ABSTRACT

LEVY, REBECCA ABAGAIL. A Control-Group Evaluation of the HELPS-Small Group
Reading Fluency Program. (Under the direction of Dr. John Begeny).

A large percentage of elementary-aged students in the United States are struggling
with their reading skills—including oral reading fluency performance. Research is needed to
examine the effectiveness of small-group reading fluency interventions because reading is a
necessary skill for succeeding in adulthood, schools in the U.S. are increasingly challenged to
do more with fewer resources, and little research has examined the effectiveness of reading
fluency intervention programs that can be implemented with small groups (rather than one-
on-one). This current study ultimately sought to examine the effectiveness of the HELPS-SG
program as implemented by intervention teachers with their elementary-aged students (n=
18) as compared to a wait-list control group (n=24). Participants’ reading performance was
assessed on five different outcome measures (e.g., sight word efficiency, phonemic decoding,
WCPM, fluency, and comprehension) at pretest and posttest. These five different measures
were then converted into pre and post factor, or composite, scores. Using these factor scores,
a RM-ANOVA was conducted to compare the intervention and control groups at each time
point. However, no treatment effects were found, which may have been because the program
truly was not any more effective than the instruction received by the control group or the
findings may have been influenced by the multiple limitations associated with sampling,

adherence to the timeline and project plan, and poor implementation integrity.
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A Control-Group Evaluation of the HELPS-Small Group Reading Fluency Program

According to the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES; 2011), when
students perform at the Proficient level, their achievement “represents [a] solid academic
performance” (p. 6). However, in the fourth grade assessment of U.S. students’ reading
skills, only 34% scored at or above the Proficient level. Equally concerning, 33% of these
students are reading below even a Basic level. In the area of reading fluency, a critical
component of early literacy development, the most recent national data show that
approximately 40% of fourth graders are “nonfluent” readers (Daane, Campbell, Grigg,
Goodman, & Oranje, 2005). Furthermore, the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) support
the need for fluency development beginning in the early elementary grades (National
Governors Association Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers,
2010). There is an apparent discrepancy between the CCSS’s emphasis on fluency instruction
and the actual fluency performance of U.S. students. The aforementioned information is
important to highlight because academic performance in elementary school, specifically
reading achievement, is not only important for a student’s childhood, but can influence the
course of his or her life.

Academic achievement in elementary school can predict high school dropout rates
(Alexander, Entwisle, & Horsey, 1997), and students who are poor readers are more likely to
dropout of high school than their peers who are typical readers (Daniel, Walsh, Goldston,
Arnold, Reboussin, & Wood, 2006). Students who do not complete high school tend to be
less successful in the job market and participate in more criminal behavior in adulthood than

their peers who graduate from high school (Chapman, Laird, Ifill, & KewalRamani, 2011).



Furthermore, students who dropout of high school often miss out on opportunities that would
otherwise be available to them if they earned a high school diploma: attending college and
following certain career paths. For example, in 2010, young adults who earned a bachelor’s
degree made 114% more (based off of median incomes) than young adults who did not
graduate from high school (Aud et al., 2012). It is also important to note that the occupations
that are currently increasing in the U.S. workforce have higher literacy requirements than the
jobs that are decreasing (Barton, 2000); students who are poor readers may have difficulty
excelling in a job market that has increased literacy qualifications. Because performing well
in reading and ultimately graduating from high school is important for an individual’s
success in life, this study will focus on improving young struggling readers’ oral reading
fluency performance.
Oral Reading Fluency

Oral reading fluency (ORF) is defined as a student’s ability to read with “speed,
accuracy, and proper expression” (National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development [NICHHD], 2000, p. 3-1). The Instructional Hierarchy—developed by Haring
and Eaton (1978)—explained that becoming fluent in a skill (i.e., reading) happens
progressively with practice drills and reinforcement only after acquiring the skill. Indeed,
effortful and labored oral reading causes students to read in a disconnected manner (Chard,
Vaughn, & Tyler, 2002), which can make it difficult to comprehend the text (Daane et al.,
2005; Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp, & Jenkins, 2001). Furthermore, it takes “dysfluent” readers a
longer time to read a passage than their fluent peers, and this may prevent struggling readers

from wanting to practice their reading skills (Daly, Chafouleas, & Skinner, 2005).



Given the importance of reading fluency and the large number of students who do not
read fluently, educators and reading researchers have developed and evaluated a range of
OREF interventions and strategies. Evidence-based ORF interventions include the following:
modeling, repeated readings (RR), phrase-drill (PD), progress monitoring, goal setting, cued-
reading, feedback, and reinforcement (Morgan & Sideridis, 2006; Therrien, 2004). Therrien
(2004) conducted a meta-analysis of RR intervention studies and found that certain
instructional components added to the RR intervention increased mean fluency effect sizes.
Effective add-on strategies included: (a) cueing participants to focus on speed and
comprehension (ES=.94), (b) working with adult tutors (ES= 1.37), (¢) receiving corrective
feedback (ES=.51), (d) setting a performance criterion (ES= 1.70), and (e) charting students’
progress (ES=.57). Interventions such as these improved fluency for both learning disabled
and non-learning disabled participants (Chard et al., 2002; Therrien, 2004). Furthermore,
Morgan and Sideridis (2006) conducted a meta-analysis of the effectiveness of fluency
interventions from single-subject design studies and found that goal setting, feedback, and
contingent reinforcement were effective in improving students’ reading fluency.

HELPS One-on-One Program

The Helping Early Literacy with Practice Strategies (HELPS) Program is a one-on-
one (adult-student) reading fluency intervention that integrates all eight of the instructional
strategies shown to be effective in prior meta-analyses (e.g., Morgan & Sideridis, 2006;
NICHHD, 2000; Therrien, 2004). HELPS is a manualized reading intervention that has
effectively increased ORF in elementary-aged students (e.g., Begeny, 2011; Begeny, Laugle,

et al., 2010; Begeny, Mitchell, Whitehouse, Samuels, & Stage, 2011; Begeny, Ross, Greene,



Mitchell, & Whitehouse, 2012). For example, using 2 grade participants, Begeny et al.
(2010) compared the HELPS program to the Great Leaps Reading Program (Mercer &
Campbell, 1998) and a control group, and found that only students receiving HELPS
significantly outperformed the control group. Significant differences were found with
measures of reading fluency, reading comprehension, sight word efficiency, and phonemic
decoding; effect sizes ranged from 0.62-1.02. In another study, Begeny, Mitchell and
colleagues (2011) used an experimental control group design to examine the effects of
HELPS on struggling readers when implemented by school personnel. Students in the
HELPS condition performed significantly better on all assessed measures of reading
performance compared to students in the control group, with effect sizes ranging from 0.50-
1.05. This study also showed that both classroom teachers and teacher assistants could
implement HELPS with strong implementation integrity following relatively brief training
workshops and some follow up implementation feedback sessions.

Despite the availability of HELPS and a small number of other reading fluency
intervention programs (e.g., Mercer, Campbell, Miller, Mercer & Lane, 2000), these mostly
one-on-one formatted interventions present feasibility challenges for many schools because
they require a relatively large amount of personnel resources (i.e., one educator for every
student receiving the intervention). This high need for school resources is particularly
important given the budget cuts and increased time demands that schools and educators
currently face. The personnel challenges are also important to consider when there is such a
high percentage of students (approximately 40%; Daane et al., 2005) who would likely

benefit from fluency-based interventions.



Lack of School Resources

According to Oliff, Mai, and Leachman (2012), more than two-thirds of U.S. states
are providing less funding to schools than they did in the year 2008, and budget cuts are
causing schools to reduce the amount of time spent in the classroom. Due to less funding,
teachers may be experiencing a substantial reduction in time and resources. The Metropolitan
Life Insurance Company (MetLife; 2012) annual survey results indicate that 63% of U.S.
teachers reported an increase in class size from the previous year. Furthermore, an annual
survey of North Carolina teachers discovered that 38.5% of teachers believe class sizes are
too large to have enough time to meet all of their students’ needs (Hirsch & Maddock, 2012).
It can be concluded from the aforementioned reports that teachers’ ability to do their jobs
effectively and efficiently (e.g., improve students’ reading performance) can be increasingly
more difficult if budget cuts are prevalent, class sizes are increasing, and class time is
decreasing.

According to Begeny, Schulte, and Johnson (2012), teachers need more effective and
time efficient interventions and systems to best help their students succeed academically.
With all of the difficulties that teachers are facing in the classroom, small-group interventions
represent one practical solution (Foorman & Torgesen, 2001). Instruction for small-groups is
considered beneficial because it provides students with (a) more individualized attention than
they would otherwise receive from classroom instruction; and (b) compared to whole-class
instruction, a smaller and more manageable setting for mutual communication and learning

between the students and teacher (Wasik, 2008). Small-group interventions have the potential



to save teachers time and increase classroom efficiency by working with more than one
struggling student at a time.
Small-group Reading Interventions

Despite the strong research evidence showing the effectiveness of one-on-one ORF
interventions (Chard et al., 2002; Morgan & Sideridis, 2006; Therrien 2004), initial research
suggests that small-group reading interventions may be just as successful for some students.
Vaughn et al. (2003) found that small-group reading interventions—when implemented with
groups of 3 students—tend to be just as effective as one-on-one reading interventions on
students’ reading fluency performance. Additionally, Gersten et al. (2008) recommend
conducting reading interventions in a small-group format (3-4 students), and argue that small
groups are “considered more practical for implementation” (p. 19).

Although there are many effective small-group reading interventions that can be
found in the literature, few focus on reading fluency. In an exhaustive review of the empirical
literature, only 10 studies were found that examined the effects of small-group reading
fluency interventions (Begeny, Braun, Lynch, Ramsay, & Wendt, 2012; Begeny, Hawkins,
Krouse, & Laugle, 2011; Begeny, Krouse, Ross, & Mitchell, 2009; Begeny & Martens, 2006;
Begeny & Silber, 2006; Begeny, Yeager, & Martinez, 2012; Bonfiglio, Daly, Persampieri, &
Andersen, 2006; Klubnik & Ardoin, 2010; Kuhn, 2005; Ross & Begeny, 2011). For example,
Kuhn (2005) compared the influence of small-group reading fluency strategies on fluency
and comprehension measures to a control group in elementary-aged students. This study
found that students who received a variation of the RR intervention or a wide-reading

intervention—"“choral reading of a given text” (p. 135)—made distinct fluency



improvements, but only students who received the wide-reading intervention made
substantial comprehension improvements. In another study, Bonfiglio et al. (2006) conducted
an experimental analysis in order to determine which small-group intervention package
would be the most efficient while remaining effective for the participating students. The
identified intervention package—which included taped-preview, error correction, and choral
reading—was the most effective and efficient for improving students’ reading fluency, as
measured in word correct per minute (WCPM). Also using a single-case experimental design,
Begeny and Martens (2006) used an ABAB multiple-baseline design to examine the effects
of a small-group ORF intervention across groups. The intervention consisted of multiple
commonly used fluency strategies: choral reading, listening passage preview (LPP; similar to
modeling), RR, and PD. Clear increases in WCPM from baseline to intervention indicated
that the group fluency intervention improved students’ ORF.

