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ABSTRACT

Reader’s Theater is a popular instructional approach for improving reading, writing, speaking and listening capability in elementary schools, middle schools, and high schools.  This study was implemented by using reader’s theater performances.  The groups were composed of fourteen first graders that only spoke English.  They were randomly divided up into a control group and an experimental group.  Each student was given a test, composed of word passages from Dias con Sapo y Sepo: El sombrero written by Arnold Lobel so they could test their comprehension skills in Spanish.  This passage was 107 words long.  Even though both groups performed well on the initial test, the group that was in the reader’s theater performed better on their oral language activities and reading comprehension.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

General Statement

Reading comprehension and fluency in reading are important skills that are taught in reading curriculum. Both skills are important to increase reading development in students. What is the most effective way to teach fluency and reading comprehension to first grade students? Can these skills be used in second language acquisition?

Both effective and ineffective strategies were reviewed from previous research to determine the elements needed for a successful implementation of a Reader’s Theater intervention. Proven effective strategies were then chosen and implemented with first grade school students after initial reading assessments were given. After a nine-day intervention, final assessments were given to determine whether students had improved their reading fluency as a result of participating in the Reader’s Theater Intervention.

Goal

In the following study, researchers will examine the teaching methodology of Reader’s Theater and the effects of fluency and reading comprehension in Spanish Language Learners whose first language is English.

Research Question and Hypothesis

Will Reader’s Theater effect fluency and reading comprehension in first grade Spanish language learners whose first language is English? In this quantitative study, the growth in reading comprehension and fluency of first grade English-speaking students learning Spanish in a dual immersion classroom will be investigated. It is the expectation of the researchers to see more growth in the students who participate in Reader’s Theater intervention than students who do not.

Significance of the Study


In order for educators to develop accomplished second language readers, effective instructional approaches are required. Differentiated instruction, scaffolding, multi-disciplinary association, and promotion of student self-governance distinguish dual immersion programs. Using these teaching techniques in addition to adopted reading programs, students can become well-rounded readers. These successful interventions serve as academic teaching methods that increase student comprehension, fluency, and motivation. Appropriate utilization also improves students’ areas of social interaction that would otherwise be closed to them.

Chapter 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction

Chapter Two consists of a discussion of the relevant literature. For purposes of this study, the literature is separated into two sections: first, the effective Reader’s Theater strategies that have been shown to lead to reading development in students; and secondly, concerns regarding the ineffective practice of Reader’s Theater in classrooms. 

For clarity in communication, it is wise to define what is meant when the term “Reader’s Theater” is used. Donmoyer and Yennie-Donmoyer (1998) defined it as:

...a staged presentation of a piece of literature or selected pieces of literature, which are thematically linked. Selections are sometimes performed by individuals and sometimes read chorally by the ensemble or a subgroup of ensemble members. Staging is simple; scenery is normally limited to stools and ladders; props are used sparingly, if at all; and theatrical lighting, although it enhances the dramatic impact of a reader’s theater production, is not required (p. 2).

The Reader’s Theater methods used in this study borrow from the description above. How this study implemented Reader’s Theater appears elsewhere in this report.  

Previous studies have used different titles for similar processes. It has been called Reader’s Theater, drama, chorus, opera, or performing arts. Regardless of the title, current literature reveals that comprehension, literacy, fluency, and motivation were positively affected by the use of Reader’s Theater and related methods. A meta-analysis of eighty studies on the effectiveness of classroom drama conducted by Ann Podlozny (2000) indicates that there is a positive relationship between classroom drama, reading and writing achievement, and oral language development, three characteristics of literacy. Podlozny continued, stating that this 
influence was not limited to the topic portrayed by the classroom drama, but that its influence affects unrelated texts that soon follow.  

Effective Strategies for Implementing Reader’s Theater

Fluency


The definition of fluency has changed over the years. It is one goal that teachers have for their students, but they find that it is difficult to describe just what it is. Martinez, Roser, and Strecker (1998) indicated that investigators in 1974 and 1976 considered reading rate as the definition of fluency. Accuracy was added as a descriptor in 1979. In 1980, phrasing was included with pitch, stress, pauses, and expressiveness following later (p. 327). Fluency is currently defined as a correct, responsive reading rate with correct phrasing, expression and volume, smoothness, and pace, and where attention can be allocated to comprehension (Dowhower, 1991; Wolf & Katzir-Cohen, 2001; Zutell & Rasinki, 1991). If fluency enables students to allocate more mental resources for comprehension, then its lack will be detrimental to their academic success. Long and Pluck (2006) quoted Rasinski’s 2003 study: “it is widely regarded that reading fluency is a key to reading proficiency and lack of it is a significant contributor to children’s reading difficulties” (p. 16). If children are having difficulty reading, they will not be motivated to read and will not develop into a reader. Nevertheless, methods exist that will counter some of this.

Drama is beneficial in promoting children’s interaction with literature. Students must repeatedly read text in order to develop fluency. McMaster (1998) wrote, “research shows that in order to develop fluency, students need opportunities for repeated reading of the same material” (p. 5). Part of Reader’s Theater methodology includes the usage of repeated readings of scripts. Samuels (1997) describes Repeated Readings as a method that consists of reading short, meaningful passages several times until a desired level of fluency is achieved. This process is repeated several times with various texts over an extended time period. The Repeated Readings methodology provides not only an effective approach in teaching reading fluency (Rasinski, 2000; Samuels 2002), but shows an increase in students’ fluency in oral reading (NRP, 2000; Samuels, 1997; Tyler & Chard, 2000). The Tyler and Chard study further reveals an increase in students’ reading rate, accuracy, comprehension and individual skill development used on unpracticed tests (2000, p. 165). The Repeated Reading method serves as an effective strategy. Tyler (2000) cites how effective this strategy is in several areas:

First, rereading the same passage has been shown to significantly increase reading rate and accuracy (Carver & Hoffman, 1981; Chomsky, 1976; Dahl, 1974; Dowhower, 1987; Rashotte & Torgesen, 1985; Samuels, 1979/1997) and the ability to segment text into meaningful chunks (Dowhower, 1987).  Second, many scholars (Chard, Simmons, & Kameenui, 1998; Sindelar, Monda, & O'Shea, 1990; Weinstein & Cooke, 1992) report that rereading a passage significantly increases student’s comprehension. Third, the benefits appear to carry over to unpracticed texts. Dowhower's review of relevant research indicated that having the student practice one passage to a predetermined set rate of speed leads to increases in both fluency and comprehension in fresh passages (Dowhower, 1987; Dowhower, 1989).
Readers’ Theater provides an alternative approach in promoting reading fluency through the usage of expression and repetition differing from that of the drill and practice of Repeated Readings. Reader’s Theater allows students a venue where readings are presented as short dramas without the pressure of memorizing lines or the creation of theater props. Reader’s Theater becomes an interpretive activity where children practice and perform from a scripted reading. This type of repeated reading engages and motivates students to participate (Millin & Rinehart, 1999) and suggests that there is an objective within the methodology of Reader’s Theater. Worthy and Prater (2002) suggest that giving students motivation to read and reread scripts improves student reading fluency and as a result produces an increase in reading comprehension. Reader’s Theater offers the reader an “authentic reason to engage” in reading 
(Prater, p. 295). Martinez, Roser, and Strecker (2006) agreed, writing that calling the readings “rehearsal” helped to turn what would be considered a drudge into something meaningful and fun for the students (p. 333). Children like to pretend. Reader’s Theater harnesses this built in ability and uses it as a motivating force to get children to do the necessary reading. They have fun as they portray their parts in the script, achieve success and associate this approach to reading with identifying themselves as victorious readers. Reader success, in turn, creates and reinforces a positive attitude toward reading, which further motivates students to read (Rinehart, 1999). This self-motivation proves to be an impetus toward an increase in reading which leads to gains in fluency.
Instruction in fluency should follow several steps. Struggling readers are told to read with fluency, but how can they accomplish this if they do not know what fluent reading sounds like? To help students accomplish this, teachers must model fluent reading for them. Martinez, Roser, and Strecker (2006) wrote, “by listening to good models of fluent reading, students can hear how a reader’s voice makes text make sense” (p. 328). Research indicates that students must be provided the opportunity to reread texts several times to develop fluency. Feedback is necessary for students to develop fluency. They can gain this by talking with their teachers and fellow students about what a good reader sounds like. They will move beyond the stage where they identify a good reader as someone who “knows every word” or “can read fast” to where they are able to bring the text to life with their voice.


Slower reading rates may be symptomatic of inefficient word recognition or lack of sensitivity to the phrase - the natural unit of meaning in reading. These problems can be addressed through authentic and engaging instructional activities and routines that are appropriate for all students and can be woven seamlessly into the regular reading curriculum (Rasinski, 2000, p. 150). WenLung (2000) conducted an eight-week study using Reader’s Theater with a series of scripts with progressive difficulty to improve language proficiency of Chinese immigrant children. Using strategies of Repeated Reading of text and critical discussions of themes, vocabulary words and characters, WenLung’s findings reveal a positive impact on the Chinese children’s’ English learning processes. Language Assessment Scale (LAS) post test revealed a substantial improvement in the areas of speaking, reading, and writing English. After the initial two-week landmark, participants were able to match pictures with the vocabulary. In addition, participants successfully described most of the stories they couldn’t understand just two weeks earlier. The verbal interaction that is a part of Reader’s Theater increased the children’s confidence to speak with English-only speakers outside of the classroom. This provided opportunities for the children to use new vocabulary and apply the meanings of words into various real life situations. At the end of this study participants demonstrated increased comprehension of the English language by writing one page documents containing original sentences.


In a 10-week implementation of Reader’s Theater conducted by Martinez, Roser, & Strecker (1999), small groups of second graders that practiced and performed a new script each week made “...significant gains in reading rate and overall reading achievement as measured by an informal reading inventory” (Rasinski, 2000, p. 149). Reinehart’s (1999) study also showed how repeated readings for a Reader’s Theater script “improved student average rate gains of 17 words per minute compared to traditional reading activities where students made less than half the gain Reader’s Theater students experienced” (p. 77). The faster readers have a greater reading proficiency, which leads to better comprehension of what is read.

Comprehension

Students who read more develop greater comprehension, which is achieved through the 

development of a sufficient vocabulary that is increased through reading (Millin & Rinehart, 1999; Stanovich, 1986). Students may also develop their own scripts during Readers Theater. When developing their own scripts they are able to “...cultivate different aspects of writing such as summarizing, editing, and creative writing” (Lengeling, 1995, p. 4). Utilizing higher levels of metacognitive strategies prove to be effective in comprehension.
The Encarta World English Dictionary defines comprehension as “the grasping of the meaning of something.” In order to comprehend a concept, students first must master a subject’s vocabulary. Traditional instruction requires students to write down the new vocabulary and locate its meaning in a dictionary for memorization. While this method is effective with students with a compatible learning style, it is not the best technique for all students. McMaster (1998) wrote, “new vocabulary presented in the drama context has the benefit of being acted out, thus providing students with a strong mental image of the word, one that has been experienced visually, aurally, and kinesthetically” (p. 6). Drama allows students to experience the meaning of new vocabulary in several different ways, accessing the different learning styles. Definitions are reinforced, allowing for more complete understanding and greater comprehension.  

