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ABSTRACT The authors compared phonics and reading
comprehension achievement of 1st-grade children and reading
achievement of 2nd-grade children who received daily sup-
plemental reading instruction with the achievement of chil-
dren who did not receive supplemental instruction. The
authors collected data through individual administration of
phonics and reading tasks, classroom observations and field
notes, and teacher interviews. First- and 2nd-grade children
served by models that included daily instruction as a supple-
ment to their regular classroom reading instruction achieved
significantly higher scores on the reading comprehension
measure than did students in the models without this feature.
Yet, authors found no significant differences between the 1st-
grade students in the 2 groups on phonics measure. Findings
have implications for policy making when educators decide to
include supplemental instructional opportunities in their
overall school literacy plan.

Key words: early reading, struggling first-grade and second-
grade readers, supplemental instruction

he importance of early reading cannot be under-
stated. Children who struggle with reading in the
early grades often remain behind their peers
throughout school, and academic progress in all subject
areas suffers. The Administration of President George W.
Bush designed the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act in
reaction to the many children who have “slipped through
the cracks” in the primary grades and who subsequently
struggled in school. Reading First, a salient component of
NCLB, has recently guided the reading curriculum and pro-
grams in many states. One required component of Reading
First is that states and districts provide supplemental
instruction to students who do not progress within the reg-
ular classroom instructional model. The regulations signif-
icantly emphasize that the additional instruction supple-
ments, not supplants, students’ regular reading instruction
program and that these programs target students who are
still behind their peers. The regulations encourage inten-
sive individual or small-group instruction.
Despite complaints about some aspects of Reading First,
such as lack of local control over education and criticism of
the legislation as just another era of federalized testing and
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curriculum control (Allington, 2002), researchers and edu-
cators (Shanahan, 2002) have approved and even
expressed relief at the inclusion of provisions for struggling
readers. The International Reading Association (2000) has
issued a position statement on “children’s rights” in regard
to reading instruction. One of those rights states that
“Children who are struggling as learners have a right to
receive supplemental instruction from professionals specif-
ically prepared to teach reading.” Reading programs now
include supplemental components to their reading materi-
als to attract districts to their instructional models. That
addition to many teachers’ reading instruction is often cel-
ebrated, but it also needs further examination. Does sup-
plemental instruction help struggling readers? We exam-
ined students’ phonics and reading comprehension
achievement after 1 year in relation to whether they
received supplemental reading instruction.

Early Reading Intervention as a Supplement to a Literacy
Program

In the last few decades, the field of literacy has experi-
enced a shift toward concern about children who histori-
cally have been left behind. Whereas many educators advo-
cate improved overall practices of primary-grade teachers
(Allington, 2002; Anders, Hoffman, & Duffy, 2002; Pear-
son, 1999; Pressley, 2002), others emphasize the need for
early-intervention programs for children at risk for school
failure. Of the many interventions, some are supplemental
programs that educators designed as an addition to stu-
dents’ regular classroom instruction. The idea behind sup-
plemental programs is that students are part of a heteroge-
neous class of students that participate in daily work with
their peers, and during another part of the day (sometimes
before or after school but often during academic time other
than literacy instruction), participate in small groups or
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receive one-on-one focused attention on specific literacy
needs with students of like ability.

Interventions have various instructional foci; some read-
ing interventions focus on systematic phonics, whereas
other interventions focus on the development of a love of
literature. Studies of such interventions that targeted chil-
dren who were struggling with literacy in the primary
grades clearly showed that children who received interven-
tion services outperformed children who received only
“status quo” (Hiebert & Taylor, 2000, p. 467) instruction,
regardless of the focus of instruction. The organizational
and instructional features across the interventions
reviewed by Hiebert and Taylor included (a) small-group or
one-on-one teaching, (b) reading and rereading a variety of
texts in 1 week, (c) self-monitoring of reading, (d) regular
assessment, and (e) writing to develop phonemic awareness
and subsequent phonics skills. Nearly all studies that we
reviewed included kindergarten and first-grade children.