More recently, Begeny, Braun and colleagues (2012) conducted a one-group pretest-
posttest quasi-experimental design with a double pretest in order to test if seven elementary-
aged participants’ reading achievement significantly improved after receiving the only
known manualized small-group reading intervention that targets fluency (i.e., the HELPS
Program for Small Groups; HELPS-SG). The pretest score was students’ growth from the fall
ORF benchmark to winter ORF benchmark (i.e., from pretest 1 to pretest 2). The
comparative posttest score was calculated as students’ growth from the winter ORF
benchmark to spring ORF benchmark (i.e., from pretest 2 to posttest, or the time during
which students received HELPS-SG). A nonparametric Wilcoxon two-tailed test determined

there was a significant difference between student reading growth across the assessment



periods, favoring students’ growth from pretest 2 to posttest and therefore providing some
preliminary evidence for HELPS-SG (7= 0, p= .02). The authors also determined that the
posttest scores of all but one student exceeded nationally derived norms of ORF growth.
Although these findings offered preliminary evidence for HELPS-SG, three major limitations
were reported. The researchers had a limited sample size (N= 7), did not utilize a control
group, and only used one outcome measure of reading (i.e., growth in ORF from a validated
and commonly used ORF assessment).

Collectively, the 10 small-group intervention studies that target ORF is promising
because in all published studies at least some of the students benefit from the intervention,
and in some studies the researchers found that there are students who benefit as much from
small group instruction as they do from comparable one-on-one instruction (e.g., Begeny,
Hawkins et al., 2011; Begeny, Yeager, & Martinez, 2012; Klubnik & Ardoin, 2010; Ross &
Begeny, 2011). Despite this promise of small-group ORF interventions, there are some
important limitations of the existing research. First, all but two of these studies (Begeny,
Braun et al., 2012; Kuhn, 2005) used a single-case design to explore the effects of reading
strategies. Methodologically sound single-case designs certainly provide experimental
evidence of intervention effects, but one important critique of single-case designs is that they
may not allow for as much generality as methodologically sound group designs (Kazdin,
2011); at minimum, a solid research-base for an intervention approach should include a mix
of both single-case and group designs. Equally important, of the two group design studies the

intervention groups were relatively small (5-6 in Kuhn, 2005; 7 in Begeny, Braun et al.,



2012). Clearly, more group design studies are needed to examine small-group interventions
that target ORF.

Another important limitation of this research is that only one study (Begeny, Braun et
al., 2012) examined a manualized intervention program. All other studies used intervention
strategies and materials that were developed or used for the sole purpose of the research;
those studies do not describe available materials or clear directions for day-to-day
intervention implementation. The importance of this limitation is evidenced below.
Importance of Manualized Interventions

If an intervention is insufficiently described for teachers’ use, then the teacher will
most likely have a difficult time implementing the intervention with integrity. Manualized
interventions are important for use in schools because they (a) provide teachers with specific
procedures and detailed implementation instructions (Simmons et al., 2011) that may
facilitate high integrity of the intervention across teachers; (b) reduce teacher idiosyncrasies
(Schoenwald, Carter, Chapman, & Sheidow, 2008); (c) promote consistency across teachers,
which can minimize teacher interference of a research-supported intervention (Reeves,
2010); (d) may lessen the research to practice gap by translating supported research
interventions to a descriptive manual for teachers’ use; and (e) typically provide teachers
with all the needed materials to implement the intervention. For the purpose of this study, a
manualized intervention program will be defined as: an intervention program that supplies
the teacher with clear scripted directions and explicit support materials in order to increase
teacher integrity (Begeny, Ross et al., 2012; Begeny, Schulte, & Johnson, 2012, p. 30;

Chambless & Ollendick, 2001)
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Of these reasons for using manualized interventions in schools, there is also empirical
research evidencing its importance. For example, Schoenwald and colleagues (2008)
conducted a study examining the maintenance outcomes of a popular manualized therapy—
Multisystemic Therapy (MST)—on youth’s behavior change. The researchers focused on
therapist adherence to the MST protocols; they found that participants whose therapists
followed the guidelines more strictly improved more so than other participants. Although this
article did not focus on a school-based intervention, it supports the use of manualized
interventions with youth.

Furthermore, two research articles (e.g., Reeves, 2010; Simmons et al., 2011) support
the importance of using scripted and commercial interventions in schools, which will be
referred to as manualized from this point forward. Through a case report of two elementary
teachers, Reeves (2010) found that manualized programs minimize teacher interference of
the curriculum, have the potential to ensure standardization of implementation, and are
becoming increasingly popular with teachers. In addition, Simmons and colleagues (2011)
compared an experimental manualized reading intervention to a typical classroom reading
intervention. This study concluded that the manualized reading intervention program was
more effective at improving participants’ reading performance than teacher-designed
supplemental interventions. Furthermore, teachers rated the acceptability of the manualized
intervention highly and perceived their interventionist abilities as improved after using the
program. With support for using manualized interventions, it is also important to note that

these types of interventions can be implemented in accordance with instructional problem-
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solving systems such as Response to Intervention (RTI). The next section will discuss the
connections between RTI, manualized interventions, and small-group interventions.
RTI, Manualized Interventions, and Small-group Interventions

RTI is a problem-solving framework that is increasingly being used by more schools
(Denton, 2012; Gersten et al., 2008). According to Gersten and colleagues, RTI combines
“universal screening and high-quality instruction for all students with interventions targeted
at struggling students” (2008, p. 4). According to Denton (2012), there are typically three
tiers within RTI systems. Tier 1 is class wide instruction, or “primary prevention” (p. 233),
with universal screening. Tier 2 is the first level of intervention for struggling students, and
provides struggling students with supplemental, often small group, instruction. At this Tier of
support, prescriptive problem-solving is commonly used (see Begeny, Schulte, and Johnson,
2012, p. 18), which means that a specific research-supported (often manualized) reading
intervention is provided for all students who are known to lack the same targeted skills.
Lastly, Tier 3 interventions are more intensive and are only necessary when students fail to
respond to Tier 1 and Tier 2 instruction, and in this Tier it is more common for individualized
(rather than prescriptive) problem-solving. Creating manualized interventions that fit into the
RTI framework should enhance schools’ capacity to use RTI successfully, but such
interventions can also be well-suited for schools using other approaches to assisting
struggling learners (Begeny, Schulte, & Johnson, 2012).
Ecological Validity

As defined by Bronfenbrenner (1977), ecological validity is “the extent to which the

environment experienced by the subjects in a scientific investigation has the properties it is
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supposed or assumed to have by the investigator” (p. 516). In other words, when a study is
ecologically valid the study is conducted in the most appropriate setting for what behavior is
being observed. Ecological validity is important because it allows researchers to interpret and
apply their findings to the real world because the studies are conducted in a “true
environment” (Schmuckler, 1997, p. 421). Furthermore, an ecologically valid study must
contain naturalistic features across the setting, stimuli, and observed behaviors (Schmuckler,
1997). In sum, an ecologically valid study will (a) take place in a real-world environment, (b)
use materials and people that are typically found in that environment, and (c) measure
behaviors that coincide with that environment.
Purpose of Study

The overall rationale for this study is supported by the following: ORF is a necessary
skill in students’ reading development, schools often lack resources for one-on-one
interventions, there are numerous advantages to using manualized interventions, and small-
group reading interventions show promise as an effective practice for improving students’
fluency. However, more studies are needed to demonstrate the effectiveness of these small-
group practices—particularly well-powered, ecologically valid, control-group designs. Given
this rationale, the purpose of this study is to use a non-randomized control-group design to
evaluate the effects of HELPS-SG implemented by teachers with their second and third grade
struggling readers.

This study will answer one main research question: will students receiving HELPS-
SG outperform the control group on three different areas of reading performance: reading

fluency, reading comprehension, and word reading efficiency? Based on preliminary research
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suggesting that students who receive the HELPS-SG intervention tend to improve their
reading fluency more than expected over time (Begeny, Braun et al., 2012), it is hypothesized
that students who receive HELPS-SG will significantly improve their reading performance
compared to the students who do not receive the intervention.
Method

The North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board approved all of the
methodological procedures prior to commencing this study.
Research Design

A two-group pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design was used to determine if
students receiving HELPS-SG would have a positive significant effect on their reading
performance compared to students in a wait-list control group.
Participants

Student participants. Because ORF should be targeted in the early elementary
grades, participants were in the second and third grades. To be included in the study,
participants had to be considered struggling readers according to the participating school.
The students that were chosen to participate scored between the 10™ and 60™ percentile
(using national norms; Hasbrouck & Tindal, 2006) on the participating school’s administered
fall ORF benchmark assessment using the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy-Next
ORF (DORF; Good, Kaminski, Cummings et al., 2011). Scoring in this range suggests that
some students are struggling readers or at-risk for future reading difficulty (Hasbrouck &
Tindal, 2006). Teachers confirmed that the identified students were struggling readers and

not just students who performed poorly on the DORF assessment because of other reasons.



14

Students reading below the 10" percentile were not eligible for this study because it is
likely these students would benefit from a more intensive reading intervention (e.g., 20-30
minutes of daily one-on-one reading intervention). Furthermore, students were excluded from
participating in this study if they received special education services or pullout English as a
Second Language (ESL) services. Due to school district-wide policies of not being allowed
to share which participants received specific low-intensity (i.e., transitional) ESL services, it
is uncertain which participants in this study received these transitional ESL services within
their general education classrooms. Transitional ESL services are indirect in nature and for
those ESL students who are nearly proficient in English; the general education teacher makes
all accommodations for ESL students after consulting with the ESL teacher.

Originally 50 students were identified as participants for this study, however 4
participants moved, 3 students received HELPS-SG regularly from their teacher who learned
the intervention from a prior research study, and 1 student was later determined to be
receiving special education services. This left a total sample size of 42 students; 24 second
graders and 18 third graders. Of the 42 participants, 57.1% were White, 16.7% were Black,
14.3% were Hispanic, 7.1% were multiracial, 2.4% were Asian, and 2.4% were Native
American. Furthermore, 59.5% (n=25) of the sample was female, and the mean age was 8.18
(range= 7.08-9.67).