The use of drama allows the development of metacognitive knowledge in the area of comprehension monitoring and developing strategies for more effective reading. McMaster (1998) related that “the very act of portraying a character leads to analyzing one’s part - asking ‘Am I convincing?’ and ‘If not, why, and how can I change?’” (p. 8). If the story deals with historic themes, students can research the story’s historic period to acquire the background knowledge necessary to make their characters more convincing, develop an accurate mental 
image of what they have learned, and achieve greater comprehension.
  Mental imaging is a comprehension strategy that assists readers in the storage of information for retrieval at a later date. DuPont conducted a study of 11-year olds in which the control group read and discussed children’s literature. The experimental group read the same material but took part in drama activities based upon their reading rather than discussions. DuPont (1992) discovered that “the students in the treatment group scored significantly higher than the control group on a standardized comprehension test at the completion of the 6-week program” (p. 9). DuPont credited this gain to the experience the children had in creating mental images of the stories they read as they prepared for their performance.  

Drama and reading comprehension requires the same skills sets. A good actor must be able to remember the details of the plot and characters. He or she must be able to sequence events in their proper order and understand cause and effect and the meanings of words used in the story. McMaster (1998) referred to an earlier study when she wrote, “students who participated in a 3-month drama in the language arts program showed improvement in the areas of finding the main idea, sequencing, identifying the theme, interpreting the author’s purpose, and identifying characteristics of setting and characters (Siks, 1983)” (p. 10). The question remains, why does the use of drama result in an improvement in comprehension? Yau (1992) indicated that it might be because drama requires students to think deeply and carefully about their part. As a result, they are better equipped for viewing different perspectives, using mental imaging and thinking creatively.  

These higher level thinking skills require more than the transferal of facts and figures from the printed page to the students’ brain. They must take that information, analyze it, and apply it to their lives. The material will be internalized and connections to prior knowledge will be created.
Positive Social Interactions


Reader’s Theater promotes social interactions. Most readers rehearse their assigned Reader’s Theater parts until they can read them fluently. Both proficient and struggling readers are able to participate in this activity, which is conducted in a cooperative format among peers. 

Students when reading aloud don’t develop a sense of feeling isolated or deserted; this experience builds positive social interactions focused on reading (Worthy & Prater, 2002). Students develop an understanding of the characters’ emotions, feelings, and different personalities during the process of reading various roles (Tyler, 2000). As the students continue reading from their scripts, they begin to focus on interpreting and sharing their understanding of a character by demonstrating their use of intonation and oral expression for the role of the character (Readers Theatre International, 1996-1997). A personal interpretation or synthesis for the student is created by internalizing a correlation between the new information being presented with what is already known (Bussis, 1982). Portraying a character allows the student a sense of self-identification within the story. Henry (1967) writes that the student, although in a “...shared experience ...himself anonymous ...focuses on characters caught in situations which require decisions and value judgement [sic]” (p. 9). Interpretation of the character prompts the student to gesture and dialogue with proper fluency. Fellow classmates ask questions of the character, which are given a role played response. This can also promote class discussion about “how characters could solve a problem; for example, the teacher and students experience finding their own solution to the same problem” in the story (Flynn & Carr, 1994, p. 12). The awareness in group problem solving establishes a specific and unique community comprised of all students in the class.  

Script usage can also introduce discussion of cross-cultural issues through the development and portrayal of a character’s role. This enactment introduces student cultural 
awareness within a particular language by having the student sympathize with what the character 
is experiencing. Within the confines of a classroom, scripts can help satisfy “the need of people to role play in order to measure themselves and their own experiences against those of others, not only to see where they are different, but also to discover how they are alike. In this way people 

achieve a sense of belonging, especially in those aspects of living which are not communicable by words alone” (Heathcote, 1971, p. 18). L2 learners can express themselves in not only solving problems but in discussing diverse cultural beliefs in a safe classroom environment.

Literacy

The 102nd Congress passed Public Law 102-73 that defined literacy as:

…an individual's ability to read, write, and speak in English, and compute and solve problems at levels of proficiency necessary to function on the job and in society, to achieve one's goals, and develop one's knowledge and potential (The National Literacy Act of 1991).

The definition of literacy cited above mentions its importance to the individual and to society.  Those who are literate will have more options open to them in education and employment. The question is how to teach literacy in an age where literacy rates are dropping and the requirement for a literate workforce is increasing. Richard W. Riley, U.S. Secretary of Education in the Clinton Administration (1996), reported that “the 1994 NEAP report tells us that 41 percent of all 4th graders, 31 percent of all 8th graders, and 25 percent of all 12 graders scored below the basic reading level.” He also mentioned that 89 percent of the jobs being created at the time of his speech require much higher levels of literacy and math. Students who lack the basic skill of literacy fall behind their peers and many continue to do so until they drop out of school because of frustration.


Drama has been identified as a valuable tool in the educator’s toolbox. McMaster (1998) 
reported that it “encompasses all four of the language arts modalities and is an effective medium 
for building decoding, vocabulary, syntactic, discourse, and metacognitive knowledge” (p. 2). Students are excited with the idea of performing before a live audience and realize that they must practice reading their part in order to do their best. They analyze their part to determine how best to portray it. Students learn how to work as a member of a team by helping each other improve. More experienced students will take a story and use it as inspiration for creating a Readers Theater script. This interaction between the students aids in the developing of the mutual support necessary for them to internalize their new knowledge.
Motivation

Teachers recognize that student motivation is important in their learning to read with 
fluency and comprehension. Students enter school in kindergarten excited and motivated to learn.  However, this motivation decreases as they get older. Edmunds and Bauserman (2006) related that previous research indicated that this decrease in motivation extended across all subject areas including reading. They reported that this research attributes this decline to students comparing their performance to that of their peers.  

Teachers have used different strategies in an attempt to turn this trend around. Edmunds and Bauserman (2006) reported that they discovered in their teaching careers that “extrinsic rewards were not effective at producing lasting change” (p. 414). They continued by stating that research indicates that motivation is the difference between learning that is temporary and learning that lasts. Motivation is important because research indicates that children who are motivated to read will spend more time reading and that that increased reading has a positive affect upon reading achievement.

Drama has been proposed as a means of motivating students. Prescott (2003) wrote that “drama, as many teacher are discovering, is not only fun and natural for children, it also encourages emotional growth, motivation, and engagement” (p. 1). Reader’s Theater gives students to opportunity to express themselves orally. In order to perform well, students willingly reread the script material several times. Prescott (2003) related that giving students a script and scheduling a public performance motivates student to repeatedly read the material many times.
Ineffectiveness of Readers Theater


When considering the ineffectiveness of Reader’s Theater it would perhaps be better to state that there are more effective methods in comparison to Reader’s Theater.
Fluency


Fluency is one of the complex components of reading found within the methodology of Reader’s Theater that relies on the claim of its effectiveness found in rereading short text passages. Reader’s Theater utilizes a repeated reading method to increase reading fluency in short-term studies (National Reading Panel report, 2000). Worthy (2002) refers to the most common types of oral-fluency instruction that employ repeated reading targeting only rate and accuracy:

While research studies have documented the effectiveness of these components there is a danger that these narrow focuses might give students the impression that reading is about saying all the words right and reading quickly. Students need to understand that the goal of all reading is constructing meaning, and it is important that instructional activities have a clear purpose that matches students' needs and interests. Repeated reading, while clearly effective in the short term, may not hold students' attention over long periods (Dowhower, 1987; Samuels, 1979/1997). 


Some students find repeated readings to be a monotonous task, meaningless in purpose, resulting in a lack of motivation to participate in Reader’s Theater script reading. Student participation can also be affected by inarticulate readers who retreat during reading instruction because of frustration over the text (Rasinski, 2003). These students may not want to play a role in front of their peers due to feeling less confident in their reading abilities. For these students, performing in a presentation is an intimidating experience. Even when a second language (L2) classroom is student-centered, offering various opportunities for students to use language, Potowski (2004) notes the problem is motivating students to use Spanish. Despite encouraging language proficiency results, this study “...shows that there was “leakage” (Freeman, 1998) into the classroom of the dominant language (L1) patterns in the wider 
community” (2004, p. 96). The primacy of English outside of school found its way into the classroom, which curtailed the goal of developing Spanish and English equally.


Reader’s Theater lacks opportunities for students to explain or corroborate information. 

Scripts are static and don’t provide realistic dialogue offering relevant responses which occur in situations outside the classroom and “...not simply a rote reaction to situations controlled by the teacher” (Hoyt, 1992, p. 583). To remedy such an absence of societal intervention, students’ language practice can be built within a specifically defined community of foreign language practice. Fishman’s (1972) sociolinguistic model states that teachers “ought to specify the contexts in which the student plans to use the target language” because “[n]o one knows how to speak a language appropriately in all contexts in which it is used, because no one has access to all the societal roles in which the language is used and which constrain language usage” (p. 39). Potowski (2004) suggests that we cannot assume that giving students a Spanish language task will result in Spanish use. Swain and Carroll (1987) also found that simply providing opportunities to speak French was not sufficient - “students need to be motivated to use language accurately, appropriately, and coherently” (p. 77). Fortune (2001) also noted, “Teaching students how to interact and support one another’s academic and linguistic development is essential for [immersion] program success” (p. 326) and offered several recommendations. Similarly, Potowski (2004) suggests that teachers must explore effective ways to group students and monitor their language use (p. 95). In this way, students are able to familiarize themselves with the culture of the target language through various aspects of its literature and tradition.

Comprehension


The roles of conceptual and background knowledge are critical to the reader and the interaction between the text and the reader’s background knowledge. Most researchers agree that the ability to understand and make meaning from what is read comes from using “clues from the text and their [the readers’] background knowledge to make sense of text” (Almasi, 2003, p. 74).  This is achieved beyond the redundancy of repeated readings. Sources of information should be conceptualized in L2 reading comprehension through the application of background knowledge and the underlying principles and interaction in its use to develop L2 comprehension. During second language learning, an interpretation of new information centers on its association of the foreign language schema (Nassaji, 2002). The thought process occurs through association as individual pieces of information are integrated into an organized and coherent global representation (Alba & Hasher, 1983) rather than mere rote memorization of sentence structure through repetitive script reading such as Reader’s Theater.