Several comparison studies suggest that some instruction-
al interventions are more helpful than others. Pinnell,
Lyons, Bryk, and Seltzer (1994) compared the effectiveness
of Reading Recovery, a popular one-on-one reading inter-
vention for first graders, with three other instructional mod-
els and a control group. Two of the interventions were one-
on-one tutoring models and the other groups were
whole-class instructional models. The students who
received Reading Recovery training in addition to their reg-
ular classroom instruction performed best on all measures,
followed by the other tutoring models, illustrating that indi-
vidual tutoring may be “necessary, but not sufficient” for
struggling readers to make adequate progress (p. 31). In an
independent evaluation of Reading Recovery (Shanahan &
Barr, 1994), effects of the program were mixed and raised
new questions about supplemental interventions in general.

In other comparison studies, researchers have examined
tutoring programs that occur within larger instruction
models (e.g., Wasik & Slavin, 1993). For example, in the
schoolwide reading program, Success for All, children in
Grades 1-3 receive tutoring every day for 20 min in addi-
tion to their regular instruction that has the same content
and pedagogical focus. In a study comparing the model to
others that offer one-to-one tutoring, students who
received one-to-one tutoring outperformed those who
received small-group or whole-group instruction. However,
students who received a tutoring model that was integrated
into their regular classroom instruction (such as Success for
All) had the most significant results (Wasik & Slavin).

Still other studies illustrated that supplemental training
on skills in small or large groups of students can enhance
literacy performance. One study conducted by the Nation-
al Institute of Child Health and Human Development
(NICHD) illustrates that only 15 min of daily phonologi-
cal training activities in addition to regular instruction can
help kindergarten children accelerate their growth in
phonological training (Foorman, Francis, Fletcher,
Schatzschneider, & Mehta, 1998).
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Another study of supplemental instruction serving small
groups (Gunn, Molkowski, Biglan, & Black, 2000) report-
ed that primary-grade children who received supplemental
instruction performed significantly better on word attack
skills, word identification, fluency, vocabulary, and reading
comprehension measures than did those who had not
received supplemental instruction. The same findings
applied to students whose first language was not English
(Goldenberg, 1994; Gunn et al.; Hudson & Smith, 2001).
In those cases, the supplemental instruction occurred with
small groups of students at least three times a week for 30
min or more and focused on the measured skills.

In a review of five supplemental programs, Pikulski
(1994) found that a common feature of five interventions
was that each intervention was in addition to, not a sub-
stitute for, the instruction that students received as part
of their regular programs. Whereas some of the programs,
such as Reading Recovery, were pull-out programs with
little coordination with the instruction in the regular
classroom, others were conducted by the regular class-
room teachers. All five programs were successful at pre-
venting reading problems. However, those interventions
that were coordinated with the regular classroom program
resulted in the highest gains on student achievement
measures.

Clearly, some studies support supplemental instruction
in early reading as an intervention for preventing reading
failure. However, there is a paucity of studies that examine
effects for students beyond first grade and even fewer with
individually administered measures of phonics and reading
comprehension. We contribute to the literature by exam-
ining how first- and second-grade students achieve on mea-
sures of phonics and reading comprehension after receiving
supplemental instruction for 1 year. We focus on the fol-
lowing research questions:

Do first graders achieve more knowledge of phonics after
they receive supplemental instruction?

Do first- and second-grade students achieve more knowl-
edge of reading comprehension after they receive sup-
plemental instruction?

