure progress at thé amadetructional period. RTlis a
tiered model where tier three is for a small nundfestudents who needs intense
interventions. Consequently, the students whosfdHin tier one or two receive small
group interventions and move through the intenampirocess according to need. The
goal of RTI is for the majority of students to falithin tier one (Missouri Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education [MODESE], 200%). The Sunny Day School
District uses assessment tools such as Dibels ®atiem and Developmental Reading
Assessment (DRA) consistently throughout the scleat. Dibels and DRA are data
systems for charting progress and diagnosing iostmu MRI defines Developmental

Reading Assessment (DRA) as
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A method of assessment and documentation of stsideading progress as it

develops over time. The purpose of the DRA isrtabde teachers to

systematically observe, record, and evaluate chengfedent reading fluency

and comprehension and to plan for and teach witht #tadent needs to learn

next. (MRI, 2008, p. 6)
Data collection systems given at the beginningatrehd of an instruction period provide
information about students’ current reading ahilitySDOE (2007) reported “three
reading level descriptions: basic, proficient, addanced” (p. 26). In addition, the role
of the USDOE (2007) was to report on trends of ettideading achievement over time
and to assess any trends in reading achievemerdypany with achievement gaps
(USDOE, 2007, p. 27). School district administratieave a responsibility to the
students, parents, and educators to locate andgagmagrams that promote literacy
development. Often an organization will experietieeelements of change when new
ideas presented.
L eader ship and Organizational Change M anagement

Vetrivel (2010) found “educational leadership is firocess of enlisting the
talents and energies of teachers, pupils and mateward achieving common
educational aims” (p. 21). MacAulay, Yue, and Towr(2010) described the
relationships between leadership and change wéthiorganization: “When considering
successful organizational change strategies, #mcpptions usually include some strong
sense of leadership: a champion for the causkasfge” (p. 335). In addition to strong
leadership, MacAulay et al. (2010) explained “tmportance of storytelling within an

organization” (p. 342). The term storytelling isrlval sharing of professional
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experiences with other members of the establishmEm¢se stories usually are
supportive of change within the organization (R2)34When an organization is working
to bring about change, effective leadership id.vita

A PLC is rooted in the concept of team buildingjatmoration, and setting
common goals and DuFour et al. (2010) explainexbtiild a collaborative culture
within a school setting members were to work int@ehdently to achieve common goals
for which members were held mutually accountalye”@1). DuFour et al. (2010)
described the following important features of higéffective schools: effective team
leaders need to focus on to collaboration andtglafipurpose, and teams concentrate on
the present data of the students and are comnbittethking a change to improve the
results. This is a shift to working backward byenning the goals and planning with
the end in mind. However, leaders of the teamd t@be positive and empower the
members to persevere and celebrate steps alomgathgp. 180). Management and
leadership are the foundational pieces to sucdesgfanizations, and the rewards of
empowering leadership are achieved goals and eféesthools (DuFour et al., 2010).
Evaluative tools used by administrative leadersciifiocus was on reflection of practice
rather than correction cause teachers to think mboeit how and why certain methods
are effective. Garmston and Whitaker (1993) descrithe difference between cognitive
coaching and evaluation.

The primary difference between cognitive coaching avaluation was cognitive

coaching used the cycles of preconference, obsenvaind post conference, for

the sole purpose of helping the teacher improvieuosonal effectiveness by

becoming more reflective about teaching. (pp. 1-2)
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Cognitive coaching was a unique part of MRI andtibuated to the process of helping
teachers become reflective thinkers of their pcacind as an effective piece for
leadership support for administration. Page (2@E3cribed the Georgia Leadership
Institute for School Improvement and defined thdgrenance need: “Schools need
effective human capital development systems wharhfmd, grow, and keep leaders
who can create conditions and model practices wiashlt in improved school, teacher,
and student performance” (p. 12). Table 1 illussdhe structural environment of an
organization with regards to change. Table 1 ihit$ the frame, barriers to change,
and essential strategies for dealing with the chang@rganizations. Bolman and Deal
(2008) created the table to explain the processgdnizational change.

Tablel

Reframing Organizational Change

Frame Barriersto Change Essential Strategies

Structural Loss of direction, digr  Communication, realigning,
and stability;ndosion, and renegotiating formal
chaos patterns and policies

Human resource  Anxiety, uncertainty; Training to develop new skills;
people feel incatent participation and involvement;
and needy psychological support

Political Disempowerment; cocifli Create arenas where issues
between winnemgd a can be renegotiated and new
losers conditions formed

Symbolic Loss of meaning, and Create transition rituals
purpose

Note.Bolman and Deal (2008, p. 379).
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Meanwhile, Vetrivel (2010) made a contrast betweamagement and leadership. The
point made here is “management is about seekingr @t stability: leadership is about
seeking adaptive and constructive change” (p. ¥2&trivel described how “change
fatigue” (p. 22) can affect the performance of migational members and how fatigue
can lead to burnout and lack of production. Whethe change managers? Burnes and
Oswick (2011) addressed these concerns of managéWwen manages change? What
is changed?” (p. 2). They explained how organmretihave orchestrated change in the
past. Leaders were the presenters of a new idéavetopment and the employees or
subordinates would absorb the change (p. 2).

Conzemius and O’Neill (2002) described how educaticettings have adhered to
community building. Collaboration is the key compat where the teachers work
together to solve problems and establish goalth®good of the students. Conzemius
and O’Neill found “one of the most important thirggéeader can do is to promote a
different vision of leadership where everyone playsle in improving the success of the
school” (p. 13). In addition to collaboration, Gemius and O’Neill offered five
guestions to consider when sharing responsibilitiiiwa school culture.

e Where do we want to be?

e Where are we now?

e How will we get to where we want to be?

e What are we learning?

e Where should we focus next? (p. 40)

It is essential to consider these questions whegaldping a school improvement plan.
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These leadership approaches were critical compsiemhanaging new programs within
school districts. When administrators supportedstiaff with new developments and got
involved in the process, success was more probdlle.adoption of new programs for
professional development required a close loolegitdtements to support the motivation
of new programs or initiatives within professiosattings.
Programsfor Reading

Dorn, French, and Jones (1998) described the coempiof a balanced reading
program. Balanced literacy involved planning abaty selected variety of activities
designed to guide children through the developnieetaling processes with expected
movement to higher levels of understanding (Dormlet 1998, p. 29). The following is
a guide for integrating programs for reading: ‘s&sful teaching practices include (a)
reading and rereading familiar fiction and nonbatibooks to students, (b) implementing
shared reading strategies using various media(@ndilizing guided reading principles
in small groups with students” (p. 29). Dorn etsdhted the following questions as
examples teachers used during instruction.

What can the children learn alone? What can tiidreh do with my

help? What types of materials will support thdarein in applying

their current knowledge, strategies, and skills®whloes each type of

literacy activity support the children in buildiedfective reading

systems? What sort of guidance do | provide thlelen in each

activity? (p. 29)
The MRI program did include components of a baldnmeading approach to instruction,

and began with assessment as the foundation. iddkaded were guided reading, small
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group instruction, whole group, and independentirepas a framework. This section of
the literature review will contrast other readimggrams with the MRI program.

The Reading Recovery Program design begins whersttident was currently
performing and continues at this level until thedsint is able to “push the boundaries of
his [or her] own knowledge” (Clay, 1993, p. 9).a€(1993) defined this process as
acceleration. For the same reason, instructorstardhis increase of knowledge outside
the daily teacher-lead lessons. The teacher créaiéy lessons based on each student’s
individual needs. Clay (1993) stated “both reading writing in the early acquisition
stage contribute to learning about print” (p. 1CJay’s program incorporates daily story
writing to understanding how oral and written pmvdrk. The Reading Recovery
Program is designed sequentially a typical indigidutoring lesson is designed
strategically with each lesson lasting thirty masut The following are included: reading
and rereading familiar texts, phonemic practicatimg in response to reading, and
moving the student into a more difficult text (Clap93, p. 14). Clay gives specific
instruction for teachers of her programeach daily 30-minute tutoring session follows
the same format and students move to a higherngédelvel upon mastery. Clay’s
program is a supplement for the regular daily ctam® reading instruction and is for the
first two years of formal school (Clay, 1993). dantrast this program with the MRI
program, the main difference is with the desigthef 30-minute scripted sessions
tailored to follow a strict routine. However, thERI program does have similar
components to Reading Recovery for example, incatpw literature, phonics, and

determining appropriate individual reading levels.
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The Reading First Program is a direct responseaNCLB Act and the purpose

of the program is to ensure all children can reatl by third grade (USDOE, 2002 a).
The Reading First Program includes the followinghponents:

» identifying reading assessments with proven validitd reliability;

» identifying scientifically based materials and piams;

= professional development;

= implementing the essential components of readiatyuntion;

= sub-grant process;

= geographic diversity;

= program coordination;

= and assessment. (pp. 11-12)
This program is a comprehensive reading prograracbas scientific reading processes
and it is inclusive of assessment, coaching, mango professional development, and
incorporates components of effective reading pnogsach as “ phonemic awareness,
phonics, vocabulary development, reading fluenay, ri@ading comprehension
strategies” (USDOE, 2002 a, p. 3). The Readingtirogram is a federally funded
program and the MRI program is a Missouri stateinitrative. The requirements for
approval and qualification for the Reading Firsigrnam differ as well. Both reading
programs were similar in design with the focus sseasment and planning instruction
according to the individual student needs.
Missouri Reading Initiative

The MRI Program is a three-year professional dgarakent program designed to

assist teachers with essential teaching skillssszog to help students learn to read. A
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comprehensive literacy approach inclusive of a wadege of materials used by a
responsive teacher who moves students to highelsle¥ understanding was a
foundational concept within the MRI program (Dotrak, 1998, p. 29). A
comprehensive literacy model of assessments, rgaddinkshop, word study, and writing
workshop were the key component categories of thgram. To explain this model,
each year comprised of three actions (to/with/ef)reéd as to the children, with the
children, and by the children; these actions represl the layout of how the
comprehensive literacy program components fit toge¢Dorn et al., 1998, p. 4). The
mission of MRI included the commitment to work withssouri public schools to ensure
children can read and write proficiently (MRI, 20@8 1). The goals of the program
were as follows:
(a) Provide ongoing systematic professional devakam to enhance the quality
of literacy instruction leading to improved studashievement throughout all
grade levels. (b) Examine and disseminate reseamaading and writing to
educators throughout the state, assisting schatistee implementation of
instructional best practices in literacy throughd®ling lessons, coaching, and
collaboration. (c) Assist schools with assessnm@ahning, implementation, and
evaluation of school improvement efforts in literaoward a comprehensive
model. (p.1)
This program is unique because of the cognitivelsiog process included in the
program that allows each teacher to reflect orr fr@ictices and learn to incorporate
solid techniques to reading components to assersubcess of students. Assessment is

the guiding principle as teachers learn to findghesent performance level of each
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student through assessment. Further, teachersdéar year one how to take a close
look at each student individually and custom pkssbns accordingly. Also, included in
this review is a comprehensive picture of each gnagyear, and how to implement MRI
within a large suburban school district.
MRI training procedures for year one for grades &e8sisted of the following
components: 22 days of training, two initial intoation sessions, 19 days of
training, and one day to evaluate the year andaads for the next school year.
(p. 2)
The intermediate grades 3-6 followed a more coretpsogram schedule and included
the following components: MRI training procedufesyear one included 15 days
training, 1 initial introduction session, 13 daydraining, and one day to evaluate the
year and set goals for the next school year (p. 1).
The assessment piece was a primary concept inteddiring year one and consistent
throughout the program. The following is a lisfo@ir assessment tools presented by
MRI: Anecdotal records, running records, conceptsuaprint (CAP), and
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA). Each sissad tool served a unique
purpose for assessing the present reading lewtudénts. Anecdotal records provide
the day-to- day progress of students as the teacakes casual notes about each student.
MRI presented a variety of ways to organize thgeasment tool (MRI, 2008, p. 28).
Running records was described in detail and predtiy the participants as a vital piece
to the determining the on-going reading level afiehts. This tool utilizes written
symbols to represent each word read of a passaggstiag of approximately 50 words

and is a necessary skill to move students to isangly difficult levels of text (MR,
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2008, p. 29). The CAP assessment was for gradesda determiner of phonetic
awareness ability. This intricate test uses agp@cchildren’s literature and the student
identifies basic parts of a text including printgsicture relationships (MRI, 2008, p.
39). Finally, the DRA assessment was the mosihskte and valuable assessment tool
presented by the MRI program. The purpose ofrdasling test was to present the
reading levels of students according to the DRAesdasigned for multiple grade levels.
Students read leveled texts and completed the edmpsion section (MRI, 2008, p. 50).
Once the assessment instruction is completed, ¢estdarn how to group students
according to their assessment results. When gnguwgiudents the teacher asks these
guestions:

e Is the child reading independently?

e On what level is the child reading?

e What kind(s) of books will be just right for thiitd?

e What are her/his attitudes about books? (MRI, 2p026)
Year 1 for grades K-6 is inclusive of trainingwole class reading, guided reading
instruction, and assessment tools. Year 2 of tRé pfogram begins with a review of
concepts learned in year one. The training/mod&imserving cycle continued into the
second year of the program along with the coacbamgponent. In addition to using the
newly learned reading strategies presented in yeide teacher is also given instruction
in writing. When the educators began year 2, these equipped with all the necessary
skills to assess and plan appropriate individustiuction for their students. Year 3 of
the MRI program is a comprehensive meshing of repdnd writing strategies acquired

in year 1 and 2 of the program. The layout oftthidl year is as follows:
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In grades kindergarten through three, there ameohiact days, one day initial
training, and nine days training/modeling/obserwioging the school year, and
one day exit conference/evaluation/goal settimggrades three through the
difference is there are 13 days training/modelibgérving during the school

year. (MRI, 2008, p. 2)

All three years did include the to/with/by cycle fhe children, with the children, and by
the children] as a model of how the program comptsevolved throughout the three-
year process.

Kimsey (2010) conducted a study of the relationshigtween the implementation
of MRI, teacher perceptions, and student achievénmsgng MAP data within a
secondary educational setting. The use of a teaglestionnaire to reflect perceptions
of the MRI program and MAP data were essentiahi® study. Results of this study did
show “teachers had favorable attitudes and pemepof the MRI program” (p. 78).

The researcher recommended the use of the DRAsamsat to measure student
communication arts achievement instead of the MARmevaluating program
effectiveness with MRI (p. 83).