Substantial differences exist between English and other languages. Canado (2005) points 

out that English spelling occupies a position midway between truly phonemic systems such as Spanish and morphological ones like Korean. English lacks “...orthographic regularity. The spelling of words doesn’t mirror their pronunciation in a reliable fashion and, therefore, additional knowledge of specific lexical items is required” (p. 522). English learners acquiring L2 spelling acquisition and production are dependant on duel-psychological processes of words whose spellings have been memorized and the process of spelling consistent words of unfamiliar pseudo-type words requiring an L2 informational background. Carrell (1983) investigated the role of familiarity as a component of background knowledge in L2 reading. Defining familiarity as the reader’s experience with text content, Carrell used schema theory to predict that when a passage appears within a specific context, L2 readers should understand and recall better than when the text is without context. L2 readers having prior knowledge about a passage they read should comprehend and recall that particular passage with improvement than when the L2 readers didn’t have as much prior knowledge about the passage. Carrell’s study provided no positive support for any of the background variable tested in the recall performances of the L2 readers. Carrell argued that L2 readers do not behave like L1 readers: “they may be processing the literal meaning of the text, but they are not making the necessary connections between the text and the appropriate background information” (1983, p. 200). Each language has its own unified set of speech sounds. These separate speech sound systems of languages should never mix if language learners are to acquire an authentic grasp of each language. Tabassum (2004) cites Baker (1993), Berthold, Mangubhai, & Batorowicz (1997) who assert that languages become entwined by means of “code switching - in which the pronunciation, grammar and syntax, or spelling of the two languages are mixed intermittently--or through consecutive translation, in which text is translated word-for-word from one language to another” (p. 50). The process of second language acquisition verb order should avoid freestanding verbs usage and restrict the L2 learner to a particular verb order of the target language.

Inappropriate amounts of background information learned by L2 learners can also create 

default inferencing. Nassaji (2002) reports that default inferencing occurs when people have been presented with a “sentence that vaguely implies certain concepts, and ...when tested, have judged that the information implicit in the sentence is part of the original sentence” (2002, p. 468). This misrecognition serves as indication of default verb values being used to fill in empty slots for the verb agent that leads to incorrect inferences.

Both generativist and probabilistic approaches to Spanish language development show a
discrepancy inside understanding and articulating sentence syntactic positions. The type of 
pronoun is determined by the choice to fix the interpretation of a given constituent as new or old
information. Perez-Leroux argues, “The type of pronoun is determined by such choice ....of the embedded subject pronoun” (1999, p. 226). Furthermore, “pronouns have a semantic distribution in quantifier binding, and other variable construction” (1999, p. 227). Perez-Leroux cites Montealbetti (1984) to demonstrate how overt and null pronouns behave differently in sentences:



Ambiguos

Nadie, dice que ___  ganará el premio






‘None says that ___ will win the prize’


Unambiguos

Nadie, dice que él ganará el premio






‘None says he will win the prize’

Null pronouns are ambiguous between a variable interpretation in which each individual thinks that he himself will win the prize and a referential interpretation in which the pronoun refers to a single, unique individual, identified in the discourse (1999, p. 227).  Perez-Leroux (1999) cites 
additional studies in the acquisition of empty categories (deVilliers, et al.,1990; Gooluck, et al., 1990; deVilliers, 1995; deVilliers & Roeper, 1996), which revealed that bi-clausal sentences could have more than one interpretation (p. 228). This can produce impediments for L2 language learners who haven’t developed an understanding of sentence syntactic positions.

Developmental Differences


The process of language acquisition differs between languages (Herschensohn, et al., 2005). In fact, several researchers suggest that second language (L2) learners will have to acquire important morphosyntactic differences between English and Spanish with respect to inflection, word order, and null subject use (Jaeggli & Safir (1989), Zagona (2002), Contreras (2003)). Grinstead (2000) notes that Catalan and Spanish L1 learners master first and third person singular from the earliest stage, not acquiring plural marking until later. Native language influences the inter-language grammar, while the relationship of morphology to syntax can also become a setback for the L2 learner (Herschensohn, et al., 2005). Reader’s Theater used in second language acquisition excludes developmental differences in sentence comprehension between two languages. In the English language there are four different types of restrictive relative clauses. Researchers Booth, MacWhinney & Harasaki (2000) provide the following four syntactic types:



1. Subject–Subject (SS): The boy that sees the girl chases the policeman. 



2. Subject–Object (SO): The boy that the girl sees chases the policeman. 


3. Object–Object (OO): The boy chases the girl that the policeman sees. 



4. Object–Subject (OS): The boy chases the girl that sees the policeman. 

MacWhinney and Pleh (1988) found that children have the least difficulty with SS sentences and the most difficulty with SO sentences in terms of their off-line comprehension accuracy scores. Sentences with the OO and the OS structures are about equally hard for children and fall between the SS and SO sentences in terms of difficulty (p. 982). Instructional concerns are necessary 

when developing young L2 language learners’ sentence comprehension.

It was also found that second verb questions in English were more difficult to understand than first verb questions (Booth, et al., 2000). The second major finding was that children who lacked comprehension revealed a different pattern of accuracy scores from that of which comprehended. Children who didn’t comprehend consistently answered second verb questions incorrectly, indicating that they were using a local attachment strategy that took the second noun as the subject of the second verb (Ford, et al., 1982). Once these children acquired an understanding of the correct way to process sentences they were able to move into the group of children who correctly comprehended the sentences (Booth, et al., 2000). This difficulty in L2 acquisition is common when language learners fail to understand L2 language grammatical sentence structures.


Another concern commonly associated with the use of imperfect morphology is in the area of state verbs. Andersen and Shirai’s (1994) formulation of the aspect hypothesis states that

“first and second language learners will initially be influenced by the inherent lexical aspect of verbs or predicates in the acquisition of tense and aspect markers associated with or affixed to these verbs” (p. 133). Housen (2000) explored the application of this duel means in the acquisition of past tense in English as a second language. His analysis suggests that “regular and irregular past tense forms behave differently in L2 acquisition ...[with an emphasis] on not just the verb itself, but also the combination of the verb with its argument” (Camps, 2005, p. 164). The Spanish language can have two verbs in a single sentence, adding to this difficulty in the learning process. Spanish has two verbs (ser and estar) that correspond to the English copula “to be”. The combination of the rich tense-aspect morphology and the complexity of the system of copula verbs in Spanish provide solid motivation for further explorations into learners’ developing ability to express past tense when they use state verbs (Camps, 2005). Herschensohn (2005) conducted a quantitative study on children’s language acquisition. Children showed greater comprehension of verbal number than the ability to produce it. Furthermore, “children inflect[ed] the lexical verb (albeit with incorrect inflection) suggesting that they are moving the verb to Tense; their syntax would then be accurate although their morphology is flawed” (Herschensohn, 2005, p. 209). The L2 children’s responses were in simple present tense unlike the native Spanish control group that used present progressive tense. Belletti and Leonini observed that some of their second language learners transferred verb syntax from their L1 language to express focused subjects in L2 Italian indicating “that second language subjects do not have any problem in identifying the informational value of the elicited construction. Rather their difficulty must be grammatical in nature” (2004, p. 112). Cristobal (2006) stated that English learners of L2 Spanish failed “to acquire the uninterruptible strong feature of the Presentational focus head” (p. 175). When investigating why learners fail to interpret a focused constituent as new information, Cristobal (2006) found that Spanish text books simply stated word order being relatively free and the language instructors were unaware that word order is constrained by a verb’s membership in either the unergative or unacusative verb class.


To acquire a second language, the Readers Theater repetitive reading approach neglects the formal process of understanding correct foreign language sentence structure. This causes a restriction in fluency speed and logical comprehension in L2 use. Slow reading rates being symptomatic of inefficient word recognition are more likely due to a lack of sensitivity in phrasing the natural unit of meaning in reading. Rasinski (2000) argues these problems “can be addressed through authentic and engaging instructional activities and routines that [are] woven seamlessly into the regular reading curriculum” (p. 150). Students engaged in Reader’s Theater might recognize text and dialogue phrases without comprehending any logical interpretation. According to Pressely (2002), in order to achieve comprehension students need to recognize and understand the interpretation of the text. Students who cannot unhesitatingly decode words have an impaired comprehension of the second language. This can be the result of the reader’s inability to comprehend based on a limited amount of their cognitive resources such as L2 vocabulary, sentence structure and grammatical interpretation. This active manipulation of information, defined as working memory, creates a strain of L2 processing which ascribes to learning prevention. The English language often shifts from the subject of the main clause to the subject of the relative clause and then back to the subject of the main clause perspective, placing a noticeable load on working memory (King & Just, 1991). The result in impaired comprehension of the second language can only be corrected through correct sentence processing.
Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
Participants


The participants in this study are middle class English only speakers that are currently in the dual immersion program at Hillside Elementary. These students are first grade boys and girls that range between the ages of six and seven. After pre-assessments were given, two groups consisting of five students were organized as the “control” group and “experimental” group. The experimental group engaged in Reader’s Theatre and used various comprehension skills to monitor the students reading and understanding. These students had various opportunities to socially interact, write, read, recite, and engage in a holistic approach to language with minimal use of direct teaching. The control group engaged in traditional classroom curriculum that is implemented in the dual language program. This group will learn specific reading and writing skills and reinforcement will be take place prominently through direct teaching and independent practice with minimal student collaborations. 

Measures/Instruments

Students engaged in taking the pre-assessments during the first two days of the two-week study. The pre-assessment served as a tool to see where students’ skills stood before the implementation of the treatment. These pre-assessments guided the selection of appropriate reading material that was used in the Reader’s Theatre experiment.  Each student read from a 107 word passage that was taken directly from the story; Dias con Sapo y Sepo: El sombrero by Arnold Lobel. During the reading, students were timed for one minute to determine fluency rate. The passage was also used as a running record as the students continued to read the passage in its entirety. Miscues were noted and analyzed for further observation during instruction and practice. After the initial reading, students provided a retelling to note reading comprehension based on five questions and a scoring rubric. 

All data was recorded as a pre-assessment to determine reading level ability. Students were then grouped into “control” or “experimental” groups that were based on their scores where both groups had equal participants and no one higher in proficiency than another. 
 

Data Treatment Procedures


The Reader’s Theatre instructional approach was implemented in the duration of two weeks with the usage of one story. Students in the experimental group engaged in numerous readings of the story selection during ten days with various comprehension and vocabulary strategies embedded through the usage of graphic organizers. During day 3 through 5, students listened to Read Alouds, read in groups, read in pairs, read independently, and engage in discussion and group collaborations to organize story elements. This enabled students to focus on key elements in the story and build on personal background knowledge in order to make connections to the story.
Students in the control group only read and discussed the story selection during one-week duration. They did not have access to the same story for a period of three weeks as the experimental group. These students were only exposed to phonetic and vocabulary frontloading for two days during the week. During the next three days, they read the text and engage in small scale writing activities and comprehensive class discussions during and after the readings. 