Assigning students to HELPS-SG. Lou et al. (1996) suggest that students in
homogeneous reading ability groups achieve more than students in heterogeneous groups.
Furthermore, Gersten and colleagues (2008) strongly recommend that Tier 2 interventions be

implemented in homogeneous groups of 3 to 4 students. Taking the recommendations from
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Lou et al. (1996) and Gersten et al. (2008) into consideration, it was expected that the
participants in the HELPS-SG condition would be assigned to homogeneous groups of 3 to 4
students based on ability. Reading ability was assessed with the HELPS placement
assessment (Appendix J) and the DORF results. Due to the participating school’s policies,
teachers were in charge of determining which participants they would provide the
intervention to. Basing their decisions off of the Text Reading and Comprehension (TRC;
Wireless Generation, 2007), a running record type of assessment with un-reported
psychometric characteristics, the participating teachers assigned eligible participants to the
control or intervention group. Ultimately, 18 students received the intervention and 24
students were assigned to the control group. Despite what was asked of the teachers (to
implement the intervention in groups of 3-4), the small groups ranged from 3-6 students.

A chi-square analysis for independence was conducted to ensure that the intervention
and control groups were similar in age, ethnicity, and gender. This analysis determined that
the intervention and control group did not significantly differ on the measures of age (5° (1) =
21.04, p= .46), ethnicity (x* (1) = 6.22, p=.29), and gender, (5° (1) = .206, p= .65).
Additionally, there were no significant differences found between the intervention and
control groups at pretest on all of the included measures (which will be discussed below):
DORF-Winter (¢ (40)=-.97, p=.34), TOWRE-SWE (¢ (40)= .02, p=.99), TOWRE-PDE (¢
(39.37)=-.65, p=.52), GORT-Fluency (z (40)=1.16, p=.25), and GORT-Comprehension (¢
(40)= .53, p=.60).

Teachers and observers. Two female teachers employed in the school as

“intervention teachers” for their school-wide RTI model served as interventionists during the
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course of this study. Both of the participating teachers hold master’s degrees in education.
Teacher A, who worked with all the second grade participants, had been a teacher for 23
years and at the participating school for 16 years. Teacher B worked with all third grade
participants, had been a teacher for 16 years, and taught at the participating school for 4
years. Furthermore, Teacher A worked with each of her two groups for 30 total sessions, and
Teacher B worked with one of her groups for 25 sessions and her other group for 26 total
sessions. In sum, students in the intervention group received an average of 25.94 HELPS-SG
sessions (range= 21-30; SD= 3.15). An independent t-test was conducted to determine if
intervention group participants in the two different grades received a different number of
HELPS-SG sessions. Results indicated that second grade participants (M= 28, SD= 1.95)
received significantly more sessions than the third grade participants (M= 22.71, SD=1.38; t
(16)=6.22, p <.001).

Trained undergraduate research assistants (RAs) served as observers of teachers’
implementation integrity throughout the course of the study. To be considered a trained RA,
they had to (a) attend regular research team meetings for training and scheduling purposes,
and (b) be proficient in all trained assessments and procedures. In order to be considered
proficient in the assessment procedures, all of the RAs had to achieve 100% criterion in
implementation procedures with the primary investigator during mock one-on-one
assessment sessions; the RAs also had to demonstrate mastery over the assessment
procedures. In order to be considered a trained observer, the RAs had to be able to (a)
implement HELPS-SG core procedures with 100% integrity 3 times within 5 successive

sessions, (b) implement HELPS-SG tips and reminders protocol with 90% integrity 3 times
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within 5 consecutive sessions (Begeny, Upright, Easton, Ehrenbock, & Tunstall, 2013), (¢)
correctly identify HELPS-SG core procedural mistakes with 100% integrity for 3 observed
sessions, and (d) correctly identify HELPS-SG tips and reminders procedural mistakes with
90% integrity for 3 observed sessions. Furthermore, all RAs were trained and considered
proficient in teacher feedback procedures for a prior research study evaluating the effects of
feedback on teacher implementation integrity of HELPS-SG.
Setting

This study took place within the participants’ K-5 public elementary school located in
a suburban area in southeastern United States. Approximately 910 students are enrolled in
this school, and 18% of these students receive free or reduced price lunch. HELPS-SG
sessions were implemented in a classroom that was free from noise, other distractions, and
away from wait-list control group participants. Furthermore, all student participants
maintained their participation in typical classroom instruction during this study; the only
difference between groups was that students in the intervention group were pulled out of
class during non-core instructional times to receive HELPS-SG. During this time, the control
group participants had focused reading instruction with their classroom teachers. Focused
reading instruction consisted of students either working in small groups with their classroom
teacher, independently reading, or reading with a reading buddy. Besides the students who
had to be excluded from the study due to their classroom teacher using HELPS-SG, the
research team was not aware of other control group participants’ teachers using HELPS-SG

over the course of this study.
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Reading Assessment Materials

DIBELS-Next Oral Reading Fluency (DORF). The DORF (Good, Kaminski,
Cummings et al., 2011) is a measure of ORF and was developed according to the standards,
procedures, and research associated with Curriculum-based Measurement (CBM; Deno,
1989). During each DORF assessment a student is presented with grade-level reading
material and asked to read three consecutive passages, one minute per passage, while the
assessor listens. During each timed reading, the assessor records any errors (e.g.,
substitutions, omissions, hesitations for 3 or more seconds) the student makes and ultimately
determines the number of words read correctly per minute (WCPM). The median WCPM
score represents the overall DORF score.

According to Good, Kaminski, Dewey et al. (2011) the DOREF is a reliable
measurement of ORF. All of the reported reliabilities for second and third grade are above
.90. The two-week alternate-form reliability coefficients range from .96-.97, the median
reliability for immediate alternate-form coefficients range from .94-.97, and the two-week
test-retest reliability coefficients range from .91-.93. The inter-rater reliability for both grade
levels is .99.

DORF WCPM is considered a valid measure of ORF. Criterion-related validity was
calculated based on students” WCPM median score compared with the Group Reading
Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) Total Test. The predictive validity
coefficients for the beginning of the year for the two grade levels range from .66-.69, the
predictive validity coefficients for the middle of the year range from .67-.76, and the

concurrent validity coefficients for end of year range from .66-.73.
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Gray Oral Reading Test, Fifth Edition (GORT-5). The GORT-5 (Wiederholt &
Bryant, 2012) is an individual, standardized, and norm-referenced text reading fluency
measure that takes an average of 20-30 minutes to administer. This assessment examines
accuracy and rate while also looking for prosodic features of a student’s ORF. The GORT-5
has two equivalent forms (A and B); each form has 16 reading passages with 5
comprehension questions associated with each passage, but students may not read all 16
passages due to basal and ceiling rules. Each administration of the GORT-5 yields multiple
scores: rate, accuracy, fluency (combination of rate and accuracy), comprehension, and oral
reading index (ORI; combination of fluency and comprehension score). The fluency and
comprehension scores will be analyzed in this study.

The GORT-5 is considered to be a reliable measurement of reading fluency and
comprehension. The coefficient-alpha for both forms A and B is .93 for fluency and .94 for
comprehension. The alternate forms immediate reliability between forms A and B is .94 for
fluency and .87 for comprehension. Test-retest reliability, which ranged from 1-2 weeks in
delayed administration of the same form, is .90 for fluency and .82 for comprehension.
Alternate forms reliability between form A and B (administered with a 1-2 week delay) is .88
for fluency and .77 for comprehension. The inter-scorer reliability for fluency and
comprehension is .99.

GORT-5 is also considered a valid measurement of fluency and comprehension. As
reported in the technical manual (Wiederholt & Bryant, 2012), the GORT-5 average

coefficients of magnitude were calculated for fluency (.73) and comprehension (.74); both
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coefficients were considered to be strongly correlated with other commonly used reading
measures.

Test of Word Reading Efficiency, Second Edition (TOWRE-2). The TOWRE-2
(Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 2012) assesses a student’s reading efficiency by having the
student read real words (sight words) and nonwords (phonemic decoding). Consisting of two
subtests—sight word efficiency (SWE) and phonemic decoding efficiency (PDE)—the
TOWRE-2 is administered in approximately 5 minutes. The total word reading efficiency
index (TWRE) is a combination of the two subtests, but in this study SWE and PDE will be
reported and analyzed as separate measures. During each assessment session, the assessor has
the student (a) read the SWE practice word list, (b) read the SWE test list for 45 seconds, (c)
read the PDE practice nonword list, and (d) read the PDE test list for 45 seconds. During
each subtest, the student is instructed to read as many words or nonwords as he or she can in
the allotted time. The student’s score is the total words read correctly in the 45-second
sessions.

Torgesen, Wagner, and Rashotte (2012) reported that the TOWRE-2 is a reliable
measure of reading efficiency. The average alternate-forms immediate reliabilities for the
TOWRE-2 are: .91 for SWE, .92 for PDE, and .95 for TWRE. The TOWRE-2 provides 4
different testing forms. Forms A and B will be used in this study because they have strong
immediate alternate form reliabilities: .90 for SWE and .92 for PDE. The average test-retest
same forms reliability —administered 2 weeks apart—is .91 for SWE, .90 for PDE, and .93
for TWRE. The average test-retest alternate forms reliability is .87 for both SWE and PDE,

and .92 for TWRE. The inter-scorer reliabilities across all measures are .99.
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The TOWRE-2 is supported as being a valid measurement of sight word efficiency
and phonemic decoding efficiency. Criterion-validity was calculated by comparing multiple
reading measures (e.g., DIBELS NWF, DORF, GORT-4 Fluency) to the TOWRE-2 subtests.
The overall coefficient averages for reading measures were strongly correlated with SWE
(.90) and PDE (.89).

Instructional Materials

HELPS curriculum. As previously discussed, the HELPS program uses eight
common strategies (e.g. Therrien, 2004; Morgan & Sideridis, 2006) to improve students’
reading fluency. The HELPS curriculum (Begeny, Mann, Cunningham, & Tsuen, 2009),
which was developed to use with the available HELPS programs (one-on-one and small-
group), includes 100 reading passages with predetermined difficulty levels. The passages
become slightly more difficult as a student moves through the curriculum, with Spache
(1953) readability values ranging from 1.7-4.9. Passages are either narrative (i.e., fiction) or
expository (i.e., non-fiction) and do not include pictures. All the Dolch sight words (Dolch,
1936) are included throughout the curriculum. Varying in types of narrators, verb tenses, and
topics, the passages are intended to be age-appropriate and interesting for elementary-aged
readers while giving them repeated practice with frequently used (e.g., Dolch) and novel
words.