A research study by Edelman, Martin, and Hasel@®®6) emphasized the need
for “buy in” of a majority of participants beforenplementing the MRI program. This
study did evaluate “the relationship between pigdict buy-in and support to perceptions
about program worth” (p. 11). The results of friegram did show teachers as being
resistant and overwhelmed in the first year of enpéntation of the MRI program but as

the program continued, the intensity lessened @achiers were less resistant. The data
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of this study did also show a there was a relahignbetween teacher buy-in and success
of the program (p. 16).

Summary

This chapter reviewed the literature in the follogviareas: (a) reading theory, (b)
leadership and organizational change managemeémiggrams for reading, and (d) the
Missouri Reading Initiative (MRI). The informatigorovided by this literature search
was essential for evaluating a program designgaddpare educators to teach reading
successfully. This review analyzed important conguis of reading instruction to gain
understanding of basic features necessary whendesimg) programs to supplement
facilitator knowledge.Chapter 3 will explain the methodology of this pram

evaluation.
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Chapter 3: Research M ethodology
As further demands on educators arise, schoolatistiministration will

continue to search for programs to improve stutkarhing. Consequently, integrating
several new effective structures within the scleatting is essential. This chapter
encompasses the following topics: (a) researchtigumssand hypothesis; (b) program
evaluation; (c) instrumentation; (d) surveys, mtews, and observations; (e) subjects
and location; (f) implementation process of thesdéuri Reading Initiative (MRI); and
(9) the procedure followed during the course oadatllection.
Resear ch Questions and Hypotheses
Main Research Question:
How does the MRI Program prepare teachers to tessating?
Sub Questions:
1. To what extent are MRI program elements incafsat into reading instruction at the
Sunny Day School District?
2. What elements of MRI are the most effective adiog to administrator interviews,
teacher observations, and surveys?
3. What are the unexpected implementation baroEkRI as indicated by surveys,
observations, or interviews?
4. What are the costs to implementing MRI withia 8unny Day School District?
Null Hypotheses:
1. Teachers using MRI will not exhibit confidencetheir ability to teach reading, as

measured by percentage of response on a Likere eateption Survey.



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 32

2. Teachers using MRI will not exhibit confidencedelivery methods, as measured by
percentage of response on a Likert Scale Perceftiorey.
3. A year-to-year comparison of pre/post progragragate Communication Arts (MAP)
test scores of grades 4 and 5 will not indicatéfarénce in achievement in any one year.
To triangulate the data for this program evaluatibe researcher designed the
interview, survey, and observation checklists tgralith the main research and sub
guestions. In this way, the researcher can clemdythe parallel between the basic
premises of the research and the responses dfittfects involved in the study. The
researcher wrote the interview questions to aligh e research questions. Research
Questions 1-3 aligned with the interview questi@r] observations and the fourth
research question results aligned with Hypothesis1BP scores measured by a
statistical test, analysis of Variance (ANOVA) waneluded. Table 2 illustrates the

alignment between the research and interview questi
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Table?2
Aligning Research Questions with Interview Questions

Main Research Question:
Does the MRI Program prepare teachers to teaclngad

Resear ch Questions: Corresponding I nterview Questions:

1. To what extent are MRI Program elements Al. What are the best elements of the Missouri
incorporated into reading at the Sunny Day Reading Initiative Program?

School District?

2. What elements of MRI are the most effective2. What are the worst elements of the
according to teacher surveys, and administratbtissouri Reading Initiative Program?
interviews?

3. What are the unexpected implementation A4. What are the barriers to implementing the

barriers? Missouri Reading Initiative Program?

4. What are the costs to implementing MRl  A5. Describe the costs associated with

within the Sunny Day School District? implementing the Missouri Reading Initiative
Program.

A6. Discuss the implementation process of the
Missouri Reading Initiative Program.

A3. Evaluate the following Missouri Reading
Initiative processes a) coaching, and b) training
procedures.

Note Interview questions are located in Appendix C.
Each interview question linked directly with thesearch questions and was a core data
component collected during this research study.
Alignment of the administrator interviews, survey questions, and observation
objectivesto theresearch questions and hypotheses

In comparing the research questions to the admanistinterview questions,
survey questions, and observation objectives,dahewing alignments occurred. This
discussion explains how data collection triang@dke research findings with the

research questions, surveys and observations méireresearch question (How does
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MRI prepare teachers to teach reading?) was adattélssough survey Question 7, (your
perception of the Missouri Reading Initiative Pramrs capability to increase your
ability to use high quality methods of teachingdieg), for which responses were
answered on a Likert scale with four points. Hyjasis 1 (teachers using MRI will
exhibit confidence in their ability to teach reaghinvas measured by a Likert scale
perception survey. Hypothesis 2 (teachers usind WMRexhibit confidence in delivery
methods, as measured by percentage of responskikeraScale Perception Survey)
was analyzed by a calculatetest for difference in proportion of response tesions 3
and 4 of the survey. Question 3 focused on thétgud instructional materials provided
by Missouri Reading Initiative, and Question 4 askbout the amount of time necessary
between training sessions and classroom implementit utilize new teaching
strategies within the classroom. Hypothesis 3 éAnto-year comparison of pre/post
program aggregate Communication Arts [MAP] testesf grades 4 and 5, will
indicate a difference in achievement in one or nya@s) was addressed using a single
factor ANOVA, for the MAP scores.
Program Evaluation

This summative evaluation focused on determiniraprhponents of the program
work and if the benefits equal the costs. Conegion on short term and long-term
outcomes of the program allowed the researchexltwr the design to get the maximum
benefits. Rossi, Freeman, and Lipsey (1999) défpregram evaluation as “the use of
social research procedures for systematically iny&sng the effectiveness of social

intervention programs” (p. 2).
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Rossi et al. (1999) created the following nine goes used to guide a program
evaluation for desirable results:

What is the nature of the problem?

What is it about the problem or its effects thatifies new; expanded, or

modified social programs?

Do interventions significantly ameliorate the preiol?

What are the appropriate targets populations fierwention?

Is a particular intervention reaching its targepyation?

How well are the interventions implemented?

Are the services original to the intentions?

Is the intervention effective in attaining the dedigoals or benefits?

How much does the program cost?

Is the program cost reasonable in relation toffexceveness and benefits? (p. 5).
Rossi et al. (1999) divided the evaluation progessthe following five domains: the
need for the program, the design of the programptbgram implementation and service
delivery, program impact or outcomes, and progrémiency or cost effectiveness (p.
22). These five domains formally describe a progsaconcept and design.

According to Milstein and Wetterhall (1999), théldaving six steps are
necessary for completing a program evaluation: gagéakeholders, describe the
program, focus the evaluation, gather credibleewe, justify conclusions, and ensure
use and share lessons learned (p.TAe researcher of this program evaluation used both
gualitative and quantitative methodologies to meadoth the process and outcome to

show a complete picture. Consequently, accordir@reswell (1994), triangulation of
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data occurs when both qualitative and quantitadwerlap. Within this research design,
the qualitative results such as surveys, intervi@nd observations overlap with the
guantitative results, the MAP standardized testescand survey results.
Instrumentation

Surveys. According to Frankel and Wallen (2006), a Likertle “is a self
reporting instrument in which an individual respsnd a series of statements by
indicating the extent of agreement” (p. G-4). Tleaplained, “each choice is given a
numeral value, and the total score is presumenddicate the attitude or belief in
question” (p. G-4). The researcher used the Ligedle format for writing the survey
guestions located in Appendix A. Survey data voemplied after the third year of
implementation of the MRI program within the Suridgy School District. Questions
related directly to the design and outcomes oMRd program and for the purpose of
reflection on the ability of MRI to help teacherget the instructional needs of students.
The following were topics included in the survegsality of training sessions, coaching
experiences, instructional materials, time factmeen training sessions and
implementation of new reading structures within ¢fessroom, administrative support,
and overall perception of MRI to prepare teachensse high quality teaching methods
for reading instruction. Questions 8 and 9 progtidemographic information (education
level and years of experience) for each participdiite survey had nine questions and
each question addressed a different element of MRI.

Interviews. The interview question design revealed the proscamd of the
reading program, to gain understanding of the imletation procedures. Each question

covered different aspects of the reading programgss and components. Topics
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addressed in the interview questions included allewing: best and worst elements of
MRI, coaching processes, training procedures, éxarrcosts, and a reflection question
for changes necessary in the program. The resmanskd the MRI program manual
along with the researcher’s professional experiavitethe program to design questions
to address the needs of the district and give gptEimdescription of the program. The
purpose of the interview questions was to allow iadstrators to reflect on the
implementation processes, costs, effectivenedsedfacilitators, and overall elements of
the MRI program. Each survey question directlptesd to the teacher and perceptions of
the program design. The interviews were includketthis study as qualitative data.
Interview questions aligned to the research questamd a copy is located in (Appendix
C). The interviews took place after the third yeMRI implementation of the Sunny
Day School District.

Observations. The objectives of the observations supported ecel@h MRI's
implementation components within the school distind four classroom observations
were completed each from a different grade levétiwithe Sunny Day School District.
Each observation was approximately two hours igtlerand all were finished during a
two- month period. The researcher developed aktisetor the observation relating the
program reading components to the research qusstiBach objective was reflective of
reading components and implementation procedurdeed¥IRI program. The following
components were included on the observation chetcklnall group instruction, shared
reading, read aloud sessions, leveled reading mBtendividualized student
conferences, differentiated instruction, and inaeleat literacy instruction. A copy of

the observation checklist was included in ApperaixDuring the administrative
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interviews, the researcher discussed teacher sgldot the observations with the
principal. Each principal selected subjects frowrtfacility for observation. Prior to
observations, candidates received an e-mail comfgithe meeting and a letter
introducing the research program and the researdftes teacher observation candidates
were voluntary and not a requirement for the teagiposition. The copy of the letter
containing the research introduction is includedppendix B.
Communication ArtsMAP Data

A review of the Communication Arts data for gra@e5, for the three years of
implementation of the MRI program along with predpdata provide additional
information about student achievement trends. rékearcher completed an ANOVA to
determine if the MRI program had an effect on thegpess of Communications Arts
within the Sunny Day School District over the pdraf implementation.
Procedures

The foundational qualitative research method o gfnogram evaluation was
interviews. Three administrative interviews begayear of data collection. The first
interview was with the district’s curriculum direct The second interview was with the
district communication arts coordinator along whhee building administrators at their
respective elementary buildings. Administratoxerneed a letter of introduction and a
copy of the interview questions prior to the megdin The length of time for each
interview was approximately one to two hours. Bwéthe interviews were audio
recorded and transcribed; however, two of the wgrs required handwritten
documentation instead of audio recording due tcsé#mesitivity of time allotted for the

meeting and conflict with beginning the meetingelseduled. The change from audio
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interviews to hand written notes allowed the redearto have a successful interview.
An aggregate summary connecting themes acrossvthaterviews is located in Chapter
4,

Before the third year of implementation of MRI witlthe Sunny Day School
District, each building administrator received aaetive letter and the surveys. The
surveys were professionally printed and hand dedivéy the researcher to each
elementary building’s secretary or principal anzbpy of this survey is located in
Appendix A. The school office staff or principasttibuted the surveys to each certified
teacher’s building mailbox. Participants responabedritten form and returned them in
a sealed envelope to the building administratoncesteachers within the district showed
discomfort with completing Internet surveys, theaarcher switched to paper surveys
that included a letter of introduction. The reséar dispersed them in each participating
elementary building, and each building administra¢ceived a letter describing the
process for distributing and collecting the surveythin a week or two. Four elementary
buildings received approximately 30 surveys witthe Sunny Day School District, and
61 surveys were completed and returned to the nesea

At this point, the researcher began the four, @avb hour teacher observations
using a researcher-created form, in which each oot represented a different piece
of the MRI program, and the observations encompidsferent grade levels to look for
evidence of the program implementation. Obsernatiook place in the post
implementation year and were all completed withpesaod of two months, and each
observation was for a different grade to see dffees in implementation of MRI

between the levels.
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After the initial three years of implementatione tBunny Day School District
added three additional buildings each year to thd ptocess. Due to the cost of the
program, the next phase of MRI implementation nemia modified version of the
original MRI program during which two buildings e#eed training together with only
one presenter. During the first three years ofl@mgntation, the district conducted
training sessions for newly hired teachers seuaras a year. Training new staff
became a consistent challenge with cost the umdeglfactor. At the same time, new
staff benefited from working with seasoned teaclasranchors experienced in the MRI
program. A major challenge of continuing the pesgrwas providing ongoing training
for new staff.

L ocation

The Sunny Day School District was the locationhaf tesearch. This accredited
urban district had four high schools and middleost$, 15 elementary schools, and at the
time of this research served approximately 18,84tdents. The number of certified
staff in the district, at the time of this reseansias approximately 1,410 in 24 schools
(MODESE, n.d.). Four buildings were included irsttesearch. One school
accommodated grades K-2 and the neighboring bygilesicluded grades 3-5 with the
remaining schools inclusive of grades K-5. Offilngr buildings included in this
research, approximately 30-40 % of the studentsfepaafor free and reduced lunch
program. The free and reduced lunch program sestvstents who qualified by meeting
the family financial criteria set by Missouri. Tvetementary schools excluded from this

research were of close proximity to where the nesesat works--the researcher taught at
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one of the elementary buildings and had contadt thi¢ other building’s staff. To
eliminate bias, the researcher chose to exclugettveo facilities from the research.
Subjects

Research participants employed with the Sunny Q@ District and
connected with the MRI program implementation pssceere included in this study.
The stakeholders of this study were district adstration who authorized the use of
program, teachers who facilitated the program,esttglwho received the program
components, and parents who supported the progBaniding principals participating
with MR selected the observation candidates ohdnaglding by sending an invitational
email to certified staff or personally asking teahto participate. The survey
participants were all certified teachers withinteaailding included within this research.
Demographics of the Survey Participants

Figure 1 illustrates the experience level of theipi@ants within each elementary
building surveyed. Experience level was meaninggfuhe reliability of the survey
responses. This survey data was complied aftehtteeyear of implementation of the

MRI program within the Sunny Day School District.
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Experience level of Survey Participants in Building
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Figurel. ExperienceLevel of Survey Participantsin BuildingsA, B, C, & D

Figure 1 displays three ranges of experience letelsyears, 6-10 years, and 10
plus years. This data is important to understaadhing position stability with relation
to survey responses. Knowing the experience leivitle survey participants adds to the
professional outlook of each respondent. In theeaernce of the researcher, new
teachers who have taught 1-5 years have a mudrditf approach to teaching and are
more open to new ideas and strategies. Consegutdir selected responses match
their experiences. The teachers in the middlé@if tareers, 6-10 years, usually serve as
grade level chairs, committee chairs and get morelved in the organizational aspect of
teaching. Their responses also match their cupesition within their profession. The
educators who have taught more than 10 years maygideand resistant, and this kind of
thinking may leave little room for growth. Howeyérnere are pockets of seasoned

teachers who continually push for the new and egtructures that help meet the
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needs of their current students. Knowing the @rpee background of the survey
participants allows the researcher to understane iwiearly the responses received.
Figure 2 illustrates the level of education of epakticipant. This information is
beneficial to recognize the selected responsebeaurveys as reliable within the contect
of the teaching profession. This data was comfégt the third year of implementation

of the MRI program within the four elementary binigs of the Sunny Day School

District.
Education Level of Survey Participants in
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Figure 2. Education Leve of Survey Participantsin BuildingsA, B, C, & D

It was essential to be familiar with the level diieation of the survey
participants. The researcher categorized the drggiachelor’s degree (BA) and
master’s degree (MA) for each elementary buildieygresented in the study. A central

fact derived from the graph is more teachers withexSunny Day School District hold a
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MA degree than a BA degree, and this informatiotisachowledge to the picture of the
current population of the research study.