Once students are comfortable with the reading selection and knew and understood the story, they began to organize their ideas in order to write a Reader’s Theater script during the day 6 and 7. Students developed scripts that were dictated to their character of choice and enriched with story elements that included character traits, setting, plot, and resolution. Students had the opportunity to develop dialogue for their own character (several students may work on one character) and compose a final script for practice. 

During day 8 through 12, each student had a script to recite during rehearsal. Students practiced their scripts multiple times and practiced a variety of reading and comprehension skills in groups. During day 13, students presented their production to the rest of the class and took the post assessment on day 14 to note growth in fluency and comprehension of the story selection. 

Data Analysis

The project is quasi-scientific.  Students were randomly assigned to either the control or experimental groups.  Analysis of the project’s data was accomplished by using SPSS statistical software in conjunction with an Excel spreadsheet. T-test analysis was conduced with an alpha (of .05, degrees of freedom (df) of 6, and a critical t-score of 2.447 for a two-tailed test.  Data were divided into four groups for ease of analysis.  The groups were: pre-intervention assessment for the control group, pre-intervention assessment for the experimental group, post intervention assessment for the control group, and post intervention assessment for the experimental group.  Each group was further divided, measuring different aspects of literacy:  errors, accuracy, fluency, retelling, and comprehension.

Comparison of Pre-intervention Scores of Control and Experimental Groups
Analysis of pre-intervention data for both the control and experimental groups was conducted to determine if the groups were similar.   Data were entered into an Excel spreadsheet to examine the mean and mode of the different aspects mentioned.  Comparisons were made of the means of pre-intervention data of both the control and experimental groups.  There was little difference between both groups in regard errors.  The experimental group had a slightly higher mean error rate, scoring 14.86 errors against 14.29 for the control group, a difference of 0.57.  The experimental group was slightly more accurate in their pre-intervention accuracy, scoring 86.71% against 86.18% for the control group, a difference of 0.53%.  The control group had an initial advantage in fluency of 2.43 over the experimental group.  Both groups had identical means in retelling, each scoring 18.57%.  There was another difference between the control and experimental groups in the pre-intervention assessment for comprehension.  The control groups scored higher, 34.29 against 28.57 for the experimental group, a difference of 6.33.  Analysis of the Excel spreadsheet data indicates that the groups had similar initial score in errors, accuracy, and retelling.  The two groups were not similar in fluency and comprehension, the advantage going to the control group.  

Analysis of pre intervention assessment scores using SPSS indicates the following.  The experimental group had a higher standard deviation for all aspects measured.  The data can be observed in the chart located in the appendix.   This indicates that the scores of members of the experimental group had a greater range than members of the control group.  

Comparison of Pre and Post Intervention Scores of the Experimental Group

Examination of the experimental group pre and post intervention assessment scores is an indication of effectiveness of any intervention.  Readers Theater was used as the intervention in this study.  Student reading errors decreased between the post and pre assessments by an average of two (2) words.  The experimental group had a mean error rate of 14.85 words in the pre-intervention assessment.  In the post intervention assessment, the error rate was 12.85 words.  Accuracy is the inverse of error rate.  If the error rate decreases, the accuracy will improve.  The initial assessment indicated that the experimental group had an accuracy rate of 86.18%.  The post intervention assessment was 88.40%, an improvement of 2.22%.  Reading fluency of experimental group members improved by an average of 12.43 Words Per Minute (WPM) during the course of the intervention.  Experimental group members scored 25.00 WPM and 37.43 WPM in the pre and post intervention assessments respectively.  Student performance improved in retelling of the story.  Mean percentage score on the initial assessment was 18.57% with an improvement of 61.43 percentage points to 80.00% on the post intervention assessment.  Experimental group performance improvement continued into comprehension.  This group first assessment resulted in a mean score of 28.57, finishing with a mean score of 82.85, improving 54.28 points.  

Analysis of data with SPSS indicates that the standard deviation of student scores between the pre and post intervention assessments decreased.  This occurred for all aspects tested.  Data can be viewed in the chart located in the appendix.

Data indicates that performance of experimental group members improved during the course of the intervention.  Standard deviations for all aspects decreased.  This indicates that the range of scores decreased.  Correlation describes the strength and direction between two variables.  There was a strong positive correlation between the pre and post intervention scores for pairs 1 through 3.  All received a score of .953 (out of 1.0).  The correlation scores for pairs 4 and 5 were moderately positive, scoring only .461 and .451 respectively.    

Comparison of Post Intervention Scores of Control and Experimental Groups
Post intervention assessment data for the control and experimental groups indicated that improvements were greater in the experimental group than in the control group in four out of five areas.  The experimental group had an average decrease of 5.43 errors compared with the control group’s average decrease of 2.0 errors.  Accuracy in the experimental group had a greater increase, increasing 5.05% compared with the 2.22% increase observed in the control group.  The experimental group’s improvement in both retelling and comprehension were far larger than that observed in the control group.  There was an improvement of 61.43 percentage points in retelling compared with 12.86 percentage points for the control group, a difference of 48.57 percentage points.  The improvement in comprehension observed in the experimental group was also substantial, an increase of 54.29 points against 18.57, a difference of 35.72 points in favor of the experimental group.  The difference between the two groups was in fluency.  Both groups improved in fluency but the control group had the greater increase.  The control group had an increase of 14.71 WPM during the project, contrasting with an increase of 12.43 WPM for the experimental group.  

An examination of data with SPSS indicates that the control group consistently had a larger standard deviation from the mean score than the experimental group.  This indicates that the range of scores in the control group increased.  Data may be observed in the chart located in the appendix.

Summary of the Analysis of Data
There was similarity between the control and experimental groups in the areas of errors, accuracy, and retelling the story.  There were differences in fluency and comprehension where the control group scored higher.  It was observed that the experimental group had a higher standard deviation in their pre-intervention assessment scores, indicating a higher variance than the control group.

An examination of the pre and post intervention scores for the experimental group indicated that there was improvement in all areas measured.  The most dramatic improvement was observed in the areas of retelling and comprehension.  A strong positive correlation exists between the pre and post intervention scores for the experimental group in the areas of errors, accuracy, and fluency, indicating that a link exists between the pre and post intervention variables.  Retelling and comprehension only had a medium positive correlation.  This indicates that the influence of Readers Theater was stronger for the areas with a strong positive correlation. The experimental group experienced decease in variance during the term of the project.  This decrease was consistent, being observed in all areas measured.

A review of post intervention data for the project indicates that the experimental group observed greater improvement in four out of the five areas assessed.  Data indicated that there was a greater variance in the control group.  The difference was in fluency where the control group had better results.  It was further observed that the standard deviation, or variance, for the areas measured increased for the control group during the project while decreasing for the experimental group during the same period.  

Presentation of Findings


In analyzing data, the biggest finding across both groups is that all students improved by making fluency and comprehension gains.  However, participation in Reader’s Theater provided an opportunity for the experimental group to increase oral language skills. This study showed that participation in readers’ theater, an oral language activity, positively affected the growth of the students’ oral language fluency and reading comprehension. 

Participation in Readers’ Theater enhanced the skills of all of all the students where they benefited from repeated practice, comprehensible input, time and repetition in a low anxiety environment.

Chapter 4
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS


When Reader’s Theater was implemented using selected strategies proven to be effective in the areas of fluency and comprehension by other studies, SPSS data analysis revealed that there was similarity between both groups. However, the mean reflected that the experimental group achieved somewhat higher scores on the pre-intervention assessment in three out of four assessments. Students in the experimental group experienced an increase in comprehension and retelling the story that was substantially greater than that of the control group.  The experimental group experienced an increase in second language fluency that was less than the increase experienced by the control group. While the Reader’s Theater intervention reflected an improvement in language fluency, the experimental group scored lower in this area than the control group that used traditional instruction.  The variance of control group scores increased during the project while that of the experimental group decreased.

Motivation


In the area of motivation, Reader’s Theater presents an authentic reading experience while utilizing a similar methodology used in Repeated Readings. This approach did provide initial interest for students but could possibly diminish in time due to a lack of variation in script subject matter. The implementation of timed readings associated with this approach can also be objectionable for students who are less confident in their reading. This could have been a negative factor for students who achieved lower scores.


The present study findings support the idea that L2 language learners are motivated by Reader’s Theater. Some readers experienced success as they practiced and performed along with their peers. Those students displayed confidence as a result of their successful reading experience. The practice of repeatedly reading the script and the successful experience gave the students the motivation to continue to practice, increasing their reading fluency.

Reading Rate


This study shows that reading rate did not increase more than a traditional approach while using Reader’s Theater over a ten-day intervention. Two possibilities are evident as to why reading rate did not improve. Initially, this study’s Reader’s Theater intervention was conducted over the limited duration of ten days. Other studies using a methodology of repeated readings were conducted for a minimum of eight weeks and up to several months in length. Second, the participants of this study only practiced their scripts over ten days averaging 15 minutes of reading per day for a total of 150 minutes. Other research studies such as WenLung’s (2000) study used Reader’s Theater as a method of repeated readings working with a selected script for up to 3 hours a day.

Comprehension


Students involved in the Reader’s Theater intervention displayed improvement in the area of L2 verbal comprehension in retelling a story. Student writing of original scripts was not utilized as a method of testing L2 comprehension. This forfeited the measurement of students’ conceptual understanding, which is critical to the reader and the interaction between the text and reader’s background knowledge. Testing for grammatical sentence structure usage would have assisted in revealing whether or not a relationship existed between Reader’s Theater attributes and student coding and decoding proficiencies. Reader’s Theater might have achieved even greater improvement with the usage of metacognition strategies integrated into the instructional strategy by furnishing additional effective provisions used for higher levels of critical thinking. Studies such as WenLung’s (2000) provided selected strategies such as student script writing which proved extremely effective as evidenced by significant increases in reading comprehension and fluency levels. Low scores for retelling the story may reflect errors in syntactic processing and morphology in the second language.

Suggestions


In order to develop a complete picture of fluency and comprehension utilizing Reader’s Theater, future studies need to be conducted changing variables such as sample size, grade level, longer duration of study, increased amount of time students spend on reviewing scripts and the addition of time for students to write and develop original scripts.

1. A larger sample size would be beneficial in examining the development of expression, volume, and pace.

2. Include students with various fluency abilities in different cultural subsets within the study’s population.

3. The duration of the study’s intervention of Readers Theater should be increased beyond ten days.

4. Future studies should be implemented to determine if the large improvement in the experimental group’s scores for retelling and comprehension can be duplicated.