HELPS-SG implementation materials. In addition to the HELPS curriculum, the
HELPS-SG instructional materials include (a) implementation protocols, (b) an individual
and small group progress tracking form, (c) an individual progress graph for each student, (d)

a group star chart for each small group, and (e) examiner copies of the reading passages
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found in the curriculum. Four primary protocols make up the guidelines for implementing
HELPS-SG correctly: (1) the implementation flow chart (Appendix A) consists of 13 core
procedures of the HELPS-SG program; (2) the scripted directions (Appendix B) provide the
teacher with a procedural script of the specific directions to say at each core step; (3) the
extended implementation protocol (Appendix C), which helps the teacher learn and better
understand the core procedures; and (4) the checklist for implementation (Appendix E) which
acts as a procedural checklist of the core implementation adherence and the implementation
quality (Tips and reminders; i.e., teaching characteristics and methods that implementers
should use in order to best engage the students).
Procedures

Assessments. Approximately two and a half months prior to students being assigned
to experimental group, the TOWRE-2 SWE and PDE measures (form A) and the GORT-5
Fluency and Comprehension measures (form A) were administered. At posttest, which began
the day following the last intervention day, all participants were administered the alternate
forms of the assessments that were used at the beginning of the study. Specifically, at posttest
participants received the TOWRE-2 SWE and PDE measures (form B), and the GORT-5
Fluency and Comprehension measures (form B). All assessments were administered in
assessor-student dyads by the primary investigator and other trained data collectors (graduate
school psychology students and RAs) and occurred in an empty classroom in the
participating school that was free from noise and distractions. Furthermore, the participating
school conducted the DORF fall, winter, and spring benchmarks that were provided to the

primary investigator of this study. The winter benchmarks were given 2-3 weeks prior to



23

students receiving intervention and the spring benchmarks within 2-3 weeks of the last day of
HELPS-SG intervention.

Teacher training. The primary investigator met HELPS-SG implementation criteria
through training provided by the HELPS-SG developer and is considered “trained” because
she is (a) able to implement HELPS-SG core procedures with 100% integrity 3 times within
5 successive sessions, and is (b) able to implement HELPS-SG tips and reminders protocol
with 90% integrity 3 times within 5 consecutive sessions (Begeny, Upright et al., 2013). The
participating teachers were trained during 2 separate 1.5-2 hour HELPS-SG workshops. One
workshop occurred two months before the start date of the study, and the other workshop
occurred one week before the start of the study. As part of research guidelines, teachers were
told not to discuss the HELPS-SG procedures with any non-participating teachers.

The HELPS-SG workshops consisted of instructing teachers how to use the program
(e.g., implementation protocol, scripted directions) and the associated forms (e.g., Star Chart,
tracking forms, flowchart), and opportunities for practice with immediate corrective
feedback. Teachers had the opportunity to practice implementing HELPS-SG with the RAs
and received feedback from the principal investigator and the RAs they practiced with. At the
end of the training workshop, teachers were allowed to keep all provided implementation and
practice materials for reference.

Following the workshop portion of training, teachers’ implementation of HELPS-SG
was observed in vivo by RAs for every session during the first three weeks of the teachers
implementing HELPS-SG with their participating students. After each observation, the RAs

provided the teachers with specific corrective feedback about their implementation until they
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were able to implement HELPS-SG core procedures with 100% integrity 3 times within 5
successive sessions, and were able to implement HELPS-SG tips and reminders with at least
80% integrity 3 times within 5 consecutive sessions. To maintain teachers’ accurate
implementation of HELPS-SG, for the following three weeks of the study, the teachers were
observed for one session a week. After these sessions, the RAs provided corrective feedback.
These three additional sessions of feedback were provided to the teachers to ensure proper
implementation of HELPS-SG due to several unexpected events in the school that seemed to
have a significant impact on the normal school routine and schedule. Specifically, during the
first six weeks of the study the school environment (as reported regularly by school staff and
administration) was frenzied due to bad-weather days, delayed starts, early dismissals, field
trips, and an atypically high number of student and staff absences due to illness. After the
first six weeks of the study, the school climate reportedly returned to normal and teachers no
longer received feedback from the RAs. Even though the school environment was frenzied
for the first half of the study, HELPS-SG was reportedly implemented in a quiet classroom
away from noise and other distractions.

HELPS-SG procedures. HELPS-SG is a manualized intervention program; each of
the 13 steps (see Appendix A) and materials are explicitly stated and explained in the
corresponding manual (Begeny, 2013) and implementation protocols (Appendix C).
Excluding the brief (approximately 2-5 minutes per student) individual assessments
procedure that precedes the small group procedures (described below), the small group
procedures were implemented in approximately 15-20 minutes sessions. Due to feasibility

complications and larger than recommended small group sizes, participating teachers were
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unable to find time to conduct the individual assessment piece of HELPS-SG prior to each
group session. As a way to provide support to the school and teachers, undergraduate
volunteers who are trained in HELPS-SG procedures by the primary author conducted the
brief individual assessments for each small group in the morning each day the students
received the intervention from their teachers. The teachers then implemented the group
portion of HELPS-SG with their small-groups later in the day.

Individual assessments (Steps 1-2). As shown in the flowchart (Appendix A), each
HELPS-SG session began with brief individual assessments—the only individualized portion
of HELPS-SG. During the individualized assessments (similar to the DORF assessment
procedures), each student read aloud the provided passage and the volunteer then graphed the
student’s WCPM and words incorrect per minute (WIPM). After graphing the student’s
individual progress (Appendix F) and writing down the student’s performance on the
progress tracking form (Appendix G), the volunteer provided feedback and praise for the
student’s reading improvements. Each student either (a) reached his or her individual reading
goal (IRG), or (b) did not reach his or her IRG (see Appendix A for the IRG table). The
individual assessment provides a necessary element of student progress monitoring within
the HELPS intervention that cannot be achieved in a small group. This progress monitoring
assessment is important for a teacher’s day-to-day instructional decisions with HELPS as
well as for monitoring the potential for generalized learning outcomes (Begeny, Whitehouse,

Methe, Codding, Stage, & Neupert, 2013).
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HELPS-SG instruction (Steps 3-13). All core procedures are shown in the full
implementation protocol (Appendix C) and summarized in the flowchart (Appendix A).
However, to ensure clarity the procedures are also summarized below.

Once individual assessments for each participant were completed, the teacher then
determined which flowchart path to follow. The students would reach the group reading goal
(GRG) if at least half of the students met their IRG, and not meet the GRG if less than half
met the IRG. After determining whether the students meet the GRG, the teacher will review
the you/me game. The you/me game consists of students (“you”) and the teacher (“me”
earning points. Students were able to earn points if they are paying attention, following
along, and putting in effort throughout the HELPS-SG session. Conversely, the teacher
earned points if the students were not paying attention, following along, or putting in effort.
Before the session began (at Step 5) a predetermined amount of points needed to win the
you/me game was established and stated by the teacher.

Each group oral reading of the day’s passage (Steps 5, 8, and 10) involved the teacher
randomly calling on a student in the group to read 1 to 3 sentences of the passage, which
continued until the entire story was completed. When it was not a student’s turn to read
aloud, he or she was instructed to follow along silently and wait for his or her turn. When a
student was called on to read, this illustrates one example of how the student group (you) can
earn a point in the you/me game. If the student knew exactly where to begin reading, the
students earned a point; if the student did not know where to start reading, the teacher earned

a point.
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Passage retell (Step 6) is when the students are instructed to reiterate what they
remember from the passage, in sequential order. One student was randomly selected to say
what happened in the beginning, another student was asked to say what happened next, and
so forth until all students were called on once. During modeling (Step 7), the teacher read the
entire passage aloud while sporadically pausing and calling on a random student from the
group to read the next word in the passage. During the phrase-drill error correction procedure
(Step 9) the students chorally practiced 3-7 word phrases that contained a word that at least
one student read incorrectly during that session’s oral reading of the passage (based on Steps
5 and 8). Once the teacher concluded steps 1-10, she provided praise and feedback on the
group’s reading performance and wrote in 1-3 stars on the group star chart (Appendix H).
One star was earned if the students tried their best but did not win the you/me game or reach
the GRG; two stars were earned if the students won the you/me game and tried their best; and
three stars were earned if the students reached the GRG, won the you/me game, and worked
their hardest. Lastly, the teacher wrote down all the information from that day’s session on
the group progress tracking form (Appendix I).

Results
Statistical Analysis Strategy

To ensure that this proposed study had adequate statistical power (a minimum of
.80), an a priori power analysis (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007) was conducted
with the effect size set to .35. Results of this power analysis revealed that at least 20 total
participants were needed to have a minimum power of .80 when running the following

analyses. A post hoc power analysis revealed that the statistical power for this study was .99,
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and is considered to have sufficient power to find results, if there are any to be found, in the
following analyses. Furthermore, it is important to note, that all following analyses were
conducted using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS; IBM Corp., 2010).
Principal Component Factor Analysis

A principal component factor analysis (PCA) was conducted to examine whether all
reading measures are psychometrically structured as a unified construct, and thus can be
reduced down from 5 separate dependent measures to 1 unified measure of “reading
performance.” The PCA included the following pretest measures: DORF-Winter, TOWRE-
SWE, TOWRE-PDE, GORT-Fluency, and GORT-Comprehension. The results of this
analysis showed a sufficient sample for factor analysis (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin= .801),
explaining 66.8% of the variance, and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity (x> (10)= 117.63, p <.001)
indicated correlations were significantly strong enough to be analyzed together. This analysis
determined all of the above-mentioned reading measures makeup a unified construct with
principal components or factor loadings ranging from .709-.929, which far exceed the
minimum recommendation of .60 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The results of this PCA
indicate that all five of the reading measures can be analyzed together as one unified measure
of “reading performance” by using factor scores (Thompson, 2004). Factor scores can be
considered a composite score for each participant (Odum, 2011), and are yielded when a
PCA is run. The regression approach was used to provide factor scores for all participants,
creating a new unified pretest-reading competence dependent variable. This method was

used because all three of the factor score methods available yield the same scores when used
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in a PCA (Odum, 2011; Thompson, 2004), and this method is most widely used and
understood (Tabachnik & Fidell, 2007).