One factor influencing the choice to use papereys\over electronic versions
was privacy. This was a teacher concern as Intsurgeys were new and they were just
beginning to make an entrance to the field of etlocaat the time of this writing. In
order to get the maximum return with the surveyysaton, the researcher felt it
necessary to take extra precaution to assure ttieipants their data was confidential.
Each building administrator or secretary was hagltvered a package by the researcher,
containing the surveys, letter of research, arabaléd envelope. Participants were
encouraged to complete the surveys and place théne iwhite letter size envelopes.
The surveys and envelopes were anonymous. Afles@nated length of time, the
researcher collected the surveys from each buildifige response was 41% with
representation from all four building surveyed, émel total number of surveys collected
was 61. Figure 3 illustrates the percentage ofesuparticipants for buildings A, B, C,

and D of the research study.
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Percentages of Survey Participants for Buildings
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Figure 3. Participant Percentagesfor BuildingsA, B, C, & D

v

Building A had 20 survey participants, building Bch10 participants, building C had
approximately 14 survey participants, and builddhbad approximately 17 survey
participants.
MRI Implementation Process

The MRI Program was a three-year professional dgveént program designed
to assist teachers with essential teaching skéitessary to help students learn to read.
This program was unique because of the cognitiaeltiog included in the program.
The coaching process allowed teachers to refleth@in practices and learn to
incorporate solid techniques to components to agfier success of students. Assessment

was the guiding principle as teachers learnedhib thhe present performance level of



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 46

each student. Dufour et al. (2010) discussed wved of assessment, formative and
summative. Summative assessments are tools useduwer whether a student learned
by a deadline, and formative assessments inforim thet student and the teacher about
the student’s current level of academics (p. Z8achers learned in year 1 of the
program how to closely examine each student indadigt and customize plan lessons
accordingly. Appendix A contains a figure reprdsenthe basic components of the
MRI program.

Year 1 of the MRI Program began with assessmeinst, Ehe teachers learned
how to use formal and informal tools to find thereat level of reading performance of
each student. Then, teachers learned the coseatfua Diagnostic Reading Assessment,
including how to take an effective running recosfter the assessment instruction,
teachers learned how to group students accorditigeipassessment results. In fact,
teachers observed the appropriate way to conduakevgroup shared reading, interactive
reading aloud, and small group lessons. The muglskssions took place within a real
classroom setting using the training teachers’sctasms, and this process allowed the
teachers to visualize the strategies within a fiamdetting. After the modeling sessions,
the teachers had a few weeks to practice the gteatavithin their own classrooms. The
design of the program included alternating coachimgdeling, and lecture sessions with
the MRI instructor. The first year of implementatiwas intensive training with teachers
working diligently to incorporate the newly acqurstrategies within their practices.

The support of the administration was criticallte success of this program. All
teams of grade level instructors worked togethero#laborating units to comprehend the

materials presented during the MRI sessions. To@efing sessions added real
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examples the teachers could take back to theisrdams and use immediately. Teachers
were encouraged to use as many strategies as ledssib the MRI sessions and to build
the knowledge throughout the first year of thenireg. Teachers were encouraged to
take detailed notes from the learning sessionsgstthem with the implementation
process.

Year 2 of the MRI program began with a review afcgpts learned in year 1. In
addition to using the newly learned reading striaegresented in year 1, the teachers
were given instruction in writing. Modeling, coaat), and teaching strategies were the
basic components of the program. When the teattegyan year 2, they were equipped
with all the necessary skills to assess and planogpiate individual instruction for their
students. Hence, year 2 became the practice geal the skills learned in year 1 in
addition to the new writing instruction. Througldle three-year hands-on program,
MRI presenters used chart paper, children’s liteggtpost-it notes, markers, and other
presentation media. These working sessions wéeasa and required 100%
participation with the facilitator available for gstions regarding implementation of the
MRI components.

Year 3 of implementation was a reflective revievaryor the reading and writing
program, as the participants fully used the progstnategies in their daily practice.
Collaboration was encouraged as teams learnedtasitogether to better understand
the structures of the program. During year 3f#oditator and teachers met less often
than during the first two years of implementation.

MRI can be set-up as either whole day or half-agss®ns--the biggest

management task is scheduling. Administration igaponsible for the planning and
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providing of substitute teachers to allow the regeaf the certified staff. The half-day
sessions were unique since smaller amounts ofmre#on allowed teachers to ease into
new strategies, and practice time could begin imately. In contrast, the whole day
sessions provided a more relaxed time for the gachabsorb the new information and
reflect.

Year 1 encompassed several half-day sessions,eand  and 3 mainly involved
whole day sessions. These decisions were betwedvdRI facilitators and the school
district administration. The coaching process thasmost difficult component for the
teachers to embrace. The style of the cognitieaeleimg was foreign to many teachers
and caused confusion with how to react to the m®cdeachers’ experiences with
evaluations varied with suggestions from adminigiregiven in a matter-of-fact style.
When utilizing cognitive coaching, teachers werecemaged to reflect upon their
teaching style and talk about what they might dtedintly. Although this was an
effective approach for the program, it was a diffichange for the educator.

A few complications from implementing the MRI pragn began with the
scheduling of the workshop sessions. The distdatinistration was responsible for this
part, along with the accountability of the addiabnosts associated with the release time
for the teachers. The program required materiadssaipplies not included in the
program but necessary for implementation of th@gm. The biggest expenditure was
for the purchase of leveled reading materials astirtg materials. Each building
principal was responsible for the budgeting of éhesources and tools. Figure 4

illustrates the connections between MRI, certifiegichers, and administration.
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Figure4. MRI Implementation Process. Relationship and Roles

All participant roles, certified teachers, site mnators, and administration, interacted
together with MRI. Each participant had uniquepessibilities and contributed to form
a cohesive unit.
Data Analysis

This mixed methods research design used an inguatialysis approach
involving a triangulation of various types of dafBhe researcher analyzed the data for
emerging themes or trends and connected them te n@ak meaning about the program.

According to Fraenkel and Wallen (2006) “a researdharts with the data they have
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collected and then develops generalizations ditgy book at the data” (p. 437).
According to Rossi et al. (1999) “a performance saeament is the collection, reporting,
and interpretation of performance indicators relatcehow well programs perform,
particularly with regard to the delivery of sengog@utputs) and achieved results
(outcomes)” (p. 190). The data collected answéredesearch questions of this program
evaluation. The open format of the interview abdeyvation questions allowed the
participants to add personal reflections and erpess to the data. The researcher
completed twa- tests for proportions for the Likert scale survag an ANOVA was
used to analyze MAP Scale scores of the Sunny Bhg@ District provided
guantitative data to measure program outcomes.

Coding procedures. The researcher used a coding procedure for scatimeng
data and looking for themes. For this processrdkearch followed the advice of Ryan
and Bernard (2012) and Creswell (1994) for develgphemes from observation and
interview transcripts. Creswell (1994) stated

In qualitative analysis, several simultaneous #&@® engage the attention of the

researcher: collecting information from the fieddyrting the information into

categories, formatting the information into a storypicture, and actually writing

the qualitative text. (p. 153)

The coding techniques used to evaluate the datawerd repetitions, key words in
context, and searching for missing informationteAfeviewing each interview
transcript, the researcher used colored markerbagan reading through the data

looking for repeating words or big ideas. Nexg thsearcher wrote the words and ideas
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on index cards and sorted them into categorie®sd lsategories became the themes for
the interviews. For the observations, the codima sorting process was the same.
Summary

Chapter 3, presented (a) the research designsosétiindy, (b) the design of
procedures used for data collection, and (c) ttaitative procedures including
interviews, observations, and surveys. Includeckwige following topics: program
evaluation, instrumentation, coding proceduregrinéw questions, observations,
subjects, locations, procedures, and data analy$is study used quantitative
procedures to test the statistical treatment oSthreey data. Rossi et al. (1999) defined
program evaluation as “the use of social researabegolures for systematically
investigating the effectiveness of social interi@mprograms” (p. 2). Chapter 4 will

provide the themes of the research and the resiulte statistical findings.
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Chapter 4: Presentation of Data

Jick (1979) suggested the value of mixing qualiatind quantitative data to
formulate research results. In this chapter, ésearcher extracted data from three areas
surveys, interviews, and observation and evaluatedthey fit together to balance the
findings of this evaluation. An ANOVA was usedawalyze the MAP scores of the
Sunny Day School District. “Triangulation, howeyvean be something other than
scaling, reliability, and convergent validatiori.chn capture a more complete, holistic,
and contextual portrayal of the unit (s) under gtudick, 1979, p. 603). The process of
combining methods to gain a complete picture of llmevMRI program affected reading
instruction was a beneficial means of analyzingdai.

In this research study, four data pieces includtgrviews, observations,
surveys, and MAP data, answered the research qnestAdministrator interviews were
the first phase of the data collection processeauth participant provided unique
information about the MRI program. The next phaas the administration of the
surveys in October of the data collection yearchEsurvey question added teacher
perception of the MRI program component elementisiwthe Sunny Day School
District. Twoz-tests for difference in proportions added quamatesults along with
the ANOVA applied to the MAP Scale Scores. Foenentary observations added MRI
implementation details within the Sunny Day ScHhorsitrict.

Aggregate Summary of the Interview Questions
The following data is an aggregate summary of e ddministrative interviews

held within the Sunny Day School District. Whentimg the aggregate summary, the
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researcher reviewed each interview question a@asls interview transcript and wrote a
collective response for each of the seven questidhg researcher then coded the data
and looked for themes from the five administratiierviews.

What wer e the best elements of the MRI Program? The five administrators
agreed, there were many quality aspects of the pd&iram, and each feature added a
unique distinction to this reading program. Eatthe following aspects were described
by all five administrators as basic to the MRI paig

= systematic reading instruction and one that butwscept to concept;
= collaboration between teachers about ongoing goals;
= meeting the individual needs of students with ledehaterials;
= modeling and coaching with a facilitator who get&how our teachers and
culture;
= hands on experience with well trained facilitators;
= confidence of teaching reading and the accountglofistudents;
= instruction with DRA assessments;
= reading structures inclusive of whole group, shaeadiing, and individualized
small group instruction.
Implementing a program that was systematic and ioggeas a common need across the
Sunny Day School District. Prior to the MRI progrgorofessional development was a
one-time workshop without continuation. “Before MEie Sunny Day School District
utilized a sit-and-get style of professional depah@nt program” (Administrator 1). MRI
introduced a new idea of training with an accouihtglpiece inclusive of evidence of

implementation. The following parts of MRI werensidered by all five administrators
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as the most valuable: small group instruction Wetreled materials, professionally
trained facilitators, hands-on experience for #aching staff, modeling and cognitive
coaching by the trainers, collaboration and thatong of common goals, building of
teacher confidences with reading instruction, dedassessment pieces.

Small group instruction and placing children wittoks they were able to read
positively influenced the teachers’ ability to imdiualize lessons. Administrator 3 stated
“The fact that the staff became confident in teaghieading and to monitor the growth
of their students.” The creation of customizedirtessons along with learning how to
assess students’ needs was a crucial advantagehahlds-on modeling experience the
teachers received within their own educationairsgtivas exceptional. Teachers were
able to observe as a group the facilitator teachingni lesson to one of the colleague’s
classroom of students, the process ended withcasisn about the mini lesson.
Administrator 2 stated “| really like the structuard the ongoing nature of it. . .
Everything we read about professional developmiates that ongoing is the best
format, so | think that was huge.” At the begirmof each new reading structure, the
teachers learned the components, and then theyelsg sample lesson. The children
participating with these lessons were involved gratted positively towards the
practice. Collaboration was a significant piecéhwtine MRI program, and before MR,
teachers met monthly or bimonthly to discuss sttideeds. “This was a side benefit of
MRI, because teachers had some time to pull outnamkl together as grade levels, it
was their first time to collaborate with ongoingadgy (Administrator 1).

What wer e the wor st elements of the MRI? Some of the collective responses of

the worst elements of MRI were basic to changeiwidhnew program. These were (a)
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scheduling; (b) frontloading or missing backgrolndéwledge of a new program; (c)
shock, panic, resistance; and (d) costs of negessaterials. Each administrator
confirmed that the scheduling of the workshop sessadded administrative pressure to
the training procedures. Administration was resgae for coordinating with the MRI
facilitator and setting up workshop and coachirgssms for each grade level. This
precipitated the need for substitute teachers vercthe classroom while teachers
attended workshop sessions. Teachers had to albeonew schedule and work their
daily routines around it, and this caused frustraand uneasiness with the teachers. The
first year of MRI, the teachers attended half-degssons. These workshops consisted of
two different grade levels meeting on the same dag,level in the morning and another
grade level in the afternoon with substitutes nddgdethe whole day. All of these
transitions with teachers and substitutes mada fense days in the elementary
buildings.