Recommendations


Based on the results of this study, the following suggestions are presented for classroom practices:

1.  Fluency instruction and practice are crucial components of a balanced literary program. Reader’s Theater can be an effective instructional tool to improve fluency instruction and practice. It is also a form of Repeated Reading, a method proven to help students develop reading fluency.

2.  Reader’s Theater can be easily integrated into any reading program. It is adaptable for all levels of readers. This approach is a motivating alternative to repeated readings and allows for individual, partner, and group work. Reader’s Theater also creates a learning environment where students can seek a creative opportunity for reading success.

3.  The strategies of repeatedly reading the text, critical discussions of themes, introduction of additional vocabulary words and characters, and authoring of an original script contribute to the metacognitive process for the learner. Participants would be required to move from their initial introduction to a Reader’s Theater script to the production of their own version of a Reader’s Theater script. Students working in small groups using guided discovery could create first attempts at script writing. Future script writing tasks would then be assigned as independent assignments.

4.  In recognizing the developmental differences in second language acquisition, the focus of future research should involve an increase of verb types and samples. This will help students to avoid imperfect verb tense and recognize the differences between irregular and regular verbs. 

5. The scripted parts for students were based on a first grade reading level. Future interventions should include assigning students particular characters based on their reading level. Another alternative is to allow students the choice of which character read. This permits the student a choice in decision-making that promotes ownership of their selected part. Students may also want to challenge themselves by selecting a more complex or difficult reading part in a script.

6. It would be beneficial for students to model for one another and to give constructive feedback to other students as part of the Reader’s Theater intervention on expression, volume, pace, and phrasing.

7. Tape recording students during practices and performances of Reader’s Theater exercises would create audible documentation. These recordings could later be used for fluency analysis in a class discussion format.

KEY TERMS

attributes to consider as a quality or characteristic of the person, thing, group, etc., indicated: He attributed intelligence to his colleagues.
comprehension After reading the passage the teacher asked questions to test the children’s comprehension

cultivate Developmental fostering in the growth of an area of concentration such as to cultivate learning. The word REFINEMENT is a key term in the area to cultivate the mind. In addition, other key terms 
include: FURTHER, and ENCOURAGE such as cultivation within the arts.


fluency Is currently defined as a correct, responsive reading rate with correct phrasing, expression and volume, smoothness, and pace, and where attention can be allocated to comprehension

linguistic Consisting of or related to language; "linguistic behavior"; "a linguistic atlas"; "lingual diversity
literature The body of written works of a language, period, or culture

metacognitive As an important concept in cognitive theory. It consists of two basic processes occurring simultaneously: monitoring your progress as you learn, and making changes and adapting your strategies if you perceive you are not doing so well. (Winn, W. & Snyder, D., 1998) It's about self-reflection, self-responsibility and initiative, as well as goal setting and time management.


methodology Refers to more than a simple set of methods; rather it refers to the rationale and the philosophical assumptions that underlie a particular study. This is why scholarly literature often includes 
a section on the methodology of the researchers. This section does more than outline the researchers’ methods (as in, “We conducted a survey of 50 people over a two-week period and subjected the results to statistical analysis”, etc.); it might explain what the researchers’ ontological or epistemological views are.
morphology Ling. the patterns of word formation in a particular language, including inflection, derivation, and composition the study and description of such patterns the study of the behavior and combination of morphemes


morphosyntactic Differences between English and Spanish with respect to inflection,

phonetic Concerning or involving the discrimination of nondistinctive elements of a language. In English, certain phonological features, as length and aspiration, are phonetic but not phonemic

proficiency Implies a thorough competence derived from training and practice. A second language learner is becoming proficient in the translating of a foreign language.

pseudo- A combining form meaning "false,' "pretended,' "unreal,' used in the formation of compound words

quantitative Relating to the measurement of quantity; "quantitative studies" 

reader's theater A staged presentation of a piece of literature or selected pieces of literature which are thematically linked
syntactic Of or relating to or conforming to the rules of syntax; “the syntactic rules of a language” word order, and null subject use
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APPENDIX A

Informed Consent Letter
The study in which you are being asked to allow your child to participate is designed to investigate fluency and reading comprehension. This study is being conducted by Tracy Adams, Wesley Farris, Robert Patterson, Cristina Santiago, and James Secrist are conducting this study under the supervision of Professor Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Ph.D. Department of Language, Literature & Culture, College of Education. This study has been approved by the Institutional Review Board of California State University, San Bernardino.

We are asking you to allow your child to participate in this research assignment. This study will require your student to be in a reading group using the Reader’s Theater approach as a means to improve reading fluency and comprehension. All of your child’s responses will be held in the strictest of confidence by the researchers. Their name will not be reported with their responses. All data will be reported in group form only. You may receive the group results of this study upon completion after May 18, 2007 at the following address Professor Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Ph.D., 5500 University Pkwy, San Bernardino, CA 92407.

Your child’s participation in this study is totally voluntary. Your child is free not to answer any questions and may withdraw at any time during this study without penalty. When your child has completed the task, they will receive a debriefing statement describing the study in more detail. In order to ensure the validity of the study, we ask that your child will not discuss this study with other students or participants. 

Those taking part in this project will face no long term risks as a consequence of taking part in this project beyond what is normally found in their classroom during regular activities. They will be required to practice reading an assigned script and take part presenting in front of their peers. The possibility of anxiety exists for students who will read aloud before others. Individuals in the control group may not advance as quickly as members of the experimental group. Students in the experimental group may develop fluency in Spanish quicker than the control group. Benefits include confirmation that “Reader’s Theater” facilitates the development of fluency and comprehension in a second language. Any relative delay in the development of fluency and comprehension found within the control group can be relieved by expanding participation in “Reader’s Theater” to include them.

If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please feel free to contact Professor Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Ph.D. at (909) 537-5632.
By signing on the line below, I acknowledge that I have been informed of, and that I understand the nature and purpose of this study, and I freely consent to participate.

Student Name: _______________________________________   Date: _______________

By signing on the line below, I acknowledge that I have been informed of, and that I understand, the nature and purpose of this study, and I freely grant consent for my child to participate. I also acknowledge that I am at least (check either “Under 18 Years of Age” or “At Least 18 Years of Age”)
Signature: ___________________________________________ Date: _______________

Parent/Guardian    I am: Under 18 Years of Age (    -or-    At Least 18 Years of Age  (
Signature: ___________________________________________ Date: _______________

Parent/Guardian

APPENDIX B

Debriefing Statement

Study of Comprehension and Fluency of Spanish Language Learners

Debriefing Statement


This study you have just completed was designed to observe and evaluate the effects of Reader’s Theater during second language acquisition. We are particularly interested in determining whether the effects of this instructional approach result in the development of improved reading fluency and comprehension. The reason for conducting this study is to closely monitor Spanish language learners during five 30 minute sessions each week for a period of six weeks. Participants were assessed before and after this period to determine the effects of this instructional approach in the development of reading fluency and comprehension.


In reference to behavioral response(s) to the study there was a possibility of anxiety for students who read aloud before others. One aspect of undesirable influence was the possibility that individuals in the control group not advancing as quickly as those in the experimental group. Students in the experimental group may have developed fluency in Spanish quicker than the control group. For questions or concerns over your child’s participation please contact, Tracy Adams, Wesley Farris, Robert Patterson, Cristina Santiago, James Secrist or Professor Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Ph.D., at California State University, San Bernardino, 5500 University Pkwy, San Bernardino, CA 92407.


The results were acquired by the collection of reading fluency and comprehension data before and after the study. Results were distributed to the parents of the participants. They will contact the teacher administrating the research for further inquiries and clarification. The group results of this study are available upon completion after May 18, 2007 at the following address: Professor Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Ph.D., 5500 University Pkwy, San Bernardino, CA 92407.

Thank you for your participation and for not discussing the contents of the decision question with other students. If you have any questions about the study, please feel free to contact: Tracy Adams, Wesley Farris, Robert Patterson, Cristina Santiago, James Secrist or Professor Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Ph.D. at (909) 537-5632. If you would like to obtain a copy of the group results of this study, please contact Professor Enrique G. Murillo, Jr., Ph.D. at (909) 537-5632 after May 18, 2007.

APPENDIX C

Fluency Scale
Multidimensional Fluency Scale
Use the following scales to rate reader fluency on he dimensions of expression and volume, phrasing, smoothness, and pace. Scores range from 4 to 16. Generally, scores below 8 indicate that fluency may be a concern. Scores of 8 or above indicate that the student is making good progress in fluency.

	Dimension
	1
	2
	3
	4

	A. Expression and Volume
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice.
	Some expression. Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.
	Sounds like natural language throughout the better part of the passage. Occasionally slips into expressionless reading. Voice volume is generally appropriate throughout the text.
	Reads with good expression and enthusiasm throughout the text. Sounds like natural language. The reader is able to vary expression and volume to match his/her interpretation of the passage.

	B. Phrasing
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.


	Frequent two- and three-word phrases giving the impression of choppy reading; improper stress and intonation that fails to mark ends of sentences and clauses.


	Mixture of run-ons, midsentence pauses for breath, and possible some choppiness; reasonable stress/intonation.


	Generally well phrased, mostly in clause and sentence units, with adequate attention to expression



	C. Smoothness
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.


	Several “rough spots” in text where extended pauses, hesitations, etc., are more frequent and disruptive.


	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.


	Generally smooth reading with some breaks, but word and structure difficulties are resolved quickly, usually through self-correction.