Method

Background

In 1998, the legislature in the state in which this study
took place passed a bill designed to improve literacy
achievement. The first initiative was that the legislature
establish the Early Reading Incentive Grant (ERIG) pro-
gram in which schools competed for grants, matched in
dollar amounts by their schools, to adopt instructional
models that would improve the reading achievement of
primary-grade students reading at low levels. We conduct-
ed a large study in which we examined the implementation
and effects of the state program.
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Some of the instructional models adopted through the
state program included supplemental instruction for strug-
gling readers, which was incorporated into their overall lit-
eracy instruction plan. We examined the effects of 1 year of
supplemental instruction on first-grade children considered
struggling readers on their phonics and reading compre-
hension achievement, along with second-grade children
considered struggling readers on their reading comprehen-
sion achievement.

Participants

The study included 196 children in 17 schools. We invit-
ed teachers to participate through their principals and
requested teachers who were particularly successful at
implementing the instructional model awarded through
the grant program for at least 1 year. The principals distrib-
uted consent forms to teachers; upon selection, we
explained to each teacher that the children we wanted to
study were those struggling with reading or learning to
read. We asked that by October 1 of the first year of the
study, the teachers identify the lowest achieving 20% of
students in their classes. Consenting students became the
targeted group of children that we tested on the phonics
application and reading tasks. The gender distribution was
57.2% boys and 42.5% girls. The student ethnicity distri-
bution was 79% Caucasian, 16.3% African American, and
4% Other (mostly Latino). In terms of economic level,
56.5% received federal free breakfasts and lunches and
25.5% did not (18% were unknown). The 29 teachers who
participated in the larger study had from 3 to 27 years of
experience; 27 teachers were women (all White except 1
African American) and 2 were men.

Instruments. We tested children on Clay’s Hearing
Sounds in Words Test (Clay, 1993), a phonics application
task that includes encoding a sentence, and on the Flynt-
Cooter Informal Reading Inventory, a reading assessment
that includes a record of errors, oral and silent reading of
fiction and nonfiction passages, retellings of each passage,
and comprehension questions (Flynt & Cooter, 2001).

On the Clay test, the examiner read two sentences to
the child: “The bus is coming fast. It will stop here to let
me get on.” Then the sentences were read again, word by
word, and the children encoded the sentence as the
researcher/author dictated. We encouraged the children
to do the best that they could with the spelling and “use
the sounds of words to write as much as you can.” The
children scored a point for each letter or group of letters
they wrote that correctly corresponded to the sounds in
the words. Children could score from 0 to 37 on the test.
We selected Clay’s test because we believed that it is a
more authentic assessment of phonics understanding and
use than are more traditional phonological tests. Only
the first-grade students took the test because they repre-
sented the age group for which the test originally was
normed.
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The Flynt-Cooter Informal Reading Inventory requires
children to read fiction and nonfiction passages, retell what
they read, and answer a series of comprehension questions.
The passages include wordless picture stories at the lowest
level in which the child “reads” pictures to complex written
passages at the highest level. We selected an informal read-
ing inventory because we wanted an assessment of reading
comprehension and an error count that resulted in a numer-
ical score (grade level) by which we could compare achieve-
ment. We selected the Flynt-Cooter Informal Reading
Inventory for first and second graders because the stories
were more interesting and appropriate for our participants
than were those in other inventories we examined.

Data collection. The project director and the first author
trained the other authors to use each of the testing instru-
ments listed above. The training involved an explanation
and demonstration of the testing procedures and observa-
tion of videotapes of the project director testing various
children. We scored the children’s tests and discussed
results, then provided more explanation and demonstra-
tion. Children received pretesting during October and
November of Year 1 of the study and posttesting during
May. During Year 2, we tested the children in September
and May. Children were tested in one-on-one situations in
quiet places, arranged by the classroom teacher or grant
administrator for periods of no more than 30 min at a time.
Pretesting took approximately 30 min per child and
posttesting took 60-90 min per child for most children; we
met each child two or three times. We attempted to make
the children comfortable and rewarded them afterwards
with stickers. We also tape recorded all reading passages.

Analysis of achievement data. Clay’s Hearing Sounds in
Words phonics test ranges from 1 to 37, with intervals of 1.
Children gained an average of 11 points, typical of children
in first grade as compared with national norms (Clay,
1995). That finding indicated that children made better
use of phonics in order to communicate. Examples of chil-
dren who scored at the average and high ranges are illus-
trated below.