Shock was an underlining feeling for many teacliersng the first year of MRI.
Reflecting on year 1, Administrator 3 stated “tlaaie of I've set my room up like this,
I've been doing it this way for so long and you ware to do what?” In the fall of the
first year of implementation, teachers began tonléaw to administer DRA assessments
and this process brought about a plethora of em®&tié-or the new teachers right out of
college, this was a smooth transition since marhgges include training for reading
assessment, small group instruction, and other ocaegs of MRI within their
curriculum, but for seasoned educators “it was éiken of bricks and too late”

(Administrator 3).
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The supply issue was huge; teachers had to scrambiel the necessary
materials to teach lessons. Administrators wespassible for being creative with the
budget to provide the needed resources to implethergrogram. Many buildings began
to combine their books and resources togetheiconanon location within the schools
rather than each teacher having his or her owaryhiso all teachers could have access.
For example, instructional posters, big books, I¥eeaders, and teaching guides were
commonly stored in a room where all teachers cbaltkfit from the supplies. This was
a pivotal process and supported the collaboratspee of MRI.

The cognitive coaching piece was difficult to gralspt the idea of having a
facilitator who would work closely with the teacpistaff and learn the culture of the
buildings was priceless. As stated by Administr&d'We were prepped that it was
going to be cognitive coaching, so we knew. |kmmost of my teachers did not want it
to be cognitive coaching. They wanted to be tgtal‘did it wrong fix it because this is
what it should look like” and this was a very bigrthe and a source of frustration on the
coaching end of it”. In addition, the most chafjerg part of the cognitive coaching
experience was the evaluative style used by thktéor. Administrator 3 added “the
stress of someone coming in to watch you, that fidedity check that we don’t typically
do but we really should do this.” Teachers werepnepared to handle reflective
assessment and coming up with their own answeesdb@s their knowledge of the
reading structures. Many educators were not exab®ut this type of evaluation and
since the MRI program included cognitive coachimg added more resistance to the

program.



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION o7

Evaluate the coaching and training procedures of the MRI program. As
stated by Administrator 2, “the coaching procesfa teachers was very confusing
because they were set up historically from a petspgeof an evaluative coaching.”
Teachers within the Sunny Day School district wesed to the traditional evaluation
practices, where administrators reviewed expectstitold teachers what they were
doing wrong, and then expected them to change dicgdy. As stated by Administrator
3, “someone coming in with a different set of ef@see what is going on and to see
what could be different and to ask that questibngticed that you did this, how did you
feel about that?’ You may have a great reasoit fart again it is not evaluative, it is
just | like that you did that and | typically dotitis way, and then there is the sharing to
even enlighten both parties.” This new cognitivaching was confusing, and the
teachers wanted more feedback about their les9dagsy teachers had misunderstood in
the beginning what was expected, and this ledgistance and a lack of buy-in of the
program.

What werethebarrierstoimplementing the MRI program? As stated by
Administrator 3, “The cost of materials such asled books, assessment kits (DRA),
and miscellaneous items such as extra chart paplerading notebooks.”

Administrator 3 stated “The fact that we needed¢hems yesterday was a problem for
our teaching staff.” As answered by Administratpfwhen we took the teachers out of
the class during the workshop sessions and reptaesad with substitute teachers.”
Administrator 1 stated “as a district we steppetiadwur comfort zone, we are
historically a basal text book driven district, amd are being asked to think outside that

box.” Buy-in was an obstacle; with some schodldid take time for teachers to see the
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big picture and commit to adjusting their teachstrigitegies. “It was a change of culture
to a certain extent and this is a little bit slowencess, so anyone who was looking for a
quick fix; there really is not such a thing as &ldix” (Administrator 1).

Describethe costs associated with implementing the MRI program. The
actual funding of the MRI program was approxima®&®p0 per building for each day the
MRI facilitator was present (Administrator 1). Aseviously mentioned, the following
costs reoccurred within the elementary schoolditfattng the MRI program: buildings
were required to purchase supplies, leveled reddaces vary), DRA kits
(approximately $200 each), binders, book boxesdkample plastic magazine holders or
library boxes), and miscellaneous materials necgssdully run the program. Program
funding was an issue, and each building adminmsttadd to find ways to absorb the
costs in coordination with the professional deveitept director of the district. There
were several options for funding: Title 1 fundsygmment based Needs Improvement
funds, grants, building general funds or usingritisprofessional development funds.
Another cost associated with the program was thegof substitute teachers to fill in
for teachers while they attended the MRI workshopisis was an expensive piece of
implementing MR, and it created a vacuum in thiessitute availability for regular
absences, causing extra financial stress on thwctlis

Discussthe implementation process of the MRI Program. Many components
of the implementation process were previously dtatéowever, a few new ideas
emerged. After the training procedures for newheess after the MRI program was
completed, retraining was a topic of discussiomlmistrator 2 stated “one of our issues

we have come to grips with is that we have notalyesolved the problem of how to
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provide the best services for the teachers whoene” After the completion of the first
three years of MRI within the district, additiorszhools began to start the prograihm
solve the issue of training newly hired teachersIRI, these teachers attended
workshops with elementary buildings starting MRlear 1. This process worked for a
while, but a large wave of retirements increasednilimber of new teachers attending
meetings at these schools for training workshopdentlais solution complex since
substitutes were required for all of the teaché@ending the workshops. Continual
retirement of seasoned and trained staff presequestion of how to embed this program
successfully within the culture of the school destr

If you could change something about the MRI program, what would you
change? The consensus among the administrators was tlehicgawas a beneficial
piece to the program, but it would have been rodeatve one coach per building
participating within the program. “More time fdre coach to interact with the teachers”
(Administrator 5). The coaching sessions weretshdength and brief and more time to
discuss the presented lessons or newly learnethgestluctures may have been
beneficial. An alternate idea was the creatioewa position of literacy coach within the
Sunny Day School district for continual trainingtbé MRI components. “A building
MRI consultant or literary coach to help teacheith \uestions” (Administrator 2).

Another area prevalent with all administrators wWeeslack of information
provided by MRI before the program started withia Sunny Day School District.
Teachers could have benefited from a presentatoon MRI about cognitive coaching to
define and explain the rationale behind this stylevaluation. “We needed more

information up front before the program began” (Adistrator 3). Teachers did not
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know what to expect in the first year of implemeéiata, and for many who were already
uncomfortable with the process, this caused evere miscord and resistance to the
program. “It is almost like you needed the one dfaytroduction of what MR is all
about and then you needed some time for somedoe itothere saying, ‘you are going
to be asked to do this in September, this in Octa@rel you got the overall picture of
MRI” (Administrator 1). There was a summer stafeting prior to the first year of
implementing the MRI program and this was for teasto have an introduction to the
program. There was an overall concern across theviaws about needing some kind of
frontloading. An extra meeting was necessary fga® in more detail the expectations
each month of the school year and this was a demsisoncern within each building
participating with the MRI program.
Survey Statistical Results

Hypothesis 1 stated “teachers using MRI will exhdainfidence in their ability to
teach reading” and correlated with question 7, Wisitated “Your perception of the
Missouri Reading Initiative Program’s capabilityiberease your ability to use high
guality methods of teaching reading.” The corresideg null hypothesis 1 stated
“Teachers using MRI will not exhibit confidencethreir ability to teach reading, as
measured by percentage of response on a Likere eabeption Survey.” The results
for hypothesis 1 had a clear visual differenceas respondents selected very
dissatisfied or dissatisfied saatest for difference in proportions was not calcedatand
the null hypothesis 1 was rejected. There waseenid the teachers had confidence in

their abilities to teach reading using MRI.
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Hypothesis 2 stated “teachers using MRI will exhdainfidence in delivery
methods.” The corresponding null hypothesis Zstédteachers using MRI will not
exhibit confidence in delivery methods, as measbrepercentage of response on a
Likert Scale Perception Survey.” These hypothetssements corresponded with
guestions three and four on the Likert Scale Survidyez- test value for the application
of null hypothesis 2 to survey question 3 (quaditynstructional materials provided by
Missouri Reading Initiative) was 10.31, which wasgger than the critical value of +1.96;
so the null hypothesis was rejected. Eheest value for the application of null
hypothesis 2 to survey question 4 (amount of ti@eessary between training sessions
and classroom implementation to utilize new teagisinategies within the classroom)
was 9.23, which was larger than the critical valtie1.96; so the null hypothesis was
rejected and hypothesis 2 was accepted. Therewdsnce to support teacher
confidence in delivery methods with regard to thRMprogram.

The total surveys collected was 61, and the breakdd completed surveys
collected for each building was building A compte9, building B completed10,
building C completed 14, and building D complet&d Table 5 shows the number of
responses for each category of answer on the sulRRegponses to all of the questions
were generally in the satisfied and very satisfiatégories. This indicates that, in
general, teachers were positive about their expesgwith the implementation of MRI.
Table 5 shows the percentage of each of the suwestions in each category of answers
on the Likert scale survey. This data shows thegrgage of responses for each option

category for the survey questions.
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FrequencyPercentages of Category of Answe
On the Likert Scale
Response Categories

1 2 3 4
1 0 4 47 47
2 3 18 49 22
3 0 3 45 50
4 0 8 60 31
5 0 1 34 62
6 1 9 44 31
7 0 0 36 65

Note Response categories: 1 very dissatisfied; atigged; 3 satisfied; and 4 very
satisfied.

Figure 5. Percentages of Category Answers

MAP Scale Scores

The MAP scores were analyzed stastically using BOXA. This data applied
directly to the third research hypothesis. Thipdihesis stated, a year-to-year
comparison of pre/post program aggregate Commuaicairts (MAP) test scores of
grades 4 and 5 will indicate one or more of theyea different from the others]. The
third null hypothesis stated, a year-to-year consparof pre/post program aggregate
Communication Arts (MAP) test scores of grade 4 amdll not indicate a difference in
achievement in any one year. The ANOVA shows tk&idution summaries of the

MAP scale scores.
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ANOVA VARIATIONS
Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value  F crit
Between Groups 145.37334 36.34333 0.125822 0.969729 3.47805
Within Groups 2888.4810 288.848
Total 3033.853 14

Figure6. ANOVA of Variances
TheF-test value of 0.125 compared to the critical valti8.47 indicates non-
rejection of the null hypothesis. There was evadeto support that there was no

significant change year to year in MAP scores.

MAP Scale Scores 2007-2011

Post-Year
Year 3

m Grade 5
Year 2

cat Grade 4

W Grade 3
Year 1
Pre-Year

600 620 640 660 680 700

Figure 7. MAP Scale Scores 2007-2011

Figure 7 illustrates the MAP scores for pre, past] the three years of
implementation of MRI within the Sunny Day Schoasfiict. The MAP test scores
displayed were for grades 3-5 since K-2 gradesatréncluded in the MAP test in

Missouri. This figure also shows an upward tremgrioficient scores over the five-year
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period. The cutoff for a proficient score for Missi is 675 (MODSE, 2011d, p. 5).
Table 7 shows the MAP scale scores for the SunryyS2aool District. Scores are for
one-year prior to MR, the three years of implenaéinh, and one-year post MRI. This
data is for grades 3-5 of the Sunny Day Schoolridtdr buildings implementing the
MRI program.
Emerging Themes

The coding process used by the researcher proeidé@tegy for analyzing the
interview data. Techniques used by the reseafoheoding the data: using word
repetition, key words in context, compare and @asttof words, and segmenting the
results. Creswell (1994) stated, “in qualitativelysis several simultaneous activities
engage the attention of the researcher: colleatifagmation from the field, sorting it
into categories and formatting the information iatstory” (p. 153). Ryan and Bernard
(2012) explained the importance of organizing daalie data into themes and
categories. Using these recommendations, theracds¥auncovered 10 themes and each

signifies a unique part of the reading program esi&d (see Table 3).
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Table?2

Emerging Themes

Lack of Accountability

Evaluation and Cognitive Coaching
Reading Structures

Effective Professional Development
Organizational Change and Shock
Collaboration

Costs and Funding

Frontloading

Scheduling and Time Constraints
Achievement

Emerging Theme: Lack of Accountability

When an organization adopts new strategies, the issaccountability becomes
the core component for continual implementatiothefprogram. This factor was
recurrent in the context of evaluation and the paogauthenticity. “Making sure the
program was implemented was a big part of the MBtgss, and there was not always
100 percent support from some people” (Administr&)o When educators buy-in to a
program and fully utilize each piece of the pro¢essitinuity becomes natural, and
teachers are more likely to put the MRI readingdtires into daily practice. During
year 1 of the implementation process, teachers s@embling for an understanding of
what was expected. Once the program componentsoutiined teachers began to
realize the program expectations were reasonable.

The support of the administration was monumentéhéosuccess of MRI within
the Sunny Day School District and on survey quedhtor which asked about the overall

administrative support of the program, teachensaeded with 62 % very satisfied, 34 %
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satisfied, and 1 % dissatisfied. Another facedeendability is within the collaboration
process and trustworthiness within grade level sgamorking together on goals and
curriculum objectives. Administrator 3 stated “flaet that the staff became confident in
teaching reading and to monitor the growth and actability of it.” The assessments
were important to demonstrate to teachers the lisméfthe MRI program. Once
teachers learned how to use the reading assessameht®uld see the outcomes from
these tools, resistance to the program did dimisligfintly. Administrator 3 stated “they
have something to base good instruction on and uneasudent growth.”
Emerging Theme: Cognitive Coaching

The foreign nature of the process of cognitive baagwas a prevalent undertone
of all interviews. “A lot of the teachers did neént to do coaching because they did not
feel it was beneficial to do all the preparation &think in the beginning, they were
looking for something they did not end up gettifggtiministrator 3). The other problem
was the lack of understanding of this process. stiigects involved in coaching clearly
expressed discomfort with this type of proceduviareover, the purpose of cognitive
coaching is in reflection of practice and partiaifgareceiving this type of evaluative
method during the MRI training were not familiarthvstyle of feedback. This kind of
evaluation includes questioning and reflectionaastof giving teachers one correct
answer. Cognitive coaching caused confusion arstriition within the teachers of the
Sunny Day School District. A more familiar form @faluation may have resulted in less
resistance to the MRI program from the participar8srvey question 2, which asked
about the quality of coaching experiences durirgittplementation of Missouri Reading

Initiative, resulted in 22 % of respondents setegirery satisfied, 49 % selecting
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satisfied, 18 % selecting dissatisfied, and 3 %d#&lg very dissatisfied. Question 6 of
the survey which evaluated the ability of the Migsd&eading Initiative coach to
individually support teacher, resulted in 31% afpendents selecting very satisfied, 44%
selecting satisfied, 9% selecting dissatisfied, mmke selecting very dissatisfied.
Emerging Theme: Scheduling and Time Constraints

The word schedule related to setting specific tifbeshe MRI facilitators to
present at each building participating with thegoaon. This intricate process required
administrators from all affected buildings to mesgether and create a plan for
implementation. Then, the MRI representative woukkt with each building principal
to schedule sessions for each grade level. Irtiaddthe principals also were required to
plan substitute coverage for teachers attendingvtirkshop sessions during the school
day. Once the teachers begin the coaching lesamudjstitute teacher was necessary to
shadow the MRI representative and take over tresdtaallow the teacher and the
representative to talk.