Because one unified measure of reading performance was created for the first time
point (i.e., pretest), a second PCA was run to provide a unified measure of reading
competence for the second time point (i.e., posttest). Similar to the first PCA, the second
PCA included the following posttest measures: DORF-Spring, TOWRE-SWE, TOWRE-
PDE, GORT-Fluency, and GORT-Comprehension. The results of this second analysis
showed a sufficient sample for factor analysis (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin=.796), explaining
64.03% of the variance, and Bartlett’s test of Sphericity (y° (10)= 101.21, p < .001) indicated
correlations were significantly strong enough to be analyzed together. This analysis
determined all of the above-mentioned posttest reading measures makeup a unified construct
with principal components or factor loadings ranging from .695-.908. For this second PCA,
the regression approach was also used to create a new unified measure of posttest-reading
performance. These two new unified variables (i.e., pretest and posttest reading performance)
will be used in a repeated measures analysis of variance (RM-ANOVA) to evaluate
differences between groups’ reading performance at pretest and posttest (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007; Thompson, 2004). Prior to conducting the RM-ANOV A with the two new
unified variables, descriptive statistics were run. The means and standard deviations for all 5
reading measures and reading performance factor scores separated by experimental group are

reported in Table 1 below.
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Repeated-Measures Analysis of Variance

A RM-ANOVA was conducted to compare experimental groups on the unified
measures of reading performance. In this analysis, the within-subjects factor was time
(pretest vs. posttest) and the between-subjects factor was group (intervention vs. control). In
this RM-ANOVA, homogeneity of variance and covariance was not violated, indicating that
it is appropriate to report multivariate Wilk’s Lambda main effects; results are reported in
Table 2. Results indicated there is no significant effect of time or significant interaction
between time and group, suggesting there are no differences between the intervention and
control group on reading performance.
Implementation Integrity

Implementation integrity of each teacher was conducted in vivo during 36% of the
total teachers’ HELPS-SG sessions. The primary investigator and RAs used a procedural
checklist (Appendix E) to maintain accurate records of the teachers’ small-group
implementation. The checklist for implementation was used to calculate core implementation
integrity percentages and tips and reminders integrity percentages. The average overall
implementation integrity of core procedures across all sessions for Teacher A was 96.4%
(range= 82%-100%) and 98.2% (range= 82%-100%) for Teacher B. Across all core steps
(i.e., focusing on the individual components of HELPS-SG), the average implementation
integrity for Teacher A ranged from 80%-100%, and ranged from 90%-100% for Teacher B.
The average overall implementation integrity of tips and reminders procedures across all
sessions for Teacher A was 89.6% (range= 77.8%-100%) and 94.5% (range= 83.3%-100%)

for Teacher B. Across all tips and reminders steps, the average implementation integrity for
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Teacher A ranged from 25%-100%, and 70%-100% for Teacher B. An independent t-test
was conducted to determine if the teachers’ average implementation integrity across sessions
significantly differed. Results indicated that the second grade teacher and third grade teacher
did not significantly differ on implementation of core procedures (¢ (38)=-1.13 p = .27).
However, the second grade teacher and third grade teacher significantly differed on
implementation of tips and reminders procedures (¢ (38)=-2.54, p = .015).

Furthermore, in order to be considered providing the intervention as intended, the
following criteria were set by the HELPS-SG manual for interventionists to achieve for each
session: all core procedures must be completed at 100% integrity, and all tips and reminders
procedures must be completed at 90% integrity (Begeny, Upright et al., 2013). To further
understand teachers’ implementation of HELPS-SG, a chi-square analysis for independence
was conducted to determine if teachers significantly differed on meeting the aforementioned
criteria across all sessions observed. This analysis determined that the teachers did not
significantly differ on meeting criteria for the core procedures ()(2 (1)=2.13, p= .14) or the
tips and reminders procedures (x> (1) = 1.91, p=.17) across sessions.

Implementation integrity of each volunteer was conducted in vivo or with audio tape
recordings during 27.9% of the volunteers’ individual assessment sessions. The primary
investigator used a procedural checklist (Appendix D) to maintain accurate records of the
volunteers’ core procedural implementation integrity, tips and reminders implementation
integrity, and inter-scorer agreement of timed readings. The average core implementation

integrity across volunteers was 98.4%, and the average tips and reminders implementation
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integrity across volunteers was 92.1%. The average inter-scorer agreement of WCPM and
WIPM across volunteers was 99% and ranged from 95%-100%.
Inter-rater Agreement

Inter-rater agreement across RAs was conducted via audio recordings for 41.7% of
the all TOWRE assessments collected and for 29.7% of all the GORT assessments collected.
Inter-rater agreement percentages were calculated with the following formula: number of
agreements divided by number of agreements plus disagreements. For the observed TOWRE-
2 assessments, RAs had a strong inter-rater agreement on both the SWE measure (M= 99.0%,
range= 93.6%-100%) and the PDE measure (M= 98.1%, range= 83.8%-100%). For the
observed GORT-5 assessments, RAs also had a strong inter-rater agreement on both the
Fluency measure (M= 99.2%, range= 97.5%-100%) and the Comprehension measure (M=
99.3%, range= 80%-100%).

Discussion

The primary goal of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the HELPS-SG
reading fluency program when implemented by interventionist teachers in the school setting.
Furthermore, this study evaluated the effects of HELPS-SG on struggling second and third
grade students. As stated above, the sole research question of this study was: will students
receiving HELPS-SG outperform the control group on relevant measures of reading
performance? When comparing reading performance of the participants who received
HELPS-SG to the participants who did not receive HELPS-SG, no significant differences
were found. This means that results did not support the hypothesis that participants who

received HELPS-SG would indeed outperform the control group. These findings are



33

inconsistent with previous research that suggests a treatment effect would be found when
using the HELPS small-group and one-on-one programs (e.g., Begeny, Braun et al., 2012;
Begeny, Laugle et al., 2010; Begeny, Mitchell et al., 2011).

There are two key explanations for these unexpected findings. First, HELPS-SG may
not be effective compared to what the participating school was already using curriculum-wise
within the classrooms, or effective with the specific students who were chosen to be
participants in this study. Although prior research would suggest a treatment effect, this study
was unique to the small-group ORF intervention literature in that it had a slightly larger
sample size and, unlike most other previous studies, included a control group. Second, the
myriad of limitations in the study may have masked what would have otherwise been a
treatment effect. The key limitations of this study will be discussed next.

Limitations and Future Directions

A multitude of limitations and threats to internal validity occurred across almost all
aspects of this study. The overarching themes of all key limitations are grouped as such:
sampling limitations, timeline and project adherence problems, and poor integrity with
program implementation. These limitations will be discussed below, and then future
directions in response to the limitations will be discussed.

Sampling limitations. First, students were not randomized to the intervention or the
control group. The intervention teachers chose which of their students would receive
HELPS-SG, which may have resulted in two unequal groups. Although pretest measures
showed that the two groups did not differ significantly on the reading skills that were

measured, other differences between groups that were not measured may have been possible
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(e.g., student behavior, motivation, self-confidence). In addition, although attempts were
made to measure several different reading constructs (e.g., fluency, phonemic decoding,
comprehension), results of the factor analyses revealed that these assessments actually
seemed to measure one unified construct—and as such, relevant reading skills (and possible
differences between the groups on those skills) may not have been adequately assessed.
These unmeasured group differences may have influenced the participants’ responsiveness to
HELPS-SG. This indicates there was a lack of control within this study over individual
idiosyncrasies between those students placed in the intervention and control groups.

Another lack of control within this study is that there were other teachers within the
school that were trained in HELPS-SG for a different study. Despite the primary
investigator’s efforts to stress the importance of the participating intervention teachers not
discussing HELPS-SG procedures with other teachers, there was no way to prevent the other
trained teachers from discussing or sharing methods of HELPS-SG implementation with
other classroom teachers who had students in the control group. In fact, as part of school
procedure and culture, control group teachers often interacted and consulted with the
intervention teachers, and this may have increased the likelihood (regardless of intent) of
possible contamination between instructional procedures used by HELPS-SG teachers and
control teachers. Overall, there is a possibility that control group students could have
received sessions or components of HELPS-SG unbeknownst to the primary investigator. If
this indeed did occur, then the control group would no longer be considered a true control
group that requires an “absence of treatment” (Shadish et al., 2002, p. 159), rather the control

group would be considered null and void.
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Second, a small sample size limited the types of analyses that could be run for this
study. In order to have enough power to be considered a “powered” study (.80; Faul et al.,
2007), the individual reading measures needed to be unified into composite pretest and
posttest measures. Despite that the analysis run for this study was deemed appropriate (Faul
et al., 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007; Thompson, 2004), it would have been more
consistent with existing intervention research to have sufficient power to analyze the effects
of HELPS-SG on the individual measures that are intended to assess reading fluency, reading
comprehension, and word reading efficiency. Despite this study being a powered study by
way of analyses used, a larger sample might have either detected differences between the
groups at pretest on all or some measures, showing that the groups were different at the start
from the group assignment process; or would have detected a possible treatment effect on all
or some measures at posttest with a repeated measures multivariate analysis of variance
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

Third, although participants were considered struggling students based on the
participating school’s standards; all of the participants were not necessarily struggling in
OREF based on national norms. Inclusion criteria of struggling readers is inconsistent across
the literature, ranging from including students performing below the 25" percentile (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 2006), below the 35" percentile (Begeny, Hawkins, et al., 2011), or below the 40™
percentile (Vellutino, Scanlon, Sipay, Small, Pratt et al., 1996) in a respective area. As a
conservative level of inclusion, the cut-point set to the 35" percentile will be explored with
the sample used in the current study. Using the fall DORF scores obtained in the present

study, the sample included 69% of students who performed at or below the 35th percentile
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(89% of the intervention group and 54% of the control group). Because the purpose of this
study (and the primary intent of HELPS-SQ) is to improve struggling reader’s ORF, the
inclusion of many non-struggling readers (representing nearly half of the control group) may
actually have decreased the likelihood of finding a treatment effect. However, because the
sample size itself was relatively small to begin with, the 31% of participants who performed
above the 35" percentile were not removed from the sample.

Timeline and project adherence problems. Regarding the timeline of this study,
there were multiple gaps in both pretest assessment and intervention implementation due to
multiple factors. First, the pretest standardized assessments (i.e., TOWRE-2 and GORT-5)
were collected 2.5 months prior to the start of the intervention. In general, it is possible that
students’ reading skills—especially in the early grades when skill deficits are being targeted
in the classroom—may change over the course of 2.5 months. Thus, by starting the
intervention 8-12 weeks after the pretest assessments, it is an invalid assumption that
participants’ pretest reading scores were consistent with their reading performance just
before intervention began.