	D. Pace
	Slow and laborious
	Moderately slow
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading
	Consistently conversational


Source: Adapted from “Training Teachers to Attend to Their Students’ Oral Reading Fluency,” by J. Zutell and T. V. Rasinski, 1991, Theory Into Practice, 30, pp. 211-217. 
Table 1
Levels of Performance for Word Decoding Accuracy

	Independent Level:

Instructional Level:

Frustration Level:
	97-100%

90-96%

< 90%



Readers who score in the 97-100% range (independent level) are able to read the assessment text or other text of similar difficulty without assistance. Readers who score within the 90-96% range (instructional level) are able to read the assessment text or other text of similar difficulty with some assistance, usually provided by a teacher or parent. Those readers who score below 90% in word accuracy (frustration level) find the assessment text or other texts of similar difficulty too challenging to read, even with assistance.
APPENDIX D

Pre-Assessment Scores
Pre-Assessments: Controlled Group
Collected: May 7, 2007

	Controlled Student
	Errors

Running Words (107)
	Accuracy %

(E) x (.93%)=   (%)-(100)
	Fluency

WPM

(Words Per Minute)
	Retelling %

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)
	Comprehension

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)

	A
	7/107
	93.49
	26
	20
	40

	B
	9/107
	91.63
	48
	60
	80

	C
	1/107
	99.07
	42
	20
	40

	D
	4/107
	96.28
	35
	10
	10

	E
	7/107
	93.49
	28
	10
	20

	F
	31/107
	71.17
	7
	10
	40

	G
	45/100
	58.15
	6
	0
	10


Pre-Assessments: Experimental Group
Collected: May 7, 2007

	Controlled Student
	Errors

Running Words (107)
	Accuracy %

(E) x (.93%)=   (%)-(100)
	Fluency

WPM

(Words Per Minute)
	Retelling %

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)
	Comprehension

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)

	1A
	3/107
	97.21
	44
	90
	90

	1B
	8/107
	92.56
	30
	0
	0

	1C
	55/107
	48.85
	8
	0
	0

	1D
	3/107
	97.21
	34
	20
	50

	1E
	2/107
	98.14
	22
	10
	50

	1F
	23/107
	78.61
	19
	10
	0

	1G
	6/107
	94.42
	18
	0
	10


APPENDIX E

Post-Assessments Scores
Post-Assessments: Controlled Group
Collected: May 21, 2007

	Controlled Student
	Errors

Running Words (107)
	Accuracy %

(E) x (.93%)=   (%)-(100)
	Fluency

WPM

(Words Per Minute)
	Retelling %

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)
	Comprehension

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)

	A
	1/107
	99.07
	52
	10
	20

	B
	4/107
	96.28
	69
	70
	80

	C
	3/107
	37.21
	63
	40
	70

	D
	5/107
	95.35
	44
	50
	70

	E
	4/107
	96.28
	42
	40
	90

	F
	8/107
	92.56
	13
	10
	40

	G
	45/100
	42.34
	12
	0
	0


Post-Assessments: Experimental Group
Collected: May 21, 2007

	Controlled Student
	Errors

Running Words (107)
	Accuracy %

(E) x (.93%)=   (%)-(100)
	Fluency

WPM

(Words Per Minute)
	Retelling %

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)
	Comprehension

0=incorrect

1=Partial

2=Complete
Total x (10)

(100 possible)

	1A
	0/107
	100
	57
	100
	100

	1B
	2/107
	98.14
	46
	60
	60

	1C
	40/107
	62.8
	15
	100
	100

	1D
	3/107
	97.21
	43
	100
	100

	1E
	2/107
	98.14
	41
	50
	70

	1F
	7/107
	93.49
	33
	90
	80

	1G
	8/107
	92.56
	27
	60
	70


APPENDIX F

Running Record and Fluency
Name:___________________________Date:____________DOB:_______Age:_____Yrs.___mths_____

School:_____________________________________Recorder:__________________________________

	Text Title:
	____Errors___
Running Words
	Error Ratio
	Accuracy Rate
	Self-Correction

Ration
	Fluency

WPM

	Easy:
	
	1:
	%
	1:
	

	Instructional:
	
	1:
	%
	1:
	

	Hard:
	
	1:
	%
	1:
	


Analysis of Errors and Self-corrections: Information used or neglected [Meaning (M), Structure (S), Visual (V)]

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

	Words
	Title: Dias con Sapo y Sepo
	E
	SC
	E

MSV
	SC

MSV

	11

19

30

41

52

63

76

88

100

107
	En el cumpleaños de Sepo, Sapo le regalo un sombrero. Sepo 

estaba encantado. –Feliz cumpleaños –dijo Sapo. Sepo se
 puso el sombrero. Se le hundió hasta los ojos. –Lo siento–
dijo Sapo–. Ese sombrero es demasiado grande para ti. Te
 regalaré otra cosa. –No–dijo Sepo–. Este sombrero es el 

regalo que me has hecho. Me gusta. Lo llevaré puesto así. 

Sapo y Sepo se fueron a dar un paseo. Sepo tropezó con una 

roca. Chocó contra un árbol. Se cayó en un hoyo. –Sapo–dijo 

Sepo–. No veo nada. No voy a poder llevar tu precioso 

regalo. Es un triste cumpleaños para mí.
	
	
	
	


Name:______________________Date:______________DOB:_______Age:_____Yrs.___mths_____

School:____________________________________Recorder:___________________________________

Text Title:_____________________________________________________________________________

Retelling:_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Proficient   (   )                                     Adequate   (   )                                   Limited (   )

	2= Complete answer
	1=Partial answer
	0=Incorrect or no answer


Comprehension Questions

1) ¿En el cumpleaños de Sepo, que le regalo Sapo? (un sombrero)
____________________________________________________________________
2) ¿Por qué se le hundió el sombrero hasta los ojos? (el sombrero era muy grande)
____________________________________________________________________
3) ¿Por qué se tropezó Sepo? (había una roca)
____________________________________________________________________
4) ¿Dónde chocó Sepo? (en un árbol)
____________________________________________________________________
5) ¿Dónde se cayo Sepo? (en un hoyo)
____________________________________________________________________

	Retelling
	Comprension

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Comments:

 APPENDIX G

Pre-Assessment Observational Notes
Controlled Group: Pre-Assessment - May 7, 2007
	Students
	Expression and Volume
	Phrasing
	Smoothness
	Pace
	Total

(16)
	Retelling
	Comprehension

	A
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice.

1
	Frequent two- and three-word phrases giving the impression of choppy reading; improper stress and intonation that fails to mark ends of sentences and clauses.

2
	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	9
	“The frog had a birthday and he was sad. He broke something.” Difficulty

(Limited)
	Low  comprehension, makes guesses

	B
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice.

1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Several “rough spots” in text where extended pauses, hesitations, etc., are more frequent and disruptive.

2
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	7
	“It was a sad birtday for Sapo. Sepo is his friend and gave him a sombrero. A tree fell in a hole.” Some details

(Adequate)
	Adequate comprehension. Remembers most story details

	C
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice              1
	Frequent two- and three-word phrases giving the impression of choppy reading; improper stress and intonation that fails to mark ends of sentences and clauses.    

 2
	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	9
	“There was a Birthday. There was a little boy who was walking everywhere and having fun.”

(Limited)
	Struggles to tell story details. Limited comprehension

	D
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice

1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	8
	“It was Sapo’s Birthday. Sepo said Happy Birthday.”

(Limited) 
	No story comprehension. Does not recall details

	E
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice

1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“Today was Sapo’s Birthday. His birthday is very sad. Sapo is in the tree.”

(Limited)
	Comprehension is low. Remembers little or no detail

	F
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice

1


	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“No Sepo”

(Limited)
	Comprehension is low. Questions were asked in English to probe answers. Can only remember character names.

	G
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice               1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“Rabbits keep on jumping. The frog was tired of it.”

Retelling is based on another story that was previously read. 

(Limited)
	No comprehension. Cannot remember story details. Unable to retell or answer in Spanish.


Experimental Group: Pre-Assessments - May 7, 2007

	Students
	Expression and Volume
	Phrasing
	Smoothness
	Pace
	Total

(16)
	Retelling
	Comprehension

	A
	Sounds like natural language throughout the better part of the passage. Occasionally slips into expressionless reading. Voice volume is generally appropriate throughout the text.

3
	Mixture of run-ons, midsentence pauses for breath, and possible some choppiness; reasonable stress/intonation.

3


	Generally smooth reading with some breaks, but word and structure difficulties are resolved quickly, usually through self-correction.

4


	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	13
	“Sapo gave Sepo a sombero. The sombrero didn’t fit. Sepo didn’t stay. He fell on a rock and Sepo was trapped. The tree made a big hole and Sepo counldn’t see or move.  (Adequate)
	Able to retell some story details in sequential order.

	B
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice.

1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Several “rough spots” in text where extended pauses, hesitations, etc., are more frequent and disruptive.

2
	Moderately slow

2
	6
	“A kid was going somewhere and the lion is growling at him. Then some kids come by and saw the tiger and attacked him.” (limited)
	Low comprehension, makes guesses

	C
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice.     

 1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“?”

(Limited)
	Struggles to tell story details. No comprehension. Could not retell any details. Shrugs shoulders.

	D
	Some expression. Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

1
	Mixture of run-ons, midsentence pauses for breath, and possible some choppiness; reasonable stress/intonation.
3


	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3


	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	10
	“Sapo’s birthday and Sepo gave him a sombrero. Sapo sang Happy Birthday to Sepo.”

(Adequate) 
	Able to retell some story details in sequential order.



	E
	Some expression. Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Moderately slow

2
	5
	“Got a sombrero and he had a good Birthday.”

(Limited)
	No comprehension. Cannot produce story details. 

	F
	Some expression. Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

  1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“He is planning a birthday party for Sapo. Sapo said Thank you and then they went home.”

(Limited)
	Comprehension is low. Cannot produce story details.  Makes guesses based on some words that were remembered.

	G
	Some expression. Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.     

 1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“It was the Birthday of Sapo and Sepo. They were happy because of their Birthday.  

(Limited)
	No comprehension. Cannot remember story details. 


APPENDIX H

Post-Assessment Observational Notes
Control Group: Post-Assessment - May 14, 2007
	Students
	Expression and Volume
	Phrasing
	Smoothness
	Pace
	Total

(16)
	Retelling
	Comprehension

	A
	Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

2
	Frequent two- and three-word phrases giving the impression of choppy reading; improper stress and intonation that fails to mark ends of sentences and clauses.

2
	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	10
	“Sepo y Sapo had a bad cumpleaños.” 

Translation:

“Sepo and Sapo had a bad birthday.”

(Limited)
	Limited, Low  comprehension, makes guesses

	B
	Sounds like natural language throughout the better part of the passage. Occasionally slips into expressionless reading. Voice volume is generally appropriate throughout the text.

3
	Mixture of run-ons, midsentence pauses for breath, and possible some choppiness; reasonable stress/intonation.

3


	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	12
	“Sapo compró un regalo que es muy grande. Sombrero. Chocó con el árbol y cayo en hoy porque el sombrero. En el final dijo es un triste cumpleaños para Sepo.”

Translation:

“Sapo bought a present that is too big. A hat. He crashed in the tree and fell in the hole because the hat. At the end, he said it was a sad birthday for Sepo.”

(Adequate)
	Good comprehension. Remembers most story details. Had trouble retelling but could answer most questions.

	C
	Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

2
	Mixture of run-ons, midsentence pauses for breath, and possible some choppiness; reasonable stress/intonation.

3


	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	11
	“Sepo esta cumpleanos. La Sapo esta got the sombrero. The sombrero was muy grande. It covered his eyes.”

Translation:

“It is Sepo’s birthday. The Sapo got him a hat. The hat was too big. It covered his eyes.”

(Adequate)


	Able to retell some story details in sequential order. Missed most story plot. Struggles with Spanish language. Story comprehension is apparent. 