The term time constraint is in reference to teaduoguisition of newly learned
strategies. For survey question 4 (amount of tieeessary between training sessions
and classroom implementation to utilize new teagisinategies within the classroom)
the results of the responses were 31% selectedsaéisfied, 60% selected satisfied, 8%
selected dissatisfied, and 0% selected very dedgati Administrator 5 stated “teachers
needed more time after modeling to implement actire.” After a few weeks of using
the newly learned teaching strategies, educators teeprepare a lesson for the MRI
representative to observe. Even though the geitalwas to use the newly learned

information under the guidance of a trainer, thiamee of integrating the new lessons
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was a challenge for many. Administrator 5 stat@dre time was needed with the coach
for each building.” Another example of time facavas learning and putting into place
new assessment strategies at the beginning of aclewol year when teachers and
students are adjusting.
Emerging Theme: Organizational Change and Shock

All administrators agreed that the following togprelated to change within the
Sunny Day School District: buy-in, ownership, ardistance were concerns with
implementing the MRI program. Administrator 1 sthtwe had a couple of buildings
that still had some pockets that just had notydaslught into the program.” This term is
a critical topic involved in almost every newly tead program.

Buy-in. This term refers to acceptance of a new progradrttae willingness to
try with a positive approach. Administrator 1 geith out “from what I've seen from my
perspective it's very different in every buildirepd we had a couple of buildings that
still had pockets that just hadn’t really boughbiit really.” Many programs require a
certain percentage of buy-in to expect approppatéicipation. Administrator 1
commented, “I thought that they are just not ex@ng to buy-in and then the third year
all the puzzle pieces came together.” Survey quest (overall administrative support
of the program) resulted in 62% selected very Batis34% selected satisfied, 1%
selected dissatisfied, and 0% selected very dsdeati

Ownership. Once attendees adhered to the new concepts or thegdegin to
feel a part of the system. As stated by Adminietra, “I thought that they were just not

ever going to buy-in and then the third year al pluzzle pieces came together.” Within
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the Sunny Day School District, the level of teachigoport for the MRI program varied
depending on the school.

Resistance. When misunderstandings are not resolved andigliss$t, resistance
occurs, and the program’s success is limited. Aeaowere often resistant to the MRI
program in year 1 but after the initial shock arl@ng a new way to teach became
familiar more teachers began to accept the changes.

Many professionals can operate outside of theirfodraone for a certain length
of time and there are different variables that aetee the ability to push forward when
stress begins. For the first time, the Sunny DetyoBI District learned to embrace new
scientifically based research strategies for teachWith this came resistance, some
seasoned teachers were frustrated or nervous glving up familiar teaching styles and
trading them for uncomfortable new ones. If teaslteuld have had prior understanding
about the program, it would have neutralized theckh “Comfort zones where teachers
had existed for many years diminished and thisexhgeme real growing pains and a
learning curve for everyone” (Administrator 1).

Emerging Theme: Effective Professional Development

Professional development was a reoccurring thertt@mwthe five administrative
interviews. On survey question 1 (quality of tragnsessions during the implementation
of Missouri Reading Initiative) the responses w&réo chose satisfied, 4% chose
dissatisfied, and 0% chose very dissatisfied. Adstrator 1 did address the need for
ongoing professional development in the area afingawithin the Sunny Day School

District and MRI was sufficient to meeting thesquieements.
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Ongoing professional development. Federal and state guidelines for professional
development suggest training sessions to be ongwiddo continue over a specific
amount of time. The use of programs requiringepée understanding and practice are
more equitable for the organization. Administrétatated “I really like that structure, |
like the ongoing nature of it, | think everythingwead about professional development
says that is the best format, so | think that waget’

Research based best practices. Education professionals are encouraged to utilize
scientifically based teaching strategies withinirtpeactice. Administrator 1 stated “any
professional development you do under the Titledegnment funded program has to be
research based scientifically based ongoing primieakdevelopment.”

Systematic. When a reading program designed to build from aewlytaught idea to
the next a pattern for retaining the skills cooati@s with the developmental readiness of
the students. “The best elements to me, was tteHat it was providing a systematic
approach to best practices in the area of readidgleat really could be carried across all
the content areas” (Administrator 1). This natyralgression of concepts allowed for
understanding of information in a sequential way.

Training procedures. The use of tangible materials such as books, gagrr, post-
its, markers, easels and other common mediumsgedihe hands-on experiences
necessary for teachers to apply learning. Eadithgrsession became a resource for
fresh ideas and encouragement for success. Admaitas3 stated “if they had a little
more time before it began and had prepped pribetng immersed in it.” Conversations
were positive and sometimes tense as well whenstrewetures counter acted with

familiar ones. “Something that gives you a littig distresses you a little bit because
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some people would come out of these training sessaad be like ‘I can’t do all of this!’
and you do not want to lose people in the procésyiag to implement something that
is really good” (Administrator 3). The organizatiof the three-year program allowed
for relationship building and trust between thdlfator and the teachers.

Emerging Theme: Reading Structures

The following five reading structures were fundataéparts of the MRI program
according to the five administrative interviews au$ervations.

Small group instruction. The term small group instruction refers to teaching
students within a small setting with students ofikir skills and this approach was
unique since the materials used during the misidias were for the individual needs of
the students. “It is totally terrific worthwhilé,changed our perceptions of reading or
how we knew it, and the benefit to kids, they areraich more confident”
(Administrator 3). “You have struggling readerg they did not necessarily feel like the
struggling readers because when they are in theupgthey are reading what they can”
(Administrator 3). A typical primary classroom wasmposed of six to seven different
reading levels at one given time. Teachers predanstruction as mini lessons in a
format of day 1 and day 2. During the third graded fourth grade observations students
participated with small group reading instructissimnen students were called to their
groups they brought reading response notebooksa éawkled book. These sessions
lasted for about 15-20 minutes and when the lessmover students returned to their
independent literacy work. The kindergarten smgallps consisted of independent
reading, word study, phonics, and assessmentsibulifference was the teacher supplied

all the materials at the table and the sessions5livnutes. During all of the small
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group sessions, the teachers listened to a stuelgthtaloud while the other members of
the group read independently from the same text.

Running records. This intricate data collection format was an ineepsocess for
teachers to learn. Once teachers learned thisiskibuld serve as foundation for
designing small groups and maintaining a readirsg lbar students. Administrator 3
stated “this was not a new idea we did this in etioo back with literacy four blocks.”
During the observations, teachers did take runriegrds with students while other
members of the group read independently from theegaxt and this was a normal part
of the small group sessions. The running recorslamaongoing formative assessment of
how the student was progressing.

Diagnostic reading assessments (DRA). Teachers learned how to administer this
diagnostic reading tool. This was another tediask to absorb during a training session.
However, the reward for endurance was knowledgeraviding the correct reading
instruction for students. Administrator 4 descdli®RA assessments as “doing what is
good for kids and identifying their needs.” Thevadtage of the DRA assessment was
the ability to determine the exact level a studeas$ reading and to match the text for
instruction. Prior to the implementation of the MiRogram, the Sunny Day School
District did not have access to testing tools fatividual reading levels except for Title |
program testing. The ability to match the studee#sling level with an appropriate text
was a monumental step to meeting the needs ofrgide

Whole group instruction. This structure incorporated whole group mini ¢ess
using high quality children’s literature. Duringetobservation of the fourth grade class,

the teacher presented a whole class read aloudfardhe story, the students responded
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in their reading notebooks. Shared reading mssdas were introduced classrooms
included examples such as posters, phonics, parmsnagnetic letters. Some of the
teachers incorporated Smart Boards during therdassobservations to present the
morning message, spelling, and programs facilitdtealigh the internet.

Modeling. A unique element of the MRI training was modelirihe teachers
observed while the instructor taught a mini lessoa group of students within the
school. The benefit of this process was the madebok place within the natural setting
of the school using a preselected teacher’s classaf students. Modeling was a key
strategy used through the entire training procadssarved as a realistic visual piece.
Emerging Theme: Collaboration

A consensus emerging from all five administrativieiviews was that
collaboration between teachers was a positive adoke@ with the implementation of the
MRI program. For many teachers, this was the eggof new professional
relationships with colleges. At first, this wagid and cold, but as the time passed
teachers began to depend upon each other for hélpraderstanding. Learning how to
collaborate effectively was the key to developinteasive plans for helping children
read successfully. “A side benefit because washexa had some time to pull out of the
classroom and work together as grade levels asdnmas their first time to collaborate
with ongoing goals” (Administrator 1).

Emerging Theme: Frontloading

When beginning a new program, the amount of priftarmation required to

accomplish goals and diminish frustrations is wakbating. There is a delicate balance

between overview and adequate preparation to eetdeds of prospective program
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attendees. Many administrative agreed duringvreess, that frontloading or
background information was missing. In most sitrs, the teachers entering the MRI
program in the first year were not ready for thallemging demands bestowed upon
them. As stated by Administrator 1, “ so trainprgcedures was such a cold turkey and
if we had already done those types of things armd teacher collaboration in place MRI
would not have been such a cold splash in the’fateacher survey question 4 (amount
of time necessary between training sessions asdrodam implementation to utilize new
teaching strategies within the classroom) had mesp®of 31% very satisfied, 45%
satisfied, and 3 % dissatisfied. However, the syswvere administered the after the
third year of MRI, and if they had been completéidrahe first year, the results may
have been different. The administrative intervieaftect MRI as implemented during
the whole process. A negative factor was appaneait facets of the first year of
training. For example, many teachers did not hhee classrooms set-up for small
groups and class libraries were not suitable fadoating successful individualized mini
lessons. The typical beginning of the year prooeslwere quite different, and the new
expectations cause teachers to scramble for comgosu
Emerging Theme: Costsand Funding

This subject was consistent with all administraiimerviews, and the following
two types of costs were a concern while implementine MRI program within each
elementary school.

Necessary supplies. Principals were required to use building budgetsravide
necessary items for implementing the MRI prografdministrator 3-stated, “the cost of

necessary materials, and they were needed yesterayne items mentioned during the
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interviews were; lined easel paper, properly lesdleoks, DRA assessments kits, class
sets of composition notebooks, and binders. Tiseyear was the most difficult for
supplies and set-up.

Substitutes. This area was sensitive because of the coseqtimtly taking
teachers out of the classrooms. Administratoafiedt“The cost of hiring substitutes for
teachers to complete DRA assessments.” Stateeaiedd requirements for preparing
educators to update instructional approaches \aelicthe costs and budget adjustments
necessary to meet the MRI program requirement® Wdve of needed substitutes was
an overwhelming factor for the Sunny Day Schooliis Funding was critical due to
the expenses involved with maintaining a prograohsas the MRI. Some of the
buildings within the Sunny Day School District wexdgle to use government funding set
aside for school improvement to pay for the prograkdministrator 2 stated “there was
government funding to help provide so we were éadunate in that regard.”
Otherwise, the cost of the professional developmest absorbed through other
qualifying opportunities.

Emerging Theme: Student Reading Achievement

During the interview process, tf@cus was also on teacher abilitiesattapt to
new teaching structures. When the learning enment is positive for children and
carefully designed for their success, the resuésstudents who embody
accomplishment. Stated by Administrator 3, “thei@acement of the student was huge
and the ability to present exact reading levelmfidRA tests to parents was an essential
piece of MRIL.” When the teachers learned how &ess the students with DRA

materials, they were able to explain exactly tlagneg level of the child. Commented by
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Administrator 3, “when sitting in an IEP meetingetparents say ‘what is the present
academic level?’ and the teacher can give the D#allinstead of giving an
approximate reading rate.” After year 1 of the MiRdgram and new techniques started
to become common, there became visible a sendecah..” from the students. This
was a priceless realization of hard work and deteation of a task completed.
Observations
The purpose of the classroom observations wasrity ¥iee fidelity of theMRI
program and to observe the implementation of tlognam. The four observations were
in kindergarten through fourth grades and the wingay varied due to scheduling.
Many of the ideas and strategies were componeutsaggestions of the MRI program
and were a part of the workshops. A following isstof the physical characteristics of
the classrooms observed.
= Classrooms were designed with desks arranged is @ogroups.
= Books were present in classroom libraries and élvatcording to difficulty.
= Classroom management charts displayed on the wrdtislletin boards
describing the instructions of literacy the centers
= The layout of classrooms allowed for student mov&rdering center time and

interactions with other peer team members.

A table was designated for holding small grouplneg

Theteacher utilizessmall group instruction. The students were encouraged to join
groups of four to five when the teacher calledrtheme, group, or book title. Most of
the students were familiar with the process, mdueely about the during small group

and center times, and readily took part with theid@isson. Each class observed utilized
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a management system such as literacy centersuldersis to practice skills while waiting
for their group session. Transitions observedacheclassroom as a hand signal or a
timer and classroom had clearly defined transitmrines and small group sessions
typically lasted between 15-20 minutes. Studeatseprepared for the lessons and
brought the appropriate leveled books and a reagisygonse notebook for the group
session. Each group was reading a specific levme#t and all the students within the
group received a copy of the same book. Studedtgadher at a small table and began
reading independently until it was their turn tade In one classroom, several chapter
books were located on the chalkboard ledge and ddnathe students reading each book
were to meet during the week. The lessons incledetbrehension strategy questions,
word study, or vocabulary, and it was obvious thatlessons were continuations from
previous days by the conversations and amountsetidsion and these sessions were
inclusive of the day 1 and day 2 model. Day lhef$¢mall group sessions included
introduction of the story and actual reading oftind. Day 2 of the small group reading
sessions involved word study such as vocabulaphonics and comprehension
guestions.