Second, the study was significantly shorter than anticipated. Due to weather related
events and the participating school’s administrative decisions, the number of intervention
sessions given by the participating teachers was, on average, 33% less than what was
planned. Equally important, of the intervention sessions delivered, sessions were provided
sporadically (e.g., 1-3 days per week), rather than the research team’s request for consistent
implementation (i.e., 3 days per week for the majority of the weeks). Although 13 weeks of

the intervention was provided, which falls within the suggested amount of time to provide a
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Tier 2 small-group intervention (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2009), it was common for the teachers and
students to meet once or twice a week, rather than three times a week as recommended by the
HELPS-SG manual (Begeny, 2013). Ultimately, if the participants received HELPS-SG as
often as intended they would have received 39 sessions, however the participants only
received an average of 26 sessions. These timeline problems may have influenced the
effectiveness of the intervention and the participating teachers’ implementation integrity.

Poor integrity with program implementation. As noted previously, the teachers
irregularly implemented HELPS-SG with their student participants throughout this study.
Ultimately, the third grade students had fewer opportunities to receive the intervention and
received significantly less intervention sessions than the second graders. Bad weather days
(resulting in early student dismissal from school) were the main culprit of preventing
regularity in intervention delivery, and this affected third graders’ intervention time more
than the second graders’ due to the intervention teachers’ implementation schedule. Also,
third graders received a week less of intervention than second graders because of school-
wide testing. If third graders received as much intervention as the second graders, student
performance on the posttest measures may have been impacted.

Another major limitation of implementation integrity is that the quality of instruction
provided by the two participating teachers varied. Qualitative observations revealed that the
two teachers had very different demeanors towards their students, which could have
influenced the effects of the intervention. As shown above in the implementation integrity
data results, the two teachers were comparable in regards to implementing the core HELPS-

SG steps with moderate to strong integrity. However, when looking at the tips and reminders,
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or the steps of HELPS-SG that focus on quality of instruction and how much the teacher
engaged the students, the participating teachers varied significantly. The teacher that worked
with the third graders appeared to understand the tips and reminders better and reportedly
was more likely to provide praise and motivate the participants than the teacher that worked
with the second graders. Because the second grade teacher’s implementation integrity of tips
and reminders was highly variable compared to that of the third grade teacher, second grade
participants ultimately did not receive the intervention with the same quality as the third
graders, which could also have limited the impact of the intervention due to poor
implementation integrity. Furthermore, both teachers did not reach 90% integrity for tips and
reminders steps until much later in the study than expected. This is another indication that the
teachers were having a difficult time learning, remembering, and implementing HELPS-SG
tips and reminders steps correctly.

Another limitation from not following what is prescribed in the HELPS-SG manual is
that the teachers did not conduct the individual assessments with their students (i.e., the first
2 steps of the HELPS-SG implementation protocol). Because the teachers did not complete
these steps every day they conducted HELPS-SG sessions, the teachers had no way to gauge
how their students were progressing besides the data provided on the students’ performance
tracking charts and how the students performed in the group setting. In this particular case,
veering away from the intended implementation of HELPS-SG could have influenced
teachers’ behavior towards students. More specifically, teachers would not have been able to
provide specific praise statements nor feedback regarding students’ individual progress

during the small-group sessions, which is intended to happen in all HELPS sessions (Begeny,
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2013). Although HELPS-SG procedures allow interventionists to recruit some assistance
with the individual assessments, it is recommended that interventionists conduct the
assessments with the child at least once per week. In the present study, interventionists never
completed steps 1 and 2.

Lastly, HELPS-SG intervention sessions were much longer than prescribed, groups
included a range in reading ability levels, and group sizes were varied. All intervention
sessions ranged from approximately 15-20 minutes, however the HELPS-SG manual
suggests that the sessions should only last approximately 12 minutes. Needing more time for
HELPS-SG implementation could be attributed to teachers’ lack of ease in using HELPS-SG
or working with larger than recommended sized groups. The groups also consisted of a range
of reading ability as measured by the pretest DORF. For example, one of the second grade
group’s DORF scores ranged from 35-81 across participants. This large variation across
scores indicates that the groups may not have been homogenous in reading ability;
implementing HELPS-SG with homogenous reading ability groups is a suggestion for
implementation within the HELPS-SG manual. Next, limitations regarding group sizes will
be discussed.

Because the intervention groups ranged from 3-6 students and not one group was the
same size as another group, each group presumably received a different amount of individual
attention from the teachers. Furthermore, the second graders were in groups that were too big
to be manageable (i.e., groups of 5 and 6), which goes against the recommendations set forth
by Gersten and colleagues (2008) and the HELPS-SG manual. However, the third graders

received HELPS-SG in groups of 3 and 4, which is what is recommended for Tier 2, small-
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group interventions (Gersten et al., 2008). Furthermore, Begeny, Levy, and Field (2014)
recently conducted a small-group ORF intervention literature review and found that the
average group size was approximately 4 students. Out of the 12 studies Begeny and
colleagues (2014) evaluated in their review, 8 of the studies used groups of 3-4 participants
and only 4 of the studies used groups of 5 or more during the small-group ORF interventions.
This indicates that the majority of the small-group ORF intervention literature used groups of
3-4 participants, supporting the smaller group size recommendation. In sum, HELPS-SG was
not implemented exactly as intended over the course of this study.

Future directions. Given the multitude of limitations discussed above, it is
recommended for future research to measure the effects of HELPS-SG with a larger
homogenous sample of struggling readers, who are all within the same grade, and are
randomly assigned to groups of 3-4 participants. Making the sample more homogenous will
decrease variability across scores and allow for a more focused understanding of HELPS-SG
treatment effects. It is also recommended that HELPS-SG be implemented consistently three
times a week for at least 13 weeks. These aforementioned recommendations will provide an
important contribution to the extremely limited small-group ORF intervention literature base.
Out of all the small group ORF intervention studies conducted thus far, only one of these
studies utilized a control group (with only 5-6 students in the experimental treatment groups),
and the remaining studies used sample sizes no larger than 12 (Begeny et al., 2014). It is
important to conduct future studies on small-group ORF interventions because they are
efficient, effective, and allow for allocation of resources (Foorman & Torgesen, 2001; Wasik,

2008). Furthermore, more randomized, control group studies are recommended to determine
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if matched controls will improve as much as those who receive the researched small-group
ORF intervention (Shadish, et al., 2002).

Additionally, it is recommend that future studies evaluating HELPS-SG use a
classroom quality measure, such as The Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation
Tool (ELLCO; Smith, Brady, & Clark-Chiarelli, 2008), to gain a truer understanding of how
teacher quality influences implementation and treatment effects of HELPS-SG. This current
study relied solely upon implementation integrity checklists as a quality measure, however
using other measures, such as the ELLCO, may allow for additional insight about how
teachers’ quality may influence HELPS-SG implementation and student outcomes.

Because the current study did not have the teachers collect the individual assessments
required for HELPS-SG, despite it being prescribed by the intervention manual, it is
recommended that future HELPS-SG research focus on measuring the differences of student
outcomes between groups with varying degrees of teachers collecting individual assessments.
For example, one experimental group could have a teacher collect all the individual
assessments, another group could have a teacher collect the individual assessments one day
out of the week, and the last group could have the individual assessments be collected by
other adults (i.e., what happened in this current study). In other words, it is important to
examine the effects of implementing HELPS-SG as intended, compared to deviations from
the manual. Gaining an understanding of these comparisons has many practical implications

for the future development and research of HELPS-SG.



Table 1

Reading Measures Means and Standard Deviations by Group at Pretest and Posttest

HELPS-SG Wait-list Control
Measure Pretest ~ Posttest Pretest Posttest
DORF
M 56.33 82.00 62.25 79.58
SD 17.29 18.97 21.11 27.49
TOWRE-2 SWE
M 87.28 88.39 87.21 87.04
SD 11.27 9.27 13.55 14.06
TOWRE-2 PDE
M 83.89 80.06 85.71 82.92
SD 7.19 11.09 11.00 11.67
GORT-5 Fluency
M 7.50 7.61 6.88 6.88
SD 1.51 1.38 1.87 1.87
GORT-5 Comprehension
M 7.44 7.39 7.17 7.04
SD 1.50 1.38 1.79 1.43
Reading Performance
M 018 .096 -.013 -.071
SD 798 .855 1.15 1.11
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Table 2

Repeated Measures ANOVA of Group by Time on Reading Performance
Main Effect Wilk’s Lambda F df p n’
Time 1.000 016 1, 40 .900 .000
Time x Group 981 786 1, 40 381 019

Note. Group= between subject groups, wait-list control and HELPS-SG. Time= within
subjects factor pre-test to posttest.
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Appendix A

HELPS Program for Small Groups Implementation Flow Chart

1. One-on-one assessment with each student in group, facilitated by any trained educator

a. ORF assessment with Passage A

b. ORF assessment with Passage B (as needed)

c. Record all data on Graph and offer praise and feedback about student’s retention score
d. Record all information on Tracking Form

2. Steps la— 1d are completed with each remaining student from the group.

3. Make decision about students meeting the Group Reading Goal (GRG)...

At least % of the students meet OR Less than half of the students
the IRG (see table below) meet the IRG (see table below)
! !
(3a) Verbally acknowledge that group met (3b) Acknowledge student improvements;
GRG and earned a star; tell students they tell students that they will practice
will practice a new passage (Passage B) Passage A again
! l
!
4. Review goals and rules of You/Me Game (0.5 min)
!
5. Students read Passage aloud for 1* time (1.5-2 min)
l
6. Passage retell (0.5-1 min)
!
7. Model reading by teacher (1-2 min)
!
8. Students read Passage aloud a 2™ time (1.5 min)
!
9. Phrase Drill Error Correction (0.25-0.75 min)
!

10. Students read Passage aloud a 3™ time (1.5 min)

11. Enthusiastic praise and feedback for students; distribution of stars based on
GRG and You/Me Game—3 stars maximum (0.5-1 min)

!

12. Teacher records group information on group tracking form

!

13. Teacher reviews flow chart for possible steps missed and records this info on tracking form

Individual Reading Goals (IRGs) According to Each Student’s Grade Level
WCPM with Passage A | WIPM with Passage A

First Grade 80 or more 3 or less
Second Grade 100 or more 3 or less
Third Grade 120 or more 3 or less

Fourth Grade 135 or more 3 or less
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Appendix B
Scripted Directions

(For one-on-one assessments) Directions to administer before student reads passage:

1. Place the teacher copy of the reading passage in front of you but shielded so the
student cannot see what you record. Present the student copy of the reading passage to
the student.