Student 1. In the fall of first grade, this student knew
something about phonics and could use it a bit to write.
She began with a score of 25 with the following: “The bs is
cming it wll stp nr to lt mi go ot.” In the spring, she wrote,
“The bus is cmeing. It will stop her to let me get on,” which
received a score of 35, showing a growth score of 10 points.

Student 2. This student showed much growth. She start-
ed with a score similar to the previous child but made more
progress on the test. In the fall of first grade, she scored a 20
with, “The b cris cing et y t tp t to It me go fo.” In spring,
she got a perfect score (37) by writing, “The bus is coming.
[t will stop here to let me get on.”

Reading scores assessed by the Flynt-Cooter passages indi-
cate the grade level on which the average child was read-
ing during the pre- and posttesting periods. (See Appendix
A for Flynt-Cooter scoring.)



102

Two of the authors were trained to individually score
every Clay test; these scores were compared against one
another for accuracy. When we disagreed about a score, a
third author joined the conversation and the group negoti-
ated the final score. Three authors examined and scored
approximately three fourths of the Flynt-Cooter reading
tests. Those tests deemed less clear were scored subse-
quently by a project director who was an expert in oral
reading assessment and who listened to each oral rendition
of the fiction and nonfiction reading samples, then made
the final judgment. Then, after we entered all data into the
database, two authors reviewed the tests for each child
individually for accuracy in data entry.

We statistically analyzed test score data in two ways.
First, we subtracted subpretest scores from posttest scores.
We used the resulting gain scores as dependent variables in
a t test; the independent variable was supplemental instruc-
tion. Second, we used ANCOVA with the (a) posttest
score as the dependent variable, (b) pretest score as the
covariate, and (c) independent variable as supplemental
instruction. The research question for the quantitative
analysis was, Do first- or second-grade children who receive
daily supplemental instruction in addition to their regular
literacy instruction statistically outperform children who
receive only regular instruction after 1 year?

Data Collection and Analysis of Practices

We collected data on the instructional models by (a)
observing the teachers and taking field notes and (b) inter-
viewing the teachers about their practices.

Observations. We contacted schools and made arrange-
ments to observe the teachers who had been identified pre-
viously as fully implementing the instructional model
adopted through the state program and whose students we
had assessed on the literacy measures. We visited each
teacher twice during the year and observed from 30 to 180
min during each visit, depending on how long literacy
instruction and supplemental instruction were conducted.
The average amount of time observed was 90 min.
Researchers sat in the room and recorded what the teach-
ers said and did in the form of field notes that they later
typed and filled in, so that each account read like a story of
what happened during the visit.

Interviews. The researchers interviewed the classroom
teachers the same day the observations were made. The
questions that we asked included (a) how children were
selected for testing (to ensure that we were studying the
bottom 20%); (b) whether target children received other
additional literacy-related services (such as after-school
tutoring); (c) whether observed instruction was the child’s
regular or supplemental instruction; (d) how often children
received supplemental instruction each week, for how long,
and when; and (e) who else we should interview to acquire
a complete picture of the children’s instruction. (See
Appendix B for interview protocol.)
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Inclusion in the analysis. After all observations and inter-
views were complete, we analyzed data qualitatively by
using procedures from Miles and Huberman (1994).
Through the analyses, we identified those students who
received supplemental instruction as children receiving a
structured daily or almost-daily literacy experience in addi-
tion to their regular literacy instruction. We used the term
literacy experience to include those children who were
involved in daily or almost-daily literacy activity as part of
a planned effort to provide supplemental help but who
might not always have had direct contact with teachers.
We grouped all children who received supplemental
instruction and compared their achievement with those
who received no additional instruction. Supplemental
instruction was intended in some instructional models but
not in others. Also, in some models, supplemental instruc-
tion was supposed to happen, but was not enacted. Thus,
we looked beyond model titles to what occurred as the
teacher enacted them.