The following were comprehension strategies naiathg the mini lessons:
(a) character analysis where students examingdtis ¢of the characters; (b) predictions
when students predict the events of a story; (¢hmtea where the student looks for the
big ideas of the story; and (d) making connectiwhsen students connect the ideas of the
story to themselves, another book, or to the wovithen it was time for actual reading
of the leveled books, the teachers listened inddig as children read independently

from the same texts. While individual studentsirand the teacher listened, the rest of



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 78

the group read silently from their own copy of tegt. This process of guided reading
did also include on the spot mispronunciation atiro@s along with comprehension
checks. Each student within a group received & obthe same text; while the students
read individually, the teacher took notes or rugniecords.

Theteacher utilizes shared reading instruction. During this portion of the
observations, the students sat at the carpet atidipated with the teacher-led activities.
Children often sat on a large carpeted area faetlsessions, and some teachers sang
with children in unison while reading the wordsrra chart or smart board. More
examples of materials used included alphabet chantgy the phonetic principles for
reading, spelling words, big books, and languagetpre using a smart board, nonfiction
posters, books, or electronic materials. In osgaimce, the class participated with
looking up words on the online dictionary and rexed how to use the computer to find
the meaning of unknown words. During this par@cuhini lesson, the students sat on
the carpet and participated with the teacher irseudsion of nonfiction topic.

Theteacher utilizesaread aloud in reading instruction. The term read aloud
means reading to the class children’s literatunpaaisof the lesson. The National
Institute for Literacy (2006) discussed the impoce of the teacher read aloud “she
shows her enthusiasm for reading and her eageforet® children to learn to read”

(p. 21). “As she reads she shows the parts of puch as beginning and endings of
sentences, new paragraphs, and different punctuatsoks” (p. 21). Before the teacher
began reading, the teacher asked several questions the book such as “what is the

title of the book?” or “is this book fiction or nbation?” Statements such as “let us read



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 79

to find out...?” helped to set a purpose for regdifieachers also utilized the smart board
for whole class reading with fiction and nonfictipassages.

Theteacher utilizesleveled reading materials when teaching small group
instruction. Fountas and Pinnell (1996) noted the importandewa&led materials for
teaching small groups and stated “when initiatinglgd reading, the first challenge for
the teacher is to manage the classroom to be @@erk in a focused, uninterrupted way
with small cluster of students” (p. 53). The reshar observed small group lessons
where students were actively reading books andcpgaating with discussions. Also
noted were book boxes, a location of books thdtiem can look through in leveled
classroom libraries. Some of the class librariepldyed books by topic or by the guided
reading level. In many classes, students had k fowdheir small group lessons in their
desk or individual book boxes.

Theteacher providesindividualized conferences with reading instruction.
Teachers listened to each student read indepegdbatbing to select appropriate books
from the class library, and assisting with reagowgnal entries. These conference
sessions occurred at a small table with studemtsrenteacher setting around and were
during small group reading instruction or justgdpendent instruction with one
student. It was clear teachers had a routine etimgwith students because of the
smooth flow of the class during group time. Eves kindergarten classes appeared to be
familiar with the classroom routines and workedduatively around the room. In many
classrooms, a teacher assistant helped with tagantof students within the classroom
during reading conference times. Students weenoftdependent with their literacy

activities and knew the structures they complefBde observation sample did validate
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the implementation of MRI within the Sunny Day SchDistrict. The researcher’s role
as observer and MRI program patrticipant addedeaaldpth of understanding and clarity
of the reading components and structures. In iaddithe checklist objectives connected
with the research questions.

Once the summary of observation objectives was teteyghe researcher began
the coding process with each observation lookimgdoccurring themes and key

phrases. Table 4 illustrates the themes noted finenclassroom observations.
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Table3

Observation of Emerging Themes

Focus Areas Observations Examples

Teacher Read Materials Quality Children’s Literature
Fiction and Nonfiction Literature
Whole Group Instruction

Shared Reading Songs
Alphabet Charts

Student Newspapers
Nonfiction Text Features
Partners

Choral Reading

Small Group Instruction Lex@Readers
Reading Journals
Reading Binders
Classroom Leveled Libraries
Book Previews
Comprehension Questions
Differentiated Instruction

Classroom Management Indepah&eading
Individualized Management Structures/iCé®
Pocket Charts & Instructional Charts
Visual Expectations
Verbal Cues
Word Making
Individual Book selections

Note. Observation focus areas and examples came frerfotin observations. Some
terminology was from the MRI Manual (2008).

These emerging themes evolved through the samagepdocess used for the
administrative interviews. As the researcher adiefead and highlighted each
completed written observation checklist, differealors represented big ideas, repetitive

words, and similar concepts found in the transsript
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Summary

The triangulation of this program evaluation using administrative interviews,
the teacher surveys, and the classroom observairessnted qualitative and quantitative
data to support the research questions and hymsthd$e process of combining
methods of qualitative and quantitative impartdehstic picture of the implementation
of MRI program within the Sunny Day School Distridach element was touched upon
through one of the research tools. The resulte@turvey tests did show MRI was a
positive choice for the Sunny Day School Districtl deneficial for helping teachers
instruct children in reading. Results of the as@ysing ANOVA and descriptive
observation of MAP Scale test scores did not displaignificant difference from year to
year over the five-year period. In chapter 5 cosicns of this study, answers to the
research questions, and a discussion of recommenddbr future research complete the

findings.
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Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations

Pretorius (2000) concluded that the complexitie®agated with learning to read
and the affects of the pressure of literacy skiisa student’s academic and life success
make it imperative all educators devise an efficrapans of helping students to become
proficient with reading. The problem was the lafla program evaluation for the MRI
Program within the Sunny Day School District. Thepose of this research study was
to evaluate the process and outcomes of the MRJrEno. As stated by Pretorius (2000)
“research consistently shows a strong correlatetwéen reading proficiency and
academic success for all ages, from primary schgbl through to university level:
students who read a lot and who understand whetrdaal generally attain good grades”
(p- 35). The following section provides a discaasof the relationship between the
research questions and the hypotheses questiadmsheiadministrative interviews,
observations and surveys, by way of threading-thindhe literature in chapter 2.
Discussion of the Main Resear ch Question: How doesthe MRI program prepare
teachersto teach reading?

The surveys, interview responses, and the classolm@rvations do suggest the
MRI program has benefited the instruction of regdinthin the Sunny Day School
District. Assessment was a critical element fer pheparation of reading instruction and
meeting the present level of students. Four aassrobservations did reflect the extent
of integration of the MRI components within thetaué of the reading academics within
the Sunny Day School District. The kindergartesasisation began with a shared

reading lesson and included the following: a phesigng, review of an alphabet chart
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with the focus on sounds, a pocket chart story,gamde for frequency words where
students swat words with a partner using a fly swatStudents did work independently
in literacy centers while the teacher met with stutd for small group instruction. These
phrases spoken by the teacher “whisper read, werkvhole time, buddy read, and get
busy right away” reminded the students of the etgiEms. The second grade
observation began with shared reading and the istsigrking together with word work
on the smart board while seated at their deskser Atie word work activity, the students
began to share a children’s newspaper with thesf@a@s on nonfiction text features.
Students were given time to read with a partnerdasclss the paper, then big ideas were
written on chart paper with the whole class pgsatng. The MRI program had indeed
become part of the literacy culture of the Sunny Bahool District and the research and
survey data collected during this study showedghslink with MRI and teacher
perceptions. Extraneous variables such as RTPa@imay affect these results.

The five administrators agreed that MRI providedagoing systematic
approach to reading instruction and one that coatdy over to all content areas. The
accountability piece was important with MRI, “thect that staff became confident in
teaching reading and to monitor student growth”’rpdmstrator 3). “They had
something on which to base good instruction ontarrdeasure student progress”
(Administrator 3). MRI provided a foundation amdihing for student assessment by
teaching instructors to use DRA, checklists, rugmecords, and observations of students
before planning instruction. Administrator 3 dissad reading components and stated

the following:
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the idea of instruction in reading workshop andrgiteachers a stronger
background in those structures, not only the omgiun of it but the idea of
moving to a whole mini lesson into a small grousgtiaction based upon student
needs in terms of level of ability.
Dorn and Soffos (2001) described a process of tegekading, which includes the
following components. First, the teacher modelsliex book language and reading
behavior. This process helps the students visuallmat is expected. Second, the teacher
coaches the students in small groups or individaasions with strategies to assist with
problem solving. Third, the teacher scaffoldsshelents’ learning by presenting small
pieces of information and then building upon thisko reach the desired goals.
Administrator 2 discussed the benefits of MRI atadex! “the organizational
structure of the initiative in terms of ongoing f@ssional development and the way it
was set up.” In the NCLB legislation, “the typeprbfessional development required for
school improvement is that which supports ongoiigiptguality reading instruction”
(NCLB, 2001, p. 115).
Discussion of the Research Question: To what extent are MRI program elements
incor porated into reading instruction within the Sunny Day School District?
According to the observations completed with thar§uDay School District,
these components of MRI were observed by the relsearsmall group instruction using
level materials with individual conferencing; whalass reading instruction including
guality literature for developing comprehensiorilskand shared reading from a variety
of resources for building fluency and phonics. iDgrclassroom observations, the

teacher began reading instruction by asking quesgoch as “what is the title of this
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book?” or “what kind of book is this?” During &imall group lessons, students were
actively reading books and participating with dssions. Also noted were book boxes, a
location of books children can look through locaiteteveled classroom libraries. The
teacher provided individualized conferences witidieg instruction by listening to each
student read independently, helping to select ap@i® books from the class library, and
assisting with reading journal entries. The obagons completed within the four
classrooms did verify teachers using small grogfruction, shared reading with posters,
books, and electronic materials (smart boards, coenp, and personal CD players).

In addition, the administrative interviews reflettde following components
were in place within the Sunny Day School Distredheduled assessments two times a
year (beginning and end), and ongoing assessnfentsafive) such as running records
of individual reading progress were noted as coasiy occurring within the K-5
classrooms. At the time of the writing of thisdyuthe Sunny Day School District had
begun to implement the MRI program within the engtementary population of the
district. The progression of implementation ocedrover approximately a six-year
period, and each year additional elementary schampted the MRI program.

Discussion of the Resear ch Question: What elements of MRI arethe most effective
according to administrator interviews, observations, and surveys?

The administrator interviews reflected several ¢sieat elements as being the
most effective. ldentifying the needs of studersig a standard measurement tool such
as DRA was a valuable key component of the MRI mrog and Administrator 5
explained how this was an effective tool. Anottogric discussed was the fact that MRI

was an ongoing professional development programmiAidtrator 2 pointed out “I really
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like the structure and the ongoing nature of it amerything we read about professional
development supports this format.” Administrat@st&ted “the idea of moving away
from whole class lessons to small group instruchiased upon student need in terms of
level of ability in a way you typically do not seeAdministrator 1, “the best elements to
me was the fact that it was providing a systenggtigroach to best practices in the area
of reading and writing that really could be carramtoss all the content areas.”
Administrator 1stated “this was the beginning o tollaborative process for our
teachers and the first time to with ongoing goaldministrator interviews and
observations data does support beneficial compsrdithe MRI program. Assessment
of reading progress and providing ongoing profesaidevelopment were two key
components of the MRI program.

Discussion of the Resear ch Question: What wer e the unexpected implementation
barriers?

Most administrators agreed the costs of supplids@gessary materials for
implementing the program. Another barrier wasatided expense of pulling teachers
out of the classrooms to participate with the pangand replacing them with substitutes.
Administrator 2 addressed this question and byngtétvell, | think as a district we
stepped out of our comfort zone, we were histdgaabasal driven (textbook) district,
and we were asked to think outside that box. dtdhange of culture to a certain extent
and that is a little bit slower process.. Anyorfeowvas looking for a quick fix, there
really isn’t such a thing as a quick fix, but clgaxe are moving in a really positive and
strong direction and those are things we need t@sdodistrict.” The observations did

reflect the use of MRI structures within readingtraction, the teachers were finishing
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year three and were familiar with the structur€be amount of leveled books available
to the students within each classroom did varythedrganization of the classroom
libraries was not the same in every classroomdestis did appear to know the routine of
the classrooms and engaged in activities or red@piendently while the teacher was
instructing students in small group instructiorheTurniture necessary for holding small
groups did vary between buildings and some teadiadsidney shaped tables while
others ran small groups at small tables.

Even though in the beginning of the implementapoocess of MRI the
administrators did report a direct connection whit@ coaching process and teacher
resistance, the survey results showed that byrtlegthe third year teacher opinions
had changed. On the teacher survey question 3tigoficoaching experiences during
the implementation of Missouri Reading Initiatiteachers responded with 22% very
satisfied, 49% satisfied, 18% dissatisfied, andv@¥y dissatisfied. On the teacher
survey question 6 (the ability of the Missouri Riegdnitiative coach to individually
support teachers), teachers responded with 31%seatisfied, 44% satisfied, 9 %
dissatisfied, and 0% very dissatisfied.

Discussion of Research Question: What arethe costs of implementing MRI within
the Sunny Day School District?

Administrators agreed that the largest cost wasitheal funding of the program
and the hiring of substitute teachers to replaaelters attending the workshops. Other
costs were the extra supplies of leveled books, BR# and additional phonics
materials. Administrator 1 discussed the costgdlementing MRI within the Sunny

Day School District and stated “It cost approxinha®b00.00 each time the MRI
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facilitator met or held a session in a facilityrhere were other costs to running the
program and each building administrator was resptafor solving those issues.
During an administrative interview, Administratostated “cost is the biggest one to
make it work right.” Mentioned were the costs@fdled libraries, DRA assessment kits,
and substitute teacher funding. Implementing th& Brogram within the Sunny Day
School District was an expensive project and i@#d the district budget and each
individual school spending plans. The initial fuimglrequired for the program was
satisfied in part with government funding for prsdenal development as part of the
school improvement plan. The supplies requireditothe program, were unplanned
expenses that each building was responsible fogdtudy. Another large cost was for
substitutes need to replace teachers attendimgrigaicoaching sessions, and release
time to complete DRA assessments with students.
Discussion of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1 (Teachers using MRI will exhibit cal@nce in their ability to teach
reading, as measured by percentage of responsekikart Scale Perception Survey)
connects to survey question 7 (What is your peroemf the Missouri Reading Initiative
program capabilities to increase your ability te hggh quality methods of teaching
reading?). The response results to question Ba#sresponded with very satisfied,
32% responded with satisfied, 0% responded witbatiisfied, and 0% responded with
very dissatisfied. The first year of MRI was didiilt transition and administrator
interviews did reflect this challenge experiencgddachers. However, throughout the
process of the three-year program as MRI structoeeame part of the culture of the

schools, teacher opinions began to change. Somhe change was due to the fact that



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 90

teachers could visually see how the MRI componkelksed with the everyday
instructional processes.