	D
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice

1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	8
	“Es Sepo’s cumpleaños y Sapo regaló un sombrero y tripped on the rock.”

Translation:

“It is Sepo’s birthday and Sapo gave him a hat and he tripped on the rock.”

(Adequate) 
	Has some story comprehension. Has difficulty retelling in Spanish. Does not recall details. Does not respond to most story plot. 

	E
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice

1
	Frequent two- and three-word phrases giving the impression of choppy reading; improper stress and intonation that fails to mark ends of sentences and clauses.     

2
	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific words and/or structures.

3
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	9
	“Sepo y Sapo se give el sombrero y Sapo dice Feliz Cumpleaños and then se puso el sombrero en la cabeza y el sombrero es muy grande porque la Sapo la sombrero.”

Translation: 

“Sepo and Sapo gave a hat and Sapo said Happy Birthday and then he put the hat on his head and the hat was too big because Sapo the hat.”

(Adequate)
	Comprehension is much higher. Able to give most retelling in Spanish. Remembers most story details. 

	F
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice

1


	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“Sapo said no to Sepo. Sepo es cumpleanos. Sapo es fiesta. Sapo cumpleanos a ti.”

Translation”

Sapo said no to Sepo. It is birthday for Sepo. Sapo is party. Sapo birthday to you.”

(Limited)
	Comprehension is higher. Unable to retell story details. Remember main idea of birthday. Questions were asked in English to probe answers. Remembers character names.

	G
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice

1


	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Slow and laborious

1
	4
	“Sapo y Sepo kite crashed into tree. Put on pajamas and got drink of water.”

Translation:

Sapo and Sepo kite crashed into tree. Put on pajamas and got drink of water.”

(Limited)
	No comprehension. Cannot remember story details. Unable to retell or answer in Spanish. Is retelling based on another Sapo and Sepo Story. 


Experimental Group: Post-Assessment - May 14, 2007

	Students
	Expression and Volume
	Phrasing
	Smoothness
	Pace
	Total

(16)
	Retelling
	Comprehension

	A
	Reads with good expression and enthusiasm throughout the text. Sounds like natural language. The reader is able to vary expression and volume to match his/her interpretation of the passage.

4
	Generally well phrased, mostly in clause and sentence units, with adequate attention to expression

4
	Generally smooth reading with some breaks, but word and structure difficulties are resolved quickly, usually through self-correction.

4


	Consistently conversational

4
	16
	“Sapo gave Sepo a sombrero. The sombrero didn’t fit. No se quedo a Sepo. Se  tropezó en un árbol, se chocó en un árbol y se cayó en un árbol. Sepo esta triste en su cumpleaños y no le queda su sombrero.”

Translation:

“Sapo gave Sepo a sombero. The hat didn’t fit. Sepo didn’t stay. He tripped on a rock, crashed into a trip and fell inside a hole. Sepo was sad because it was a sad birthday and the hat didn’t fit.”

(Proficient)
	Able to retell all story details in sequential order. Able to respond in some Spanish. 

	B
	Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

2
	Mixture of run-ons, midsentence pauses for breath, and possible some choppiness; reasonable stress/intonation.

3


	Several “rough spots” in text where extended pauses, hesitations, etc., are more frequent and disruptive.

2
	Moderately slow

2
	9
	“He gave him a hat for his birthday. His eyes were covered by the hat. He fell on a rock. He couldn’t see because the hat was too big.”

Translation:

None

 (Adequate)
	Comprehension is good. Has difficulty retelling in Spanish. Answered questions in English. Able to tell some story and plot details. 

	C
	Reads with little expression or enthusiasm in voice. Reads words as if simply to get them out. Little sense of trying to make text sound like natural language. Tends to read in a quiet voice.      1
	Monotonic with little sense of phrase boundaries, frequent word-by-word reading.

1
	Frequent extended pauses, hesitations, false starts, sound-outs, repetitions, and/or multiple attempts.

1
	Moderately slow

2
	5
	“Sepo se cayó un roca. Se cayó un hoyo. En un árbol. The hat was too big. Sapo is making the hat too big for him. Cumpleaños de Sepo.”

Translation:

“Sepo fell on a rock. He fell in a hold. In a tree. The hat was too big. Sapo is making the hat too big for him. Sepo’s birthday.”

(Adequate)
	Remembers all story details but unable to retell in sequential order. Answered all comprehension questions correctly. 

	D
	Reads with good expression and enthusiasm throughout the text. Sounds like natural language. The reader is able to vary expression and volume to match his/her interpretation of the passage.

4
	Generally well phrased, mostly in clause and sentence units, with adequate attention to expression

4
	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3


	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	14
	“Es el cumpleaños de Sepo y Sapo le dio un sombrero. El sombrero didn’t fit porque se hundió a los ojos. Sepo choco una roca, cayo en hoyo, y choco un árbol. Sapo quiere que le regaló otro sombrero porque es muy grande. Sepo said no porque le gusta. Sepo dijo es un triste cumpleaños para mi.”

Translation

It is Sepo’s birthday and Sapo gave him a hat. The hat didn’t fit because it covered his eyes. Sepo crashed into a rock, fell in a hole, crashed into a tree. Sapo wants to give him a new hat. Sepo said no because he likes it. Sepo said it is a sad birthday for him.”

(Proficient) 
	Able to retell all story details in order. Able to retell mostly in Spanish. Answered all comprehension questions correctly. 

	E
	Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

2
	Mixture of run-ons, midsentence pauses for breath, and possible some choppiness; reasonable stress/intonation.

3


	Occasional breaks in smoothness caused by difficulties with specific

words and/or structures.

3


	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	11
	“Sapo gave Sepo un sombrero and the hat was too big. Sapo said he will take it back to try to make it fit and…”

Translation:

“Sapo gave Sepo a hat and the hat was too big. Sapo said he will take it back to try to make it fit and..”

(Limited)
	Higher comprehension. Retells some story details but does not give full retelling with details. She does not go on to finish retelling. Frustrated? Unable to retell in Spanish. 

	F
	Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

2
	Frequent two- and three-word phrases giving the impression of choppy reading; improper stress and intonation that fails to mark ends of sentences and clauses.

2
	Several “rough spots” in text where extended pauses, hesitations, etc., are more frequent and disruptive.

2
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	9
	“Sapo gave Sepo a sombrero for his birthday. Sepo wants to walk on a path. He tripped on a rock and crashed into an árbol because the hat was too big.”

Translation:

“Sapo gave Sepo a hat for his birthday. Sepo wants to walk on a path. He tripped on a rock and crashed into a tree because the hat was too big.”

(Adequate)
	Comprehension is higher. Retells most story details.  Unable to retell or answer in Spanish. 

	G
	Begins to use voice to make text sound like natural language in some areas of the text, but not others. Focus remains largely on saying the words. Still reads in a quiet voice.

2
	Frequent two- and three-word phrases giving the impression of choppy reading; improper stress and intonation that fails to mark ends of sentences and clauses.

2
	Several “rough spots” in text where extended pauses, hesitations, etc., are more frequent and disruptive.

2
	Uneven mixture of fast and slow reading

3
	9
	“Sapo said Feliz Cumpleaños to Sepo. He fell. The hat was too big. He bumped into stuff like Sapo y un árbol.” 

Translation:

“Sapo said Feliz Cumpleanos to Sepo. He fell. The hat was too big. He bumped into stuff like Sapo and a tree.”

(Adequate)
	Retelling had details. Some details out of order. Was able to answer some questions but needed probing in English to comprehend some questions asked. 
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APPENDIX I

Definition of Variables

PREEXERR


PRE test EXperimental ERRor

POSEXERR


POSt test EXperimental ERRor

PREEXACC


PRE test EXperimental ACCuracy

POSEXACC


POSt test EXperimental ACCuracy

PREEXFLU


PRE test EXperimental FLUency

POSEXFLU


POSt test EXperimental FLUency

PREEXRET


PRE test  EXperimental RETellling

POSEXRET


POSt test EXperimental RETelling

PREEXCOM


PRE test EXperimental COMprehension

POSEXCOM


POSt test EXperimental COMprehension

PRECONER


PREt test CONtrol ERror

POSCONER


POSt test CONtrol ERror

PRECONAC


PRE test CONtrol ACcuracy

POSCONAC


POSt test CONtrol ACcuracy

PRECONFL


PRE test CONtrol FLuency

POSCONFL


POSt test CONtrol FLuency

PRECONRE


PRE test CONtrol REtelling

POSCONRE


POSt test CONtrol REtellling

PRECONCO


PRE test CONtrol COmprehension

POSCONCO


POSt test CONtrol COmprehension

	Pre-Assessments: Control Group
	
	
	

	Collected: May 7, 2007
	
	
	
	

	Student
	Errors Running Words (107) PRECONER
	Accuracy % PRECONAC
	Fluency WPM PRECONFL
	Retelling % PRECONRE
	Comprehension PRECONCO

	A
	7
	93.49
	26
	20
	40

	B
	9
	91.63
	48
	60
	80

	C
	1
	99.07
	42
	20
	40

	D
	4
	96.28
	35
	10
	10

	E
	7
	93.49
	28
	10
	20

	F
	31
	71.17
	7
	10
	40

	G
	45
	58.15
	6
	0
	10

	Mean
	14.86
	86.18
	27.43
	18.57
	34.29

	Median
	7.00
	93.49
	28.00
	10.00
	40.00

	Mode
	7
	93.49
	#N/A
	10
	40

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Post-Assessments: Control Group
	
	
	

	Collected: May 21, 2007
	
	
	
	

	Student
	Errors Running Words (107) POSCONER
	Accuracy % POSCONAC
	Fluency WPM POSCONFL
	Retelling % POSCONRE
	Comprehension POSCONCO

	A
	1
	99.07
	52
	10
	20

	B
	4
	96.02
	69
	70
	80

	C
	3
	97.21
	63
	40
	70

	D
	5
	95.35
	44
	50
	70

	E
	4
	96.28
	42
	40
	90

	F
	8
	92.56
	13
	10
	40

	G
	65
	42.34
	12
	0
	0

	Mean
	12.86
	88.40
	42.14
	31.43
	52.86

	Median
	4.00
	96.02
	44.00
	40.00
	70.00

	Mode
	4
	#N/A
	#N/A
	10
	70

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	t-tests for  PRECON vs PREEX
	
	
	

	
	0.958
	0.958
	0.742
	1.000
	0.768

	t-tests for POSCON vs POSEX
	
	
	

	
	0.892
	0.731
	0.615
	0.012
	0.089

	t-tests for PREEX vs POSEX
	
	
	
	

	
	0.098
	0.098
	0.000
	0.002
	0.004

	t-tests for PRECON vs POSCON
	
	
	