In the larger study, less than half of the children that we
tested received supplemental instruction according to our
definition. Only 39 first graders and 20 second graders
received at least 30 min of additional instruction each day,
even though the original intent of the state bill was to fund
interventions. The first graders included 2 children in the
Book Club, 6 children in Carbo Reading, 11 children in
the early intervention group, 10 children in a locally
designed model, and 10 children in the Reading Recovery
group. Of the 20 second graders, 7 children participated in
Carbo Reading, 7 children participated in the early inter-
vention group, and 6 children participated in the locally
designed model. Table 1 lists the amount of time that the
children spent in instruction that supplemented other lit-
eracy training and the primary activities that characterized
the instruction.

Book Club. Teachers at the participating schools
designed the Book Club intervention so that children
would read entire books and then discuss them in “Oprah
style” conversations. Several teachers in one school adopt-
ed the Book Club model. However, only one teacher
implemented the program regularly so that we could desig-
nate the students as receiving supplemental instruction;
this teacher served only 2 of the target children. The
teacher held an after-school Book Club where children
read and talked about chapter-length books. The club
included all children who wanted to participate, not just
struggling readers. The group met twice a week, but the
teachers expected children to read the Book Club books at
home every night for 20-30 min, in addition to their regu-
lar literacy reading during the school day. Thus, three of
the five daily sessions included no interaction with a
teacher.

Carbo Reading. Carbo Reading is a literacy program that
we used to focus on meeting the individual needs of learn-
ers through assessment and attention to students’ particular
learning styles. With Carbo Reading, teachers match
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TABLE 1. Supplemental Instruction Models

Number of students  pfinutes

Model Grade 1 Grade2 per week Instructional focus
Book Club 2 0 150 Read books and talk
Carbo Reading 6 7 150 Read books on tape; read with a teacher
Early Intervention 11 7 150-225 Word work, reading, writing
Locally Designed 10 6 225 Reading little books; strategy instruction
Reading Recovery 10 0 150 Reading little books; strategy instruction;
individual coaching
Total 39 20

instructional activities to students’ learning styles, whether
auditory, visual, or kinesthetic. Thus, materials such as
books on tape or three-dimensional characters from books
become important for some learners. Two schools imple-
mented the Carbo model but only one school included stu-
dents in supplemental instruction. That school employed a
“Carbo coach” to take children aside during the school day
and give them one-on-one coaching while they read. Or,
the coach arranged for the students to “read” stories on tape
by using headsets. In some cases, students listened to the
tapes two or three times with little or no interaction
between the repeated readings. In both methods, the coach
met with each child in a conference to discuss what the stu-
dents read. The coach asked questions that encouraged stu-
dents to think about the meaning of the story; the ques-
tions tended to be based on literal recall or knowledge
level. We included the 6 children targeted for the program
in the analysis of supplemental instruction because they
received at least 30 min of additional literacy attention
each day.

Locally designed model. This supplementary reading inter-
vention was developed locally by using Reading Recovery
as a model for specific reading strategies instruction. In the
locally designed model, the teacher worked for 45 min daily
with small groups of children who were reading at the same
level. The primary activity was the repeated reading of
small-sized books with explicit instruction on strategies and
teaching skills in context. An instructional aide who had
been trained by a Reading Recovery teacher taught the
locally designed model.

Early reading intervention. The early reading intervention
model, developed by Taylor, Strait, and Medo (1994), pro-
vided daily in-class remedial instruction to 3-6 struggling
readers for 30-45 min. The supplemental instruction was in
addition to the students’ regular literacy instruction and
was conducted by the regular classroom teacher. The model
involved approximately 10-15 min of word work, 10-15
min of reading-connected text, and 10-15 min of writing
in response to the reading. Although we intended that the
early reading intervention would be supplemental, it was
not always the case. That is, in some of the classrooms,
teachers used the intervention instruction time as the chil-

dren’s reading instruction. Thus, for this analysis, we
included only those students who participated in the early
reading intervention when it supplemented their regular
classroom instruction.

Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery is a widely known
program designed to give first graders extensive help to ele-
vate their scores to grade level. The teachers were well
trained and worked one-on-one with the children for 30
min every day. The 10 Reading Recovery children missed
30 min of regular instruction (for some it was literacy, for
others it was another subject), but the children still
received at least 2 hr of other literacy instruction provided
by their regular teachers; thus, their intervention was sup-
plementary according to our definition.

Results

Thirty-nine first-grade children and 20 second-grade
children served by models that included daily intensive
instruction as a supplement to their regular classroom read-
ing instruction achieved significantly higher on the Flynt-
Cooter reading passage than did 84 first-grade and 43
second-grade children who did not receive supplemental
instruction. We performed ANCOVA with (a) the posttest
on the Flynt-Cooter reading passages test as the dependent
variable, (b) pretest as the covariate, and (c) group (daily
supplemental instruction or no daily supplemental instruc-
tion) as the dependent variable. We analyzed data from
children in the first grade. The posttest for the students
receiving supplemental instruction (Adj. M = 1.59, SE =
0.08, n = 39) significantly exceeded that of students who
did not receive supplemental instruction (Adj. M = 1.38,
SE =0.05,n = 84), F(1, 20) = 4.64, p = .03. A ¢ test com-
paring mean gain scores for the instructional treatments
was not significant, p = .06.

We applied similar analyses to the data from second
graders in the study. For the students receiving supplemen-
tal instruction, ANCOVA revealed that the Flynt-Cooter
posttest (Adj. M = 3.00, SE = 0.14, n = 20) significantly
exceeded that of the students who did not receive supple-
mental instruction (M = 2.64, SE = 0.09, n = 43), F(1, 60)
=5.02, p = .03. In addition, the mean gain for the second-
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grade students who received supplemental instruction (M
= 0.53, SD = 0.66, n = 20) significantly exceeded mean
gain for students who did not receive supplemental instruc-
tion (M = 0.15, SD = 0.60, n = 43), t(61) = 2.23, p = .03.
The evidence suggested a positive effect for daily supple-
mental intensive instruction.

There were no significant differences between the phon-
ics achievement of the 39 first-grade children who received
daily supplemental instruction in addition to their regular
classroom reading instruction and the 84 first graders who
did not receive supplemental instruction.

Discussion

Why did the supplemental reading instruction raise stu-
dents’ achievement on the reading comprehension mea-
sure? Why did that instruction not raise the achievement of
first graders on the phonics measure? Those questions are
discussed and explained in light of what we know about
early reading, interventions, and supplemental instruction.
First, however, we qualify those findings within the limita-
tions in this study.

Limitations

This type of classroom study is at risk for contextual con-
straints. We believe that our decision to test children indi-
vidually—and follow them as individuals—revealed sub-
stantially more valid findings than would standardized,
paper-and-pencil tests. Yet, we recognize that poverty, home
discourse and literacy practices, education level of mothers,
general abilities of individual children, and other variables
affect achievement (Hart & Risley, 1995; Lareau, 2000;
Miller, 1995; Purcell-Gates, 1995). Although our longitudi-
nal design and ethnographic techniques combat some of the
research constraints, similar studies are needed for educators
to understand patterns of student achievement.

Another limitation originates from one of the strengths
of the design of this study. Because we initially determined
supplemental instruction through qualitative analyses, we
could not structure the study to include large numbers of
one kind of supplemental study. Thus, we grouped all vari-
ations of supplemental instruction if they qualified by our
conservative definition (daily or almost-daily literacy for
an additional 30 min or more). Although students includ-
ed in the analysis did receive supplemental instruction,
across the 39 first graders and 20 second graders, the details
of what happened in those settings differed somewhat.
Therefore, we cannot make policy suggestions regarding
any particular kind of model.