2. Say to the student, “Here is a story that I would like you to read. When I say

‘Begin’, start reading aloud at the top of the page and read across the page. Try

to read each word. If you come to a word you don’t know, I’ll tell it to you. Do

you have any questions? Be sure to read as quickly as you can without making

errors, and try to read with good expression.”

Say, “Begin!” and start the stopwatch when the student says the first word.

If the student hesitates on a word for more than 3 seconds, say the word.

At the end of one minute, place a closed bracket after the last word.

If the student reads so fast that no expression is given, remind the student that when

he/she reads the next story, you want him/her to read at a comfortable rate (i.e., with

good expression).

7. Remove both copies of the reading passage and record student’s score on the
Individual Progress Tracking Form.

S

Introductory statements and expectations (includes Verbal Cuing Procedure):

As a group, you’re going to be doing some reading with me today. As you read, I
want you to do your best reading. This means I want you to read as quickly as you
can without making mistakes, and try to read with good expression (like I do when I
read to you). I also want you to remember what happens in the story and try to
remember the difficult words that we practice.

Describing the You/Me Game:

As we read, we will play the You/Me Game. To earn points for your team and win the
game, you need to work hard and follow directions throughout today’s lesson. For
example, when I am reading aloud or another student is reading aloud, you need to
read along silently to yourself. If I call on you and you know where we are in the story,
your group will earn one point. If you do not know where we are in the story, I will earn
one point. At the end of the lesson, if your team earns XX [insert # based on
recommendations for the Teacher’s Manual] more points than I do, your group will earn
two stars on your Group Star Chart.

Directions to administer before students read passage aloud (Group Reading

Procedure):

1. Say to the group, “Now we are going to practice reading today’s story out loud.
(Insert student’s name) will start reading when I say begin, and then I will call on
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another student to read. Each of you will take turns reading a few sentences at a
time. When you are not reading aloud, you need to read along silently while your
classmate reads. If I call on you and you know where we are in the story, your
group will earn one point in the You/Me Game. If you do not know where we are,
I will earn one point.”

Say “Begin” and have the designated student start reading aloud. After this student
reads 1 to 3 sentences, randomly select another student in the group to read the next 1
to 3 sentences.

Continue this procedure of randomly selecting students to read 1 to 3 sentences until
the group reads for approximately two minutes or until the students read the entire
passage.

When calling on a new student to read, if that student immediately starts reading
where the previous student left off, record one point for “You” (the students) in the
You/Me Game. If the student cannot start where the previous student left off, record a
point for “Me” (the teacher).

As students read, record students’ reading errors on the teacher copy of the passage.
Record errors with slashes, underlines, or circles, as instructed for Reading 1, 2, or 3.
At the end of the activity, briefly praise the group for their effort (as applicable).

Directions for administering Retell procedure:

1.

Say to the group, “Now I would like each of you to tell me one important part that
you remember from the story. Try to tell me what happened in the correct order.”
o For expository text, you should say, “Now I would like each of you to tell me

one important thing that you learned from the reading. Starting with the
first important thing you learned, tell me about what you learned in the
correct order.”

Randomly select one student to begin the Retell procedure. When that student finishes a

brief (approximately 10 seconds) retell, randomly select another student to retell a portion

of the passage.

Continue this procedure until all students have been called on once. If necessary, give

prompts to help students remember key parts of the passage and to correctly sequence the

events.

At the end of the Retell procedure, briefly praise the group for their effort (as

applicable).

Directions for teacher to read passage aloud (Modeling Procedure):

1.

Say to the group, “Now I am going to read today’s story to you. Please follow along
with your finger, reading the words to yourself as I read them. Sometimes I will stop
reading to make sure you are following along. If I call your name, you need to tell
me the next word in the story. If you read the correct word, this will show me you
are reading along with me and your group will earn 1 point in the You/Me Game. If
you do not show me you are reading along with me, I will earn one point.”
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2. Read the passage at a comfortable reading rate and with good expression for

approximately 1.5 minutes or until you read the entire passage. Make sure the students
are following along with their fingers and prompt students to do this, if necessary.

While reading the passage, stop 5-7 times in order to randomly call on a student to read
the word that immediately follows the word you stopped at. Record a point for the group
(a “You” point in the You/Me Game) when a student reads the correct word. Record a
point for the teacher (a “Me” point) when a student cannot immediately read the next
word.

7. At the end of the activity, briefly praise the group for their effort (as applicable).

Directions for administering Phrase-drill Error-correction Procedure:

1.

Say to the students, “Now we are going to practice some of the difficult words from
the story.” Have the students sit closely enough so they can all see the one passage you
will point to.

On a student’s copy of the passage, point to the first error word from Group Reading 2,
say the word, and then say, “All together, read this after I do, [read the 2-5 word phrase
containing the error word and then have the students chorally read the phrase]. Again
[students should chorally read the phrase a second time], Again [students should chorally
read the phrase a second time].” This procedure should allow the students to chorally
read the phrase three times.

a. To better ensure all students read the phrase at the exact same time, use a
prompt (e.g., snap your finger, tap the back-end of a marker on the table) to
signal for students to begin reading the phrase aloud.

Make sure students read the phrases rather than simply memorize them and repeat them.
(Teachers want students to read, rather than recite). Also be sure that all students read
aloud together.

Repeat the above procedure for all unique error words from Group Reading 2. If time
permits (i.e., very few words were read incorrectly in Group Reading 2), complete the
Phrase-drill procedure with words read incorrectly in Group Reading 1.

a. If students make 1 or fewer errors total on Readings 1 and 2, practice 1-3
words or phrases the students read less fluently. Use the procedures above.

After all phrases are practiced, assign 0-5 points for the You/Me Game, based on
collective student effort. Praise students’ effort accordingly.
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Appendix C
Implementation Protocol

Steps below that are denoted with an asterisk should be implemented in combination with the
“HELPS Program for Small Groups: Scripted Directions.”

One-on-One Assessment Procedure:
1. One student at a time is asked to read passages aloud to the teacher (1.5 to 2.5 minutes
per student).
a. *The student reads the passage practiced in the most previous session (Passage A).
b. *The student reads the next passage in the sequenced curriculum (Passage B).
Note: Step 1b is skipped if (a) the student read Passage B in the most previous one-
on-one assessment session; and (b) the group used Passage A (not Passage B) during
the most previous session, which occurs when the group fails to meet the Group
Reading Goal in the previous session.
c. Teacher records the student’s WCPM and WIPM (for each passage) on that student’s
Graph and Individual Progress Tracking Form.
d. Teacher provides specific feedback and enthusiastic praise for reading improvements.
2. Teacher implements Steps 1a — 1d with each remaining student from the group.

Group-based Instructional Strategies:

3. Teacher determines whether at least half of the students met the Individual Reading Goal
(IRG). The IRG is determined by each student’s grade level, as shown in the Table
below.

Individual Reading Goals (IRGs) According to Each Student’s Grade Level

WCPM with Passage A WIPM with Passage A
First Grade 80 or more 3 or less
Second Grade 100 or more 3 or less
Third Grade 120 or more 3 or less
Fourth Grade 135 or more 3 or less

The IRGs above are suggested Goals for students at the given grade level. As described in
the Teacher’s Manual, it is sometimes appropriate for the teacher to modify a student’s IRG
if necessary.

Group Reading Goal (GRG): The Criterion and Instructional Decision Rules
The GRG criterion is met when at least half of the group’s students meet his/her IRG. (0.25
minutes)
a. Ifthe GRG criterion is met, teacher praises the students and tells them they will
(a) earn 1 star on the Group Star Chart, and (b) practice a new story during that
session (Passage B).
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If the GRG criterion is not met, teacher verbally acknowledges students’
improvements but tells them they will again practice the story read during the
previous session (Passage A).

4. Teacher reads introductory statements and expectations to the group (0.5 minutes)

a.

*Teacher says, “As a group, you’re going to be doing some reading with me
today. As you read, I want you to do your best reading. This means [ want you to
read as quickly as you can without making mistakes, and try to read with good
expression (like I do when I read to you). I also want you to remember what
happens in the story and try to remember the difficult words that we practice.”
*Teacher reminds students about the You/Me Game. If the students follow along
well enough to know the place in the story when called on by the teacher, the
group earns a point. If a student is called on and he/she does not know the place in
the story, the teacher earns a point. If the students beat the teacher by the pre-
determined amount of points and read with full effort, they earn 1 to 2 additional
stars on the Group Star Chart. (See Teacher’s Manual for recommendations about
selecting a pre-determined amount of points).

5. Group Reading 1: Students read the selected passage (Passage A or B) aloud (1.5 to 2

minutes)

a. *Teacher provides directions for the group read-aloud.

b. One randomly selected student starts reading aloud by reading the first 1 to 3
sentences of the passage.

c. All other students are instructed to follow along silently and wait for their turn to
read aloud.

d. After the first student finishes reading, the teacher randomly selects another
student in the group to read the next 1 to 3 sentences.

e. This procedure continues until the students read for approximately two minutes or
until the passage is complete.

f. If astudent is called on, he/she must immediately start reading where the previous

student left off. If the student does this, the team earns a point in the You/Me
Game. If the student does not, the teacher earns a point in the You/Me Game.

6. *Teacher asks students to retell what they remember about the story, asking students to
retell what happened in appropriate sequential order (0.5 fo I minute)

a.

b.

One student is randomly called on to say one thing that he/she remembers from
the story.
This procedure is repeated until all students have been called on once.

7. *Teacher models fluent oral reading of passage while each student follows along with
his/her finger (1 to 2 minutes)

a.

Periodically throughout the reading, the teacher calls on a student to say the next
word in the passage.
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b. Ifa student is called on, he/she must immediately say the next word in the
passage. If the student does this, the team earns a point in the You/Me Game. If
the student does not, the teacher earns a point in the You/Me Game.

Group Reading 2: Students read the session’s passage aloud a second time (1.5 minutes)
a. Teacher implements Steps 5a — 5f.

*Teacher implements phrase-drill error correction on all incorrectly read words from
Group Reading 2 (0.25 to 0.75 minutes)
a. All students chorally respond to phrases the teacher asks them to practice.
b. After all phrases are practiced, the teacher assigns 0 — 5 points for the You/Me
Game based on collective student effort.
c. Iftime permits (i.e., very few words were read incorrectly in Group Reading 2),
complete the phrase-drill procedure with words read incorrectly in Group Reading
1 and/or practice otherwise difficult words or phrases from the passage.