Hypothesis number 2 (Teachers using MRI will exthadoinfidence in delivery
methods, as measured by percentage of responskikeraScale Perception Survey)
connected to survey questions 3 and four. Suruvegttpn 3 (quality of instructional
materials provided by Missouri Reading Initiative}ulted in respondents selection of
very satisfied at 50%, 45% was satisfied, and 3l#cssd dissatisfied. Survey question 4
(amount of time necessary between training sessindslassroom implementation to
utilize new teaching strategies within the clasempeesulted in 31% for very satisfied,
60% for satisfied, and 8% dissatisfied. By thedtitine survey was distributed, teachers
did have enough time to learn, implement, and lseedsults of the MRI teaching
strategies. After year three, teachers did noehiaaccess their workshop notes because
the methods had become common daily parts of icistru Statisticak- tests for
proportions for questions 3 and 4 resulted in &eation of the null hypothesis and
acceptance of hypothesis 2. ThAdest did support the finding of the MRI program a
beneficial for assisting teachers with readingringion.

Hypothesis 3 (A year-to-year comparison of pre/posgram aggregate
Communication Arts [MAP] test scores of grades d amwill indicate one or more of the
years as different from the others) connected¢dMAP Scale Scores and the ANOVA.
Results of the analysis using ANOVA and descriptisgeervation of Communication
Arts MAP test scores did not display a significdifterence from year to year over the

five-year period. This slight increase is a laggmdicator for the implementation of a
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new program. It does take time for new prograntske effect within an organization
and make a substantial difference.
Discussion of the Emerging Themes of the I nterviews, Surveys, and the
Observations
The following is a list of the emerging themes andiscussion on how they link
to the literature review. It is important to nthe emerging themes from the
administrator interviews were mainly managemenénizational components and the
emerging themes from the observations were readragture elements. The following
are emerging themes: (1) accountability, (2) ev@naand cognitive coaching, (3)
teacher time constraints and administrator schedu(4) reading structures, (5)
professional development, (6) organizational chaargkshock, (7) collaboration, (8)
costs and funding, (9) lack of front-loading, at@)(achievement. Each of these themes
had a unique connection to the implementation m®oé the MRI program within the
Sunny Day School District and linked to the literat
Emerging Theme: Lack of Accountability. To provide a background on
accountability in education, USDOE (2008) outlirtbese national milestones in
education in A Nation Accountable.
Beginning in 1983 the U. S. Department of Educateport, A Nation at Risk
found that about 13 percent of our nation’s 17 ye#ds were illiterate. In 1989,
President George H.W. Bush agreed to adopt natki@ performance goals for
the year 2000. Bill Clinton’s presidency passesithproving Schools Act 1994,
which required state academic-content standardsestsland the Educate

America Act of 1994 provided the funds to aid statewriting those content
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standards. With the new millennium, the standardsaccountability movement

reached a new level. President George W. Bushd:fl significant reforms at

the federal level and this led to the enactmeth®fNCLB of 2001. (pp. 4-6)
These federal level requirements held school distresponsible for analyzing school
data and deciding on a school improvement plandcease learning. MRI was a
Missouri Reading Program designed to help teadhersase student reading rates and
the Sunny Day School District chose MRI as pathefr improvement plan.
Accountability in the form of a buy-in or teachéundly implementing the program were
topics discussed during administrative interviewsiministrator 3 described how
teachers felt about being responsible for learnieg reading structures and applying
them quickly during an evaluated lesson when stdted was a struggle ultimately, that
pure fidelity check that we do not typically dodane really should and someone coming
in with a different set of eyes to see what is gan.”

A different level of accountability introduced withe emergence of PLC and RTI
was collective accountability where teachers wesponsible to a team not just one class
of students. The MRI program brought accountabiitit each teacher through assessing
students and attaining reading levels to providiregappropriate reading instruction. In
addition, teachers met as teams to discuss stueliing data results and this was an
uncomfortable process in the first year. Teamsewtogether for the first time to bring
the reading scores up for the entire grade leReiFour et al. (2010) expressed “to build
a collaborative culture within a school setting nbens were to work interdependently to
achieve common goals for which members were helaiatly accountable” (p. 181).

MRI did help build bonds between teachers by thg wature of the workshop sessions.
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Teachers were encouraged to work together duritigtees and consider each other’s
views for decisions.

Emerging Theme: Evaluation and Cognitive Coaching. Bernhardt (2004)
defined evaluation as “making judgments about theity of overall student
performance for the purpose of communicating studehievement” (p. 286). A unique
component of the MRI program was the evaluativecstire and how this design
encouraged teachers to reflect on their instruatipractices but caused frustration. If
teachers would have received, a little backgrownatdgnitive coaching the participants
may have been more positive. After the third yeaviRI, teachers did adjust to the
coaching style and learned how to reflect on theactice. Administrator 2 stated “the
coaching process for our teachers was very corgusecause they were set-up
historically from a perspective of an evaluativado [a corrective approach] and part of
the problem was not having a thorough understanofimghat cognitive coaching really
was.” Survey question 2 (quality of coaching exgrezes during the implementation of
Missouri Reading Initiative) resulted in 3% respedavith very dissatisfied, 18%
responded with dissatisfied, 49% of the participaesponded with satisfied, and 22%
selected very satisfied. A few surveys had hanttemrnotes describing their
disappointment with the coaching experience. ¥ethe time of the surveys, the
teachers did show approximately 70% of the teachgoported the coaching component.

Emerging Themes: Teacher Time Constraints and Administrative Schedules.
Bolman and Deal (2008) explained “life in organiaas is packed with happenings that
can be interpreted in a number of ways and planpinduces specific objectives and it

creates arenas for airing conflict” (p. 313). Gamzus and O’Neill (2002) identified the
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following questions to alleviate the stressesmkticonstraints and scheduling: (1)
identify who (team members, stake holders, and sprsih (2) identify the why (group
goals), and (3) define the how (plan work and dgwvel team, discussion assumptions of
the teamwork, and agree on group guidelines foaen)” (p. 41). When implementing
a reading program within a school district, plagnisithe key component to handling
tight schedules and time constraints. The schegulf workshop sessions, substitute
teachers, and coaching sessions with teachers bigsadjustment for administration.
During the implementation of MRI within the SunnyaySchool District, the topics of
time constraints for teachers and scheduling dilasmfar administrators did surface.
Survey question 4 addressed teacher time constyéamhount of time necessary between
training sessions and classroom implementatiotiliaeinew teaching strategies within
the classroom), and 8% selected dissatisfied, Gfléeted satisfied, and 31% selected
very satisfied according to the survey resultseiQkie three-year process teachers and
administrators did learn to manage theses huntidsg the time the surveys were
completed after year 3, opinions had mellowed.

Emerging Theme: Reading Structures. The reading structures incorporated
with the MR link directly with Dorn and Soffos @R1) as described early literacy
approaches as supporting children to become sglitated learners. Further, Dorn and
Soffos (2001) incorporated whole group, small gramd independent reading as a
method of reading development. In fact, studesdsi phonemic principles, parts of
speech, and comprehension strategies through loatiksl mentor texts. In addition to
mentor texts, phonics lessons alphabet charts, etiadetters, leveled books, poems, and

songs reinforce reading concepts (Dorn & Soffo§,130
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The four classroom observations reflect readingcstires of the MRI program.
Small group reading instruction composed of thoskve students where the teacher
listened to individual students read while the tddhe group read silently and waited
their turn. These sessions incorporated levebed tdetermined by running records or
DRA assessments, and held within the day one aptihdaMRI format. Day 1 was for
introducing the text and setting a purpose for irggdand day 2 was for comprehension
strategies and word study. The materials usetidyeacher such as posters, charts,
word cards, songs, poems, alphabet charts, andanadgtters varied by grade level and
individual teacher preference.

Fountas and Pinnell (1996) described the follovhsigof the essential

components of guided reading.

(1) Teacher works with a small group.

(2) Children in the group are similar in their d®pment of a reading process

and are able to read about the same levekof
(3) Teachers introduce the stories and assistremlsl reading in ways that help
to develop independent reading strategies.

(4) Each child read the whole text.

(5) The goal is for children to read independeatig silently.

(6) The emphasis is on reading increasingly chglley books over time.

(7) Children are grouped with a dynamic processngfoing observation and

assessment. (@)

Emerging Theme: Professional Development. O’Neill and Conzemius (2006)

discussed the need for effective ongoing professidavelopment that aligns to key
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learning targets of students (p. 137). Dufour.et(2010) found the following guidelines
for developing effective professional development a
(a) job embedded learning; (b) an expectationl#ahing is ongoing and occurs
as part of the routine work practice; (c) team-dasetion research; (d) learn by
doing; (e) learning collectively by working togeth) assessing impact on the
basis of evidence of improved student learnings(gtained commitment to
limited focus initiatives. (p. 210)
The administrator interviews reflected several esirat elements as being the most
effective. Administrator 2 pointed out “I realliké the structure and the ongoing nature
of it and everything we read about professionaktigyment supports this format.”
On the teacher survey question 7 (your perceptidgheoMissouri Reading Initiative
Program’s capability to increase your ability te@ usgh quality methods of teaching
reading) teachers responded with 65% very satisié% satisfied, 0% dissatisfied, and
0% very dissatisfied. As a professional developnibe MRI program did have an
impact on the teacher’s perception of teachingingadith high quality reading methods.
Schmoker (2001) reported the significance of selggirofessional develop
tailored to student achievement
It is time to mark the end of “sort of” staff despiment and before adopting any
initiative; teams should evaluate it on two levéls:is it effective? Is there a
convincing body of evidence that it indicates ahhpgobably of success? (2) Will
there be clear, organized follow-up structures® there means for assessing its

effect on student learning on an ongoing basis?gp.
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The MRI program aligned closely to these seveng]inds outlined by Dufour et al.
(2010) and provided a foundation to learning hownt®et the needs of students.
Emerging Theme: Organizational Change and Shock. Vetrivel (2010) found
“change is not an event, it is a process triggesedn event” (p. 23). Administrator 3
stated “year one, the panic of | have set my atessrup like this, | have been doing it
this way for so long and you want me to what?” Adstrator 3 also stated “to change
everything about how you were taught to teach repdnd look at it in a different way
caused considerable frustration for teachers duhadirst year of implementation.”
The Sunny Day School District did learn how to eadearthe change process during the
implementation of the MRI program. Collaboratioithiteachers of the same grade level
discussing the needs of students and strategidsaiselp reading development. Within
the Sunny Day School District, teachers did adjushe rigors of gathering assessment,
analyzing the data, and planning the reading io8bmn. Problem solving teams
consisting of an administrator, grade level teachgecial area teachers (speech,
language, and reading specialists) were formedstuds individual student’s needs. As
suggested by Page (2010) “three core systems df tvat leaders operating in these
roles needed to establish and maintain to supperintstructional core and operations of
schools” (p. 12). Page (2010) also added theviatig three core systems need to be in
place to have success with change: (a) talent neaneugt, (b) balanced performance
improvement, and (c) team-based improvement (p. TBg Professional Learning
Community approach did help draw teachers togetherteam and bond together to
endure the changes required by the implementafittcedMRI program within the Sunny

Day School District. Bolman and Deal (2008) desedii barriers to change “structure
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(loss of direction, confusion, and chaos), humaoueces (anxiety, incompetent and
needy), political (disempowerment and conflict)d aymbolic (clinging to the past)” (p.
379).

Emerging Theme: Collaboration. Conzemius and O’Neill (2002) linked to the
emerging theme collaboration when they commentethow educational settings have
adhered to community building.” During the admirasive interviews, Administrator 1
commented “this was the beginning of the collabeegprocess for our teachers and the
first time to with ongoing goals.” MRI brought afige to how teachers related to one
another and accountability for students collectivad a whole grade level. Prior to the
MRI program, grade level teams met once or twiogath and by the end of the third
year of implementation, grade level teams metagtlence a week and sometimes more
depending on building level meetings. Collaboraiothe key component where the
teachers work together to solve problems and eskaggpals for the good of the students.
Further, Conzemius and O’Neill (2002) found “ondla most important things a leader
can do is to promote a different vision of leadgrsthere everyone plays a role in
improving the success of the school” (p. 13). \Mitthe Sunny Day School District,
collaboration held the teachers together duringnsé times of adjustment to new
teaching strategies and approaches.

Emerging Theme: Costs and Funding. Administrative interviews did reflect
concern of the how the costs and funding need@dpement the MRI program within
the Sunny Day School District. To offset the exgemof a quality professional
development plan to support school improvementegawent funding was available

under specific guidelines to schools qualifying doants.
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A Blueprint for Reform (Duncan et. al., 2010) sthstates will receive formula

grants to develop and implement high quality aseesss aligned with college

and career ready standards in English languagamdtsnathematics that

accurately measure student achievement and grpwatvide feedback to support
and improve teaching, and measure school succdgsragress (Duncan et. al.

2010, p. 11).

Within public schools, financial support for reagliprograms was available or subsidized
by government programs and eligibility is deterndi@ecording to requirement criteria.
The Sunny Day School District was able to utilizene government and state funding for
the implementation of MRI. Each day the MRI faeilor was present in an elementary
school the cost was approximately $500.00. Theyelay running costs for supplies,
assessment kits, and substitute teachers werebalaisthrough building funds or Title |
Reading funding. Administrator 3 commented abbatdost of substitutes “the cost was
about $200.00 every time a teacher walked outabddssroom.”

Emerging Theme: Lack of Front-loading. The process of implementing a new
program within an organization requires an adeqaateunt of prior understanding to be
successful and Vetrivel (2010) stated it well “charms not an event, it is a process
triggered by an event” (p. 23). The lack of frezading was a prevalent situation with
the implementation of the MRI program within then8y Day School District. Before
the beginning of the first year, the teaching stidfneed more information about what to
expect within the first few months. Administratalisl agree the problem of needing the
appropriate supplies such as testing materials]delclassroom libraries, book boxes,

building leveled book rooms, chart paper, markansl, the furniture to hold small
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groups, intensified the need for some kind of pwarning within the Sunny Day School
District. In addition, Vetrivel (2010) found “chga has varying degrees of complexity
and that the more complex the change the morediffit will be to implement” (p. 23).
DuFour et al. (2010) discussed the need to dewekyghool culture that nurtures an open
mindset and how this helps educators through tbegss of releasing familiar teaching
patterns and accepting current approaches (p. 210).