Supplemental Instruction and Reading Achievement

Although most literacy scholars agree that quality class-
room instruction in the primary grades is the single best
weapon against reading failure (Pressley, 2002; Snow,
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Burns, & Griffin, 1998), most also agree that despite excel-
lent instruction, some children need more time with their
teacher and time in small-group settings rather than whole-
class instruction. Our study supports supplemental reading
for struggling readers in first and second grades.

We are not surprised that the children who received daily
instruction in literacy, in addition to their regular classroom
instruction, performed better than did those who received
regular instruction only, however good the regular teaching
might have been. We expected that the more children read,
the better readers they would become (Allington, 2002). In
all five of the supplemental models, students read connected
text as the primary activity each day or nearly each day in
addition to instructional activities that were part of their reg-
ular instruction. More reading time usually occurred with
more help or scaffolding as the children read, that is, more
time with the teacher. Although in some models additional
feedback did not occur every day (such as in the Book Club
and Carbo Reading), students had additional time with the
teacher to discuss the reading that they did on their own.
Thus, we expected that the children who received more
instruction would spend more time reading text and receiv-
ing more help. Wasik and Slavin (1993) emphasized that
supplemental instruction can increase the amount of time
that a child reads text, although they emphasized the impor-
tance of feedback. That is a simple but important finding.

Many teachers, however, know that just setting time aside
for additional reading does not always help low achievers
read more (Delpit, 1995; Purcell-Gates, 1995). Much
research, especially from the field of special education (Klenk
& Kibby, 2000), has illustrated that quality teaching (not just
quantity) is key to improved achievement. If children simply
get more of the same inferior teaching, one can reasonably
believe that they will become more disengaged. Low-quality
teaching can often lead to wasted time on the part of strug-
gling readers. Thus, we hesitate to state that supplemental
instruction works without also reminding readers that the
supplemental instruction models were taught by teachers
who were nominated by their principals as those who best
implemented the instructional models. That leads us to
believe that those teachers were not conducting poor instruc-
tion but were conducting instruction that led to increased
reading for the children in this study.

Why Not Phonics?

We were not surprised to find nonsignificance with the
phonics measure. Although Clay (1993) designed the
Hearing Sounds in Words test for first graders, it has a ceil-
ing (score of 37) that prevents us from knowing exactly
how much the students could have achieved had we used a
different measure. Perhaps the difference between the
achievement of students who received supplemental
instruction and those who did not was too subtle for us to
detect. Furthermore, the children who received the supple-
mental instruction and achieved higher scores in reading



November/December 2005 [Vol. 99(No. 2)]

may have reached the ceiling on the phonics test; maybe
the reading passage is a better assessment of growth even
with first graders than are other assessments. Yet, if the
measure is not at fault, there are other explanations, as
described in the following paragraphs.

We know from key historical studies that children learn
what they are taught. In 1967, a series of studies was pub-
lished that examined student achievement in light of
instructional models (Bond & Dykstra, 1967/1997). In
those first-grade studies, researchers examined a number of
nonbasal instructional programs and compared them with
the widely used basal programs at that time. Findings over-
all illustrated that students whose programs focused on
phonics did better on those measures than did students in
programs that did not have that focus. The follow-through
studies (Barr, 1984) yielded similar results. The methods
classified as “emphasizing the mechanics of reading” pro-
duced higher achievement on word knowledge and spelling
than did other programs. “No model proved more effective
on . . . reading comprehension” (Barr, p. 552).

We did not include any systematic phonics instruction
in any of the supplemental models. Three of the models did
include phonics instruction, which included word work
(early intervention), decoding as a strategy for online read-
ing (locally designed model and Reading Recovery). Yet,
there was no structured, systematic instruction as endorsed
by many educators (Adams, 1990; Bear, Invernizzi, Tem-
pleton, & Johnston, 2000; Foorman et al., 1998). Instead,
the primary activity in children’s instruction was reading-
connected text; thus, our finding on improved comprehen-
sion, but not phonics, is not a surprise. The National Read-
ing Panel (National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, 2000) has recommended systematic phonics
instruction for all children in primary grades rather than
“hit or miss” phonics.