Group Reading 3: Students read the session’s passage aloud a third time (1.5 minutes)
a. Teacher implements Steps 5a — 5f.

Teacher provides enthusiastic praise and feedback on the students’ reading and praises
effort as applicable (0.5 to I minute)
a. If students met the GRG criterion, teacher adds 1 star to the Group Star Chart and
states the reason the students earned that star.
b. Based on the outcome of the You/Me Game, teacher tells students they earned an
additional 1 or 2 stars on the Group Star Chart.
c. Students select from bonus bag and/or prize box, as applicable.

Teacher records group information on the Group Progress Tracking Form.

Teacher reviews implementation steps from flow chart and records any steps missed on
the Group Progress Tracking Form.

Total implementation time: 7.5 to 10.5 minutes (excluding one-on-one assessment
procedure
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Checklist for Individual Assessment Implementation

Tape Recorder:

Volunteer observed: Observer: Group: Date:

Implementation of Individual Assessment

Vol. Errors counted / Total words read / Obs errors counted

List of Steps

S1,A; / / ISRA%: B: / / ISRA%:__
ft“de“t la_Tb le | 1d S2, A | / ISRA%: B | | ISRA%:____
2 S3, A / / ISRA%: B: / / ISRA%:
3 S4, A / / ISRA%: B: / / ISRA%:__
4 S5, A / / ISRA%: B: / / ISRA%:___
5 S6, A: / / ISRA%: B: / / ISRA%:__
6

1) o Steps 1a-1d above were completed correctly with at least one student
2) o Steps 1a-1d above were completed correctly with ALL students in the group

Timed Reading, Feedback, and Graphing Procedures during Individual Assessments

O

ooooag

After each student’s oral reading, teacher always correctly indicated on the examiner passage (with a bracket) the number of words read in one
minute.

Teacher correctly scored and calculated each student’s total WCPM and WIPM per passage read.

While graphing, teacher gave verbal feedback and praise regarding the student’s WCPM and WIPM scores.

Teacher connected lines between WCPM (and WIPM) scores only for scores of the same passage.

Teacher circled the data point and session number when the student began a new passage. (Applicable?)

Teacher completed each student’s Individual Progress Tracking Form with 100% accuracy.

66



67

Appendix E

Checklist for Small-group Implementation

Teacher observed: Observer:
Group: Date:

Implementation of Individual Assessment
(Place “v" ” in the box for completed steps; Place “X” in the box for skipped steps or those implemented
with major errors; use arrows “=>“ to specify if and how a step was implemented out of order).

3. o Teacher made correct decision about students meeting the Group Reading Goal

Implementation of Core Group Procedures
List of Core Group Steps: 40; 50; 60; 70; 80; 90; 100; 11 o; 120; 130

Percentage of steps completed = total steps completed / total steps possible:
/11 x 100: %

Implementation of Tips and Reminders (steps missed below are considered minor
errors)
(Place “v" ” in the box for completed steps, Place circle “O” around the box for non-applicable [NA]
steps)

General Implementation Procedure

O Teacher had the following materials available and organized before starting the session: stop
watch, examiner passage, student passage, dry-erase marker, pencil, student graph, Progress
Tracking Form (for the group and each individual), Star Chart, Bonus Bag, Implementation
Flow Chart, and Scripted Directions. Also, the prize box was reasonably accessible.

O Teacher used Scripted Directions or Abbreviated Directions as advised at top of Abbreviated
Directions.

O Teacher specifically told students they met or did not meet the Group Reading Goal before
starting Step 5.

Group-based Repeated Readings

O Teacher randomly selected students in the group to read (i.e., no consistent order was used to
select students to read).

O Teacher selected a new student to read only when the prior student completed a sentence.

O Each student read 1-3 sentences when it was his or her turn to read.

O Teacher referred to points that the students earned as part of the You/Me Game.

Retell Check Procedure

O Before prompting student to begin the Retell Check, teacher made sure students could not
review the passage during the Retell Check.

O Teacher provided the correct directions for Retell Check depending on whether the students
read a narrative or expository passage.

O Teacher called on each student in the group to provide a response.
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O Teacher used broad follow-up questions to solicit a student’s retell only if the student was
unable to retell anything for approximately 10 seconds. (Applicable?)

Modeling Procedure

Teacher read aloud at a pace just a little faster than the group’s reading ability.

Teacher read with good expression.

Teacher read at a volume the group could clearly hear.

Teacher paused 2-4 times per student in order for the student to read the next word in the
passage.

Teacher randomly selected which student would read the next word in the passage (i.e., no
consistent order was used to select students to read).

Teacher referred to points that the students earned as part of the You/Me Game.

O O OoOood

Phrase-Drill Error Correction Procedure
O Teacher always stated the word that was read incorrectly before having the group read the
phrase that contained the word.

O Teacher asked students to practice “logical” phrases.

O Teacher told students to “READ” the phrases, and did not ask them to “SAY” or “REPEAT”
phrases.
O
O
O

Teacher had students practice all incorrectly read words from group reading #2 (Step 8), up to

5 words or until time permitted)

Teacher pointed (or had the students point) to each word practiced.

Teacher ensured that all students read the phrases at the same time and (if needed) used a

prompt to (e.g., snap of finger, tap of marker on the table) to signal for students to begin

reading the phrase aloud.

If students made 1 or fewer errors, the teacher told the student(s) to practice 1-3 words or

phrases that were read less fluently or were reading incorrectly in a previous student reading.

(Applicable?)

O If students practiced words that were read correctly but less fluently (see above step), teacher
explained to the student(s) that they read the words correctly, but will practice them because
they are difficult. (Applicable?)

O Teacher referred to points that the students earned as part of the You/Me Game.

a

Motivational (Reward) Procedure and Data Recording

O Throughout the session, teacher provided a minimum of three different praise statements
regarding group’s reading behavior.

O When awarding stars on the Group Star Chart, teacher accurately told students why they
earned each star (Group Reading Goal and/or You/Me Game, up to 3 stars total)

O With enthusiasm, teacher praised specific reading behaviors (e.g., nice job reading accurately
and with good expression; I like how you corrected words you missed previously) and praised
group for specific reading behaviors or improvements at the end of the session.

O If the group landed on OR passed a shaded square on Group Star Chart, they were allowed to
select a ticket from the bonus bag and teacher correctly recorded the bonus stars written on
the ticket. (Applicable?)

O Teacher conveyed that improved reading skills, rather than the opportunity to earn
stars/prizes, is the primary reason the group should put forth effort during each HELPS
session. (Applicable?)



O Teacher completed the Group Progress Tracking form with 100% accuracy.

Total steps applicable = 32 total check boxes — number of boxes circled as NA =

Total steps completed = number of boxes with a check mark =

Percentage of items completed = total items completed / total items applicable

100
Percentage of items completed: %

Time of Session (TOS):
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Individual Progress Graph

NAME: HELPS Program: Student Graph - Grade 2

Notes: Circle Timed Reading # and first WCPM score each time student begins a new passage. Write date below first Timed Reading of the day.
(Mark WCPM with dot; Mark WIPM with X) Only connect dots and Xs for readings of the same passage.
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@ 2009 by John C. Begeny. Timed Readings
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Appendix G

Individual Progress Tracking Form

HELPS One~-on-One Program: Progress Tracking Form
Grade 2
Student Name (and/or id #): Passage
A A B B
Session | Teacher Day ™ 100 W:EPM Sltacgelrlrtc ph:css:s “‘;"Cgml “‘ﬁ::‘ll “‘ﬁghh:/ \:ﬁg:‘ﬂ/ Last # of Student Notes
on e
# Name D&I o :::: reading of (Y or N)* Timed Timed Timed Timed :te:;z StF;,‘:’ aggll,;r ots;ﬁ:”
passage A? Reading Reading Reading Reading !
¥ or N)* # #3 # #3 gotten | (if applicable)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1n

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19
20

21
22
23
24
25
26




Student Names:

Appendix H

Group Star Chart
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Star Chart Rules:
*  When the group earns a star in the last square of each row (a total of 15 stars), each student earns one prize from the special prize box.
*  When the group earns a star in a shaded square, one student gets to select a ticket from the Bonus Bag. The number of stars written on the
selected ticket should be immediately added to the Group Star Chart.



Names of Students in Group (and grade):

Appendix I

Group Progress Tracking Form

Met Group
Day HELPS Reading HELPS Passage | Names of students who did Steps Student Notes
Session | Teacher & Passage # for Goal? # for Passage B NOT meet Individual Forgotten and/or Steps
# Name Date Passage A (Yes/No) Reading Goal (IRG) (List#s) | Forgotten Notes
(If applicable)

Not applicable for Session 1

*5

*7

*8

[N N NS e e e e e I e e e
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N
[\

[\
w
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Appendix J

HELPS Placement Assessment

HELPS Program Placement Assessment Recording Form and Decision-Making Tables

Student's Name: Student's Grade:
Scores from Placement Assessment
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
| WCPM WIPM WCPM WIPM WCPM WIPM | WCPM WIPM WCPM WIPM
Assessment | 4 4 23 23 45 45 64 64 79 79
Passage 1
Assessment | 8 8 27 27 52 52 67 67 80 80
Passage 2
Average Level
Score
Based upon the above scores and the tables below, this student will begin the HELPS Program at passage number:
Starting Point Criteria Table
Student's Grade Target WCPM Target WIPM
First 50-60 WCPM 5orless
Second 70-80 WCPM 3orless
Third 90-100 WCPM 3orless
Fourth 105-115 WCPM 3 orless

Decision Table for Placement Assessment

Passages Administered for: Student’s score i§ below target Student’s score _is vyithin the Student’s score 'exqeeds the
criteria target criteria target criteria

Level 1 (passages 4 & 8) Start student at passage 1 Start student at passage 5 Administer Level 2 passages

Level 2 (passages 23 & 27) Start student at passage 5 Start student at passage 25 Administer Level 3 passages

Level 3 (passages 45 & 52) Start student at passage 25 Start student at passage 50 Administer Level 4 passages

Level 4 (passages 64 & 67) Start student at passage 50 Start student at passage 65 Administer Level 5 passages

Level 5 (passages 79 & 80) Start student at passage 65 Start student at passage 75 Start student at passage 75*

75

* |f a student exceeds the target criteria with Level 5 passages, the instructor may choose to re-evaluate whether the student is likely to benefit from the
HELPS Program. In some cases the student may still benefit from the program, but in other cases the student may benefit from a reading program that
specifically targets a skill other than reading fluency.