Emerging Theme: Achievement. Although assessment did help guide
instruction within the Sunny Day School Distri¢tetANOVA of the MAP Scale scores
did show only a small growth and a positive tre@lear data provided a starting place
and the school instructional planning began (Dufadal., 2010, pp. 179-180). The MRI
program put quality assessment tools and instnu¢taw to use the assessments to plan
instruction. Through MRI, the administrators aaddhers had a current level of student
performance to begin planning appropriate instaunctiln addition, teachers utilized
research based strategies for reading instructinmcan et. al, (2010) suggested the link
between achievement and assessment and reporteprtgosal will maintain support
for state efforts to improve the quality of theyjsgeems and to develop and implement the
upgraded standards and assessments required Gplitege and Career Ready Students
program” (p. 11). Schmoker (1999) discussed hdecéfe teaching strengthened
student achievement and how this helped bridgédneer of social economic conditions
(p. 73). The Sunny Day School district did utilid®| strategies and structures for
effective reading instruction and data collectiechniques and statistically the ANOVA
results showed no significant change on year-éa+ WIAP scores over the five- year

period.
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Emerging Themes from Classroom Observations

The researcher coded the data from the classobservations the same way as
the interviews. Four themes emerged from thisgsecteacher reading materials, shared
reading, small group instruction, and classroomagament. In the review of literature
within the theory of reading, these four areas weeations as vital elements for student
success. Dorn and Soffos (2001) described thertiaupee of utilizing whole group,
small group, and independent reading as a baslgdmcy development. Clay (1991)
discussed the importance of independent literaggldpment. The classroom
management piece of teaching reading is importaghteasuring students can read often
from a book appropriate for their level. Instilinvithin students the understanding of
the need of reading, and how to process the infoomas a key principle for success.

Many basic MRI structures of reading observed dytine classroom
observations related to the basic premises statdekitheory of reading. The four
classroom observations did reflect the use of sgrallip instruction, whole class
instruction, and shared reading. These readingtstres included individualized lessons
customized by reading levels, phonics, word stadgessments inclusive of running
records and DRA assessments. Administrator 2dstttte idea of moving away from
whole class lessons to small group instruction thag®n student need in terms of level
of ability in a way you typically do not see.” Adimstrator 1, “the best elements to me
was the fact that it was providing a systematicaggh to best practices in the area of
reading and writing that really could be carriedoas all the content areas.”
Administrator 1added “this was the beginning of tb#aborative process for our

teachers and the first time to with ongoing goals.”



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 102

Implications

The current state of education with the emergehtieeoCommon Core State
Standards requires administration to provide sifieally research-based instruction in
all academic areas. Selecting the best profedsi@valopment programs to expand the
knowledge of educators is a consistent challefidee current federal pressure of school
districts to maintain students who are proficienall academics areas suggests the
necessity for effective programs. The Sunny Dayo8tDistrict needed effective
strategies and structures for teaching readingo Aloving away from whole class
instruction to small group individualized instrustiwas a valuable component derived
from the MRI program. The MAP assessment sconethéperiod of implementation of
the MRI program within the Sunny Day School Didtdd not have a significant
increase from year to year. This lack of incraasg have reflected a lagging indicator
of a newly implemented program within a large sdlibstrict. Maintaining the key
elements of MRI as a school culture for teachireglneg is essential as the district forges
ahead with meeting student needs. This progratu@wan contributed valuable insight
to the implementation process, costs, barriers tlaatheneficial elements of the MRI
program for prospective school districts. For sdhbstricts without a solid plan for how
to teach reading, the MRI program is an effectiag/ wf receiving the training necessary
to bring the level of reading instruction up toreunt research based standards.

Collecting the observation data was the most remgrexperience of the data
collection, since it was exciting to see the prograorking in various levels of learning.
Once the process was fully absorbed, teachers lzeaacustomed to it. The educators

began to feel ownership with the MRI teaching syas after three years and the
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personal stories of the teachers changed from ivegée to stress to positive results
observed within their classrooms. As a resulheas no longer questioned why they
could not revert to their old styles of teachingl éimey began to plan together ways to
incorporate the new strategies. The focus shffted frustration to celebration of the
successes.
Engagethe Stakeholders

Rossi et al. (1999) stated the definition of staltéérs as “individuals, groups, or
organizations having a significant interest in he®ll a program functions, for instance,
those with decision-making authority over it, furgland sponsors, administrators and
personnel, and clients or intended beneficiarips36). The stakeholders of the MRI
program within the Sunny Day School District wdre school district administrators,
teachers, students, and parents. How well therpnodunctioned was valuable
information for the district administration sindeey authorized the funding. Teachers
were concerned with the ability of the MRI progreorhelp them teach reading with high
guality reading methods and the students wereettipients of the MRI reading
structures. The parents were involved with thg@am effectiveness to help with
reading success through participation of buildicigo®| improvement meeting required
by the NCLB legislation.
Current Status of the Program

MRI has become the literacy culture of the Sunny Behool District for the past
five years and has broadened to include all oktementary schools within the Sunny
Day School District. The district wide current MARBores for grade 3-5 of the Sunny

Day School District do visually show a slight inase over the scores collected for the
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post year of MRI implementation. The researchéunteered to present an overview of
the MRI program to four prospective elementary stiwachers within the Sunny Day
School District. These buildings did incorpordte tneeting as part of the faculty
meetings and as an additional professional devetoppiece. The researcher designed
and planned the presentation using the MRI manRedsentations lasted approximately
one and a half hours, and the purpose was to eseetachers a snapshot view of the
program. Included in the presentation was a P&®eart along with other visual aids,
such as children’s literature, organizational ideasl recording samples. At the time of
this writing, the Sunny Day School District had iempented the MRI program within the
last three buildings of the district. The goatleé Sunny Day School District is for MRI
to become part of the school culture with all iemgentary schools facilitating the
program.

After the large retirement group of directors, anistrators, and teachers exited
the district, the challenge of maintaining a visfonthe MRI program was difficult. The
issue of quickly training new staff with the compoits of a program that took three
years to learn is still looming. Another factoth® prospect that information becomes
obsolete even before it is fully absorbed and withe educational arena. Progress,
change, and new ideas continue to adjust beliefatdiest approaches for teaching. The
emergence of a new federal mandates and the Cor@m@nState Standards again shifts
the thinking of the correct approaches to teachorgent area subjects.
Recommendationsfor MRI/the Sunny Day School District

According to the teacher survey results of quesTigyour perception of the

Missouri Reading Initiative Program’s capabilityiberease your ability to use high
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guality methods of teaching reading), 65% of teezhesponded with very satisfied and
32% responded with satisfied. The MAP data didshaiw a significant change in any
one year over the five years (including pre and pears), but this data reflected the
beginning stages of a new professional developmgram implemented with a large
suburban school district. The researcher doesmemnd continued use of MRI within
the Sunny Day School District since 97% of the heas felt the program helped them
use high quality methods for teaching reading.

Administrative interviews did reflect a need forgl@menting a new prior
planning or frontloading so participants understehat is expected and get a vision for
what is expected. The natural progression of Augesg the beginning of the year and
May as the ending, provoked questions of whendotload information to assure a
smooth transition into the MRI program. The densawedre heavy at the front of the
academic year, and trying to learn a new programgalith keeping track of assessment
deadlines can discourage even the most enthusieathers.

The cognitive coaching component utilized withie MRI program was
valuable but caused anxiety and resistance the mioiti@egan, but if MRI includes a
preparation component prior to beginning of implativey the program, teachers may
feel more at ease with this type of evaluatiés. stated by all five administrators, the
coaching evaluative approach was difficult for méoyidings, and some kind of
explanation of the process would have been beaéfici
Recommendations for Future Research

Surveys, interviews, observations, and MAP scaefisated MRI had a positive

influence on the Sunny Day School District. Thisgram evaluation did reveal some
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difficulties of implementation. Further study afw to tailor introductory components to
meet the individual needs of school districts seesial. The lack of frontloading of
information before the MRI program began was a g@leswt topic throughout the surveys
and interviews conducted. Another feature consit@resent was continuation of the
program over time with the factor of retirements aewly hired staff. Using
assessments like DRA in addition to the MAP datshimw multiple indicators of
achievement. As the alignment of district curniculto Common Core State Standards
becomes the future task, attaining the most effgaading structures is necessary to
meet the growing demands of academic challenges.
Conclusions

Reading proficiently has long been a focus in acade and the requirements of
the NCLB and the new Common Core State Standandsd@mpelled school districts to
research effective strategies for literacy insiorcto maximize student achievement. In
this study, the researcher evaluated MRI by usitigaagulation of data to maintain a
complete picture of the implementation processratate these results to present
literature findings. The researcher completedxdarsive review of the literature to
review the reading theories, learning theoriesjirepprograms, organizational change
management, and leading founders of key teachiatggies. The results of the surveys,
observations, and administrator interviews did sladvenefit of implementing the MRI
program within the Sunny School District. MRI digstruct teachers on how to use
research based reading structures and how to agsegsits and plan instruction. In
addition, the MRI program did lead to the collaliana of teachers along with the PLC

program.
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Survey results did reflect an increase in teachmiseptions of reading
instruction. On teacher survey question 7 (youc@gtion of the Missouri Reading
Initiative Program’s capability to increase youiligpto use high quality methods of
teaching reading) teachers responded with 65%sagrgfied, 36% satisfied, 0%
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. Survey resditssuggest MRI was beneficial for
assisting teachers with research based instruttstradegies. Twa- tests for
proportions of the survey results were in the @aitrange causing the rejection of the
null hypotheses. An ANOVA of the MAP scores did sbow a significant change in
any one year over the five-year period. Beforadieg on implementing an extensive
reading program similar to MRI, carefully considee evaluation methods of teachers.
Factors not considered in this study, such as atisRimeasures (cognitive coaching
versus traditional methods), may vyield differerdgram implantation results. This
program evaluation linked interviews, classroomesbations, MAP scale scores, and

survey results to evaluate the MRI program effestess and implementation process.
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Appendix A

I mplementation of Missouri Reading I nitiative Program Satisfaction Survey

Directions: Please circle the most appropriatpaase

1. Quality of training sessions during the impleta¢ion of Missouri Reading Initiative

1 2 3 4
Very dissatisfied Digsted Satisfied Very satisfied

2. Quality of coaching experiences during the immatation of Missouri Reading

Initiative

1 2 3 4

Very dissatisfied Disséigd Satisfied Very satisfied

3. Quiality of instructional materials provided bydsburi Reading Initiative

1 2 3 4

Very dissatisfied Disséitid Satisfied Very satisfied
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4. Amount of time necessary between training sessaodsclassroom implementation to

utilize new teaching strategies within the claseroo

1 2 3 4

Very dissatisfied Disséitid Satisfied Very satisfied

5. Overall administrative support of the program

1 2 3 4

Very dissatisfied Disséigd Satisfied Very satisfied

6. Ability of the Missouri Reading Initiative coado individually support teachers

1 2 3 4

Very dissatisfied Disséitid Satisfied Very satisfied



MISSOURI READING INIATIVE PROGRAM EVALUATION 117

7. Your perception of the Missouri Reading Initiatikeogram’s capability to increase

your ability to use high quality methods of teaghreading.

1 2 3 4

Very dissatisfied Disséitid Satisfied Very satisfied

8. Highest degree attained

<  Bachelors

< Masters
<  Specialists
<  Ed.D.

9. Years of teaching experience
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< 1-5years

<  6-10 years

o 10 or more
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Appendix B

L etter of Permission to Participate in Research

Dear Research Participant,

Thank you for your consideration of participatiomiy research study for my dissertation in the
Ed. D. Program at Lindenwood University. | amemmiewing and observing Fort Zumwalt
personnel including administrators, directors, dowtors, and teachers. My purpose is to
discover if there is a relationship between theddisi Reading Initiative Program and teacher
perceived confidence levels for teaching readinglllinclude the most effective elements of the
Missouri Reading Initiative Program. | will alsndk for the unexpected barriers of
implementation, and the cost effectiveness of togram.

Attached are the questions that | will be asking.y®our participation is completely voluntary.
You may stop this interview or leave the room at time. All data from face —to-face contacts
will be presented in collective summative form.l Want to include a direct quote or information

that may identify you as the source, | will requsstten permission
prior to submission.

Best Regards,

Paula S. Roberts

| understand that participation in this researatoimpletely voluntary, and | agree to participate.

Interviewee Date

Interviewer Date
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Appendix C

Questionsfor Individual Interviewswith Administrators, Directors, and

Coordinators

What were the best elements of the Missouri Realtiigtive Program?

What were the worst elements of the Missouri Regthitiative Program?

Evaluate the following Missouri Reading Initiati@ogram processes

a) Coaching processes

b) Training procedures

What were the barriers to implementing the MissB@ading Initiative Program?

Describe the costs associated with implementindtissouri Reading Initiative

Program?
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Discuss the implementations of the Missouri Readinitgative Program.

If you could change something about the Missouad®ay Initiative Program what

would you change?
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Appendix D

Classr oom Observation Check-List

Date Time

Location

_____teacher utilizes small group instruction

Notes:

_____teacher utilizes shared reading instruction

Notes:

_____teacher utilizes read alouds in reading insbmc

Notes:

_____teacher utilizes leveled reading materials wkanhing small group instruction
Notes;

_____teacher provides individualized conferenceh vaading instruction

Notes:

______materials used during small group instructeftect differentiated instruction
Notes:

_____classroom management reflects independeraditenstruction

Notes:
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Vitae

Paula S. Roberts currently teaches second gratisesimes on the Instructional
Advisory Committee for elementary and curriculumtiwg in math in the Fort Zumwalt
School District, in O’Fallon, Missouri. Teachingperiences have included 1-2 regular
education, and early childhood special educatiomforivate school. Specific areas of
interest are curriculum and assessment, instrudigaching college level courses, and
leadership.

Educational studies have resulted in a MasterdoicBtion Degree from
Lindenwood University and a Bachelor of Arts Degieen Lindenwood University.

Missouri teacher certification areas are in eahnijdhood special education, and general

education for grades K-6.
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