Educators might argue that as long as children achieve
on the reading comprehension measure (which, in this
case, also included error counts), a measure of phonics is
not important. We want to be careful, though, that we do
not give the impression that it is perfectly fine for educators
to ignore phonics achievement as long as scores on other
reading assessments remain adequate. Although we know
that phonics is only a subskill of reading and that it is pos-
sible for children to raise their reading comprehension lev-
els without raising their phonics achievement, we also rec-
ognize that this could lead to future problems for some
children. Too many struggling readers in the upper elemen-
tary grades are those students who do not have a firm grasp
of phonics and who cannot advance their reading when
confronted with new, lengthy words to decode (Adams,
1990; Bear et al., 2000).

Conclusion

We support the review of intervention studies by
Hiebert and Taylor (2000). Studies of such interventions,
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which targeted children who were struggling with literacy
in the primary grades, clearly show that children who
received intervention services outperformed children who
received only the “status quo” (Hiebert & Taylor, p. 467).
Also, it seems that for the struggling readers in this study,
their being part of “something extra” was not a negative
labeling practice, but instead an effective way for them to
boost their literacy achievement. Perhaps the students
engaged mentally in the work because they had more
interaction time with an adult. That theory has been illus-
trated in studies of outstanding teachers (Pressley, 2002);
studies of tutoring and early interventions also bear this
out (Pikulski, 1994; Torgeson, 1998). Students who
receive more academic attention simply perform better.
We determined that the inclusion of supplemental instruc-
tion as an option for schools attempting to reach all stu-
dents is worth considering.
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Score Grade level

0 Beginning kindergarten
5 Middle kindergarten
1.0 End kindergarten/Beginning 1
1.5 Middle 1
2.0 End 1/Beginning 2

2.5 Middle 2

3.0 End 2/Beginning 3

35 Middle 3

APPENDIX A
Flynt-Cooter Scoring
(Adapted from stories in Flynt-Cooter Reading Inventory, 1993)
Posttests (Form B)

If the child reads “The T-Ball Game” by telling, using
oral-like language only

If the child reads “The T-Ball game” using “written-like
language” but does not read any words

If the child is text-focused when reading “The T-Ball
Game” and knows at least one word

If the child can read “The T-Ball Game” (1-2 miscues
OK) and retells what was read

If the child reads “Birthday at the Zoo” (fiction) and
“Bears” (nonfiction) successfully

If the child reads either “Mary’s New Bike” (fiction) or
“The Night Sky” (nonfiction) successfully OR one of
the stories at a higher level

If the child reads “Mary’s New Bike” (fiction) and “The
Night Sky” (nonfiction) successfully

If the child reads either “Bedtime” (fiction) or “Flying
Flowers” (nonfiction) successfully OR if the child reads
a text at a higher level successfully

Description
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APPENDIX B
Interview Protocol

Date Researcher
Teacher Position
School Instructional Model

Please list the target children you observed. (Use back if needed.)

How were they selected for testing?

Do these children receive any other additional literacy-related services?

How typical is the lesson or lessons I observed?

What else happens regularly that I didn’t observe?

How closely does the instruction observed match the intended model? How is it different? Why is
it different?

Is what I observed the child’s “regular” instruction or “supplemental” instruction?

How often does a given child receive this instruction each week? For how long? When?

Daily 1-2timesaweek_ 3-4timesaweek

Once aweek __ During school______ After school hours____

What else is the child getting (in terms of literacy instruction)? Extended school services? Tutor-
ing? Who else should I interview?

How do you assess the children’s progress?

Is there parent/family involvement? How?

Other comments:
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