	
	0.184
	0.615
	0.003
	0.108
	0.214


APPENDIX J

Pre/Post Assessment Excel Spreadsheet Data

APPENDIX K

Pre/Post Assessment Experimental Group Excel Spreadsheet Data

	Pre-Assessments: Experimental Group
	
	
	

	Collected: May 7, 2007
	
	
	
	

	Student
	Errors Running Words (107) PREEXERR
	Accuracy % PREEXACC
	Fluency WPM PREEXFLU
	Retelling % PREEXRET
	Comprehension PREEXCOM

	A
	3
	97.21
	44
	90
	90

	B
	8
	92.56
	30
	0
	0

	C
	55
	48.85
	8
	0
	0

	D
	3
	97.21
	34
	20
	50

	E
	2
	98.14
	22
	10
	50

	F
	23
	78.61
	19
	10
	0

	G
	6
	94.42
	18
	0
	10

	Mean
	14.29
	86.71
	25.00
	18.57
	28.57

	Median
	6.00
	94.42
	22.00
	10.00
	10.00

	Mode
	3
	97.21
	#N/A
	0
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Post-Assessments: Experimental Group
	
	

	Collected: May 21, 2007
	
	
	
	

	Student
	Errors Running Words (107) POSEXERR
	Accuracy % POSEXACC
	Fluency WPM POSEXFLU
	Retelling % POSEXRET
	Comprehension POSEXCOM

	A
	0
	100
	57
	100
	100

	B
	2
	98.14
	46
	60
	60

	C
	40
	62.8
	15
	100
	100

	D
	3
	97.21
	43
	100
	100

	E
	2
	98.14
	41
	50
	70

	F
	7
	93.49
	33
	90
	80

	G
	8
	92.56
	27
	60
	70

	Mean
	8.86
	91.76
	37.43
	80.00
	82.86

	Median
	3.00
	97.21
	41.00
	90.00
	80.00

	Mode
	2
	98.14
	#N/A
	100
	100


APPENDIX L

Differences Between Control and Experimental Groups

	
	Control Group
	
	
	
	

	
	Student
	Errors Running Words (107
	Accuracy %
	Fluency
	Retelling %
	Comprehension

	Pre-Assessment
	Mean
	14.86
	86.18
	27.43
	18.57
	34.29

	
	Median
	7.00
	93.49
	28.00
	10.00
	40.00

	
	Mode
	7.00
	93.49
	#N/A
	10.00
	40.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Post-Assessment
	Mean
	10.00
	88.40
	42.14
	31.43
	52.86

	
	Median
	4.00
	96.02
	44.00
	40.00
	70.00

	
	Mode
	4.00
	#N/A
	#N/A
	10.00
	70.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difference
	Mean
	-4.86
	2.22
	14.71
	12.86
	18.57

	(Control)
	Median
	-3.00
	2.53
	16.00
	30.00
	30.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Experimental Group
	
	
	
	

	
	Student
	Errors Running Words (107
	Accuracy %
	Fluency
	Retelling %
	Comprehension

	Pre-Assessment
	Mean
	14.29
	86.71
	25.00
	18.57
	28.57

	
	Median
	6.00
	94.42
	22.00
	10.00
	10.00

	
	Mode
	3.00
	97.21
	#N/A
	0.00
	0.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Post-Assessment
	Mean
	8.86
	91.76
	37.43
	80.00
	82.86

	
	Median
	3.00
	97.21
	41.00
	90.00
	80.00

	
	Mode
	2.00
	98.14
	#N/A
	100.00
	100.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difference
	Mean
	-5.43
	5.05
	12.43
	61.43
	54.29

	(Experimental)
	Median
	-3.00
	2.79
	19.00
	80.00
	70.00

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Difference
	Mean
	-0.57
	2.83
	-2.29
	48.57
	35.71

	Between Groups
	Median
	0.00
	0.26
	3.00
	50.00
	40.00


APPENDIX M

T-test Comparing Pre Assessments for Control and Experimental Groups

	T-test Comparing Pre-Assessment Scores for Control and Experimental Groups

	Paired Samples Statistics

	 
	 
	Mean
	N
	Std Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	PRECONER PREEXERR
	14.8571 14.2857
	7
	16.51695 19.35385
	6.24282 7.31507

	Pair 2
	PRECONAC PREEXACC
	86.1829 86.7143
	7
	15.36076 17.99908
	5.80582 6.80301

	Pair 3
	PRECONFL PREEXFLU
	27.4286 25.0000
	7
	16.18494 11.90238
	6.11733 4.49868

	Pair 4
	PRECONRE PREEXRET
	18.5714 18.5714
	7
	19.51800 32.36694
	7.37711 12.23355

	Pair 5
	PRECONCO PREEXCOM
	34.2857 28.5714
	7
	24.39750 35.32165
	9.22139 13.35033

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paired Samples Correlations
	

	 
	 
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.
	

	Pair 1
	PRECONER PREEXERR
	7
	-0.171
	0.713
	

	Pair 2
	PRECONAC PREEXACC
	7
	-0.171
	0.713
	

	Pair 3
	PRECONFL PREEXFLU
	7
	0.144
	0.757
	

	Pair 4
	PRECONRE PREEXRET
	7
	-0.057
	0.904
	

	Pair 5
	PRECONCO PREEXCOM
	7
	-0.320
	0.483
	


	 
	 
	Paired Differences

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	Pair 1
	PRECONER PREEXERR
	0.5714
	27.51277
	10.39885
	-24.8736
	26.0165
	0.055
	6
	0.958

	Pair 2
	PRECONAC PREEXACC
	-0.5314
	25.58687
	9.67093
	-24.1953
	23.1325
	-0.055
	6
	0.958

	Pair 3
	PRECONFL PREEXFLU
	2.4286
	18.65348
	7.05035
	-14.8230
	19.6802
	0.344
	6
	0.742

	Pair 4
	PRECONRE PREEXRET
	0.0000
	38.72983
	14.63850
	-35.8191
	35.8191
	0.000
	6
	1.000

	Pair 5
	PRECONCO PREEXCOM
	5.7143
	48.94117
	18.49802
	-39.5487
	50.9773
	0.309
	6
	0.768


APPENDIX N

T-test Comparing Pre and Post Assessments for the Experimental Group

	T-test Comparing Pre and Post Assessments for Experimental Group

	Paired Samples Statistics

	 
	 
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	PREEXERR POSEXERR
	14.2857 8.8571
	7
	19.35385 14.02888
	7.31507 5.30242

	Pair 2
	PREEXACC POSEXACC
	86.7143 91.7629
	7
	17.99908 13.04686
	6.80301 4.93125

	Pair 3
	PREEXFLU POSEXFLU
	25.0000 37.4286
	7
	11.90238 13.73386
	4.49868 5.19091

	Pair 4
	PREEXRET POSEXRET
	18.5714 80.0000
	7
	32.36694 22.36068
	12.23355 8.45154

	Pair 5
	PREEXCOM POSEXCOM
	28.5714 82.8571
	7
	35.32165 17.04336
	13.35033 6.44179

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paired Samples Correlations

	 
	 
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.
	 

	Pair 1
	PREEXERR POSEXERR
	7
	0.953
	0.001
	 

	Pair 2
	PREEXACC POSEXACC
	7
	0.953
	0.001
	 

	Pair 3
	PREEXFLU POSEXFLU
	7
	0.953
	0.001
	 

	Pair 4
	PREEXRET POSEXRET
	7
	0.461
	0.298
	 

	Pair 5
	PREEXCOM POSEXCOM
	7
	0.451
	0.310
	 


	 
	 
	Paired Differences

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	Pair 1
	PREEXERR POSEXERR
	5.4286
	7.34523
	2.77624
	-1.3646
	12.2218
	1.955
	6
	0.098

	Pair 2
	PREEXACC POSEXACC
	-5.0486
	6.83106
	2.58190
	-11.3663
	1.2691
	-1.955
	6
	0.098

	Pair 3
	PREEXFLU POSEXFLU
	-12.4286
	4.31498
	1.63091
	-16.4193
	-8.4379
	-7.621
	6
	0.000

	Pair 4
	PREEXRET POSEXRET
	-61.4286
	29.68084
	11.21830
	-88.8788
	-33.9784
	-5.476
	6
	0.002

	Pair 5
	PREEXCOM POSEXCOM
	-54.2857
	31.54739
	11.92379
	-83.4622
	-25.1092
	-4.553
	6
	0.004


APPENDIX O

T-test Comparing Post Assessments for Control and Experimental Groups

	T-test Com0aring Post Assessments for Control and Experimental Groups

	Paired Samples Statistics

	 
	 
	Mean
	N
	Std Deviation
	Std. Error Mean

	Pair 1
	POSCONER POSEXERR
	12.8571 8.8571
	7
	23.08989 14.02888
	8.72716 5.30242

	Pair 2
	POSCONAC POSEXACC
	88.4414 91.7629
	7
	20.42373 13.04686
	7.71945 4.93125

	Pair 3
	POSCONFL POSEXFLU
	42.1429 37.4286
	7
	22.41598 13.73386
	8.47244 5.19091

	Pair 4
	POSCONRE POSEXRET
	31.4286 80.0000
	7
	25.44836 22.36068
	9.61858 8.45154

	Pair 5
	POSCONCO POSEXCOM
	52.8571 82.8571
	7
	33.52327 17.04336
	12.67060 6.44179

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Paired Samples Correlations
	

	 
	 
	N
	Correlation
	Sig.
	

	Pair 1
	POSCONER POSEXERR
	7
	-0.036
	0.939
	

	Pair 2
	POSCONAC POSEXACC
	7
	-0.037
	0.938
	

	Pair 3
	POSCONFL POSEXFLU
	7
	0.221
	0.634
	

	Pair 4
	POSCONRE POSEXRET
	7
	-0.146
	0.754
	

	Pair 5
	POSCONCO POSEXCOM
	7
	-0.104
	0.824
	


	 
	 
	Paired Differences

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Std. Error Mean
	Lower
	Upper
	t
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	Pair 1
	POSCONER POSEXERR
	4.0000
	27.44692
	10.37596
	-21.3942
	29.3842
	0.386
	6
	0.713

	Pair 2
	POSCONAC POSEXACC
	-3.3214
	24.63393
	9.31075
	-26.1040
	19.4612
	-0.357
	6
	0.734

	Pair 3
	POSCONFL POSEXFLU
	4.7143
	23.55642
	8.90349
	-17.0718
	26.5003
	0.529
	6
	0.615

	Pair 4
	POSCONRE POSEXRET
	-48.5714
	36.25308
	13.70238
	-82.0999
	-15.0429
	-3.545
	6
	0.012

	Pair 5
	POSCONCO POSEXCOM
	-30.0000
	39.1578
	14.80026
	-66.2149
	6.2149
	-2.027
	6
	0.089








