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A CONTROL GROUP/EXPERIMENTAL GROUP STUDY
OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS OF
HOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS
PROGRAM,

ABSTRACT

This paper reports on a quasi-experimental studsigieed to determine the effect of Houghton
Mifflin Harcourt Journeys program, on students’ déag skills and strategy use. Twenty-two
grade land grade 5 teachers from 19 different elgarg schools participated in the study as
either control or experimental class teachers. @kperimental classes included significant
numbers of English Language Learners (ELL); howewerELL students were included in the
control classes.

The fifteen teachers participating in the expenitaégroup taught a single unit from
HOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS PROGRAM. Thegnam included teaching
suggestions and program materials for use with Bludents. The seven control group teachers
continued to use the reading programs they had lbearg prior to their involvement in the
study. Experimental group teachers administeredetegt prior to beginning instruction using
JOURNEYS and a posttest after teaching a singlefrom the program; the control group
teachers administered the posttest at the sameaintiee experimental group teachers.

Results of statistical analyses revealed that sitsdeho received instruction using the
JOURNEYS program had statistically significant negdskills and strategy achievement when
compared to students in the control group. Pretegiosttest analyses for the experimental group
revealed significant growth in reading skills aricasegy. In addition, analyses showing the
growth from pretest to posttest for the ELL studéndicated growth from pretest to posttest that
was statistically significant and equal to the riebk students.
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Overview of the Study

This report describes an instructional efficacylgtthat was conducted to determine the
impact ofHOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEY® students’ reading skills
and strategy use.

Project Background

There has never been a greater need to ensutbeh@iading programs that young
students are using are optimally supporting theateweloping the literacy skills required
for success in high school, college, and in thekpiaice.

Because of the importance of determining the affeness of reading programs,
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt contracted with the Edtioaal Research Institute of
America (ERIA) to study the effectivenesstfOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT
JOURNEY Susing an experimental group and a control groupgde$ his report
presents the findings from that study

Research Questions
The following research questions guided the desfghe study and the data analyses:

Is HOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS, effectivenproving
students’ reading skills and strategy use?

IsHOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS, effectivamproving the
reading skills and strategy use of English Languaggning (ELL) students?

Design of the Study

The study was conducted in grades 1 and 5, wittn&r@ group and an experimental
group at each grade level. Control group classromers identified that matched as
closely as possible to the demographic charadtsisf the experimental group
classrooms.

At grade 1, the experimental group included eighthers from six public schools
located in four different states. The control grangluded four teachers from four public
schools located in two different states.

At grade 5, the experimental group included seeactiers from six public schools
located in four different states. The control graugduded three teachers from three
public schools located in the same state.

In total the study included 22 teachers, 19 difiesehools, and 409 students, which
includes both those students enrolled in experiedgmbup classrooms and control group
classrooms.

All of the experimental group teachers taught glsimnit fromHOUGHTON MIFFLIN
HARCOURT JOURNEY &,comprehensive reading/language arts prograstddents in
grades K through 6 that includes teaching suggestmd program materials that can be
used in classrooms with ELL students. During therse of the two to three week study,
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the experimental group teachers usdlUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS,
as their primary program for reading instructiormnd of the participating teachers had
used the program prior to their involvement in shedy.

Upon completion of their participation in the stutlye experimental group teachers
filled out a questionnaire that asked them abaeit thse of the program during the study,
in order to determine the fidelity with which thaged the program materials. The
teachers reported using the program for an avesbtgn school days, with all teachers
reporting that they used the program for at le@gttelays. According to the
guestionnaire results, teachers used the prograanfaverage of one hour per day, with
all teachers reporting that they used the prog@matfleast one half hour per day.

According to their completed questionnaires, teexchegrade 1 and grade 5 who had
ELL students in their classrooms used the ELL tearbuggestions and materials “to
some extent” or “to a great extent.”

All experimental group teachers administered thedgst during the fourth week of April
2009 and administered the posttest in the secoe#t aeMay 2009. Control group
teachers also administered a posttest in the segeakl of May 2009. All tests and
guestionnaires were returned to ERIA the week of V&

Instructional Approach under Study

Following is a description of the program providgdHoughton Mifflin Harcourt
Harcourt:

HOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEY $s a brand new fully
integrated Reading/Language Arts program. Throdghliest in new literature
from Kindergarten to grade sMOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT
JOURNEYS applies the latest research to help all childrecdrae readers. The
Journey begins at Kindergarten where children arteaduced to the concepts of
print through thirty beautiful Big Books and thifRead Alouds Trade Books.
Each read aloud serves to introduce a series of wraabulary that begins an
extraordinary adventure in building words! The ovalcabulary effort continues
throughout the balance of Journeys assuring thatyestudent will have the
vocabulary necessary to excel through grade 6 aebibd.

Vocabulary is further covered through VocabularyOontext student pages and
Vocabulary in Context Cards all designed to provideortant vocabulary
routines and build a strong bank of Tier 1l words &very child.

Comprehension iHOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEY &lso
begins with the Read Alouds at each grade leves iSisupported by direct skill
instruction in the student text for both Comprelhemskills and strategies. Both
vocabulary and comprehension skills and strategresreinforced through
Leveled Vocabulary Readers, 4 Leveled Readers avekRly selections all
designed to help children develop and apply eadhfskbuilding fluency.

Each leveled reader is leveled through the guidasfdeene Fountas, the leading
expert in small group instruction and a consultaaghor for Journeys. Graphic

Educational Research Institute of America



Organizers are a constant that tie each of thesegs together. Critical graphic
organizers are introduced early in each lesson emdforced throughout the
week with each piece of literature and each levedat! For children this means
an opportunity to understand graphic organizersiiway that creates a direct
application to standardized test effectivenesselRag, complete with retelling
cards for support, help children beginning at Kingirten to show the
comprehension they know.

At grades 3-6 Houghton Mifflin Harcourt completls tyear in Unit 6 with a
combination of magazines and trade books desigmeelview skills in a fun and
motivating way. These magazines are a core pateinstruction in
HOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS.

Daily plans are included at all grade levels fatb whole and small group
instruction. The differentiated nature of the sngmtbup allows each child to
progress at their level as they learn grade lekdls Ready Made Workstation
Flipcharts provide the perfect answer for what ttleer children are doing while
their teacher is involved in the small group pl&Weekly To-Do List helps
individualize instruction and keeps each child &ack.
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Description of the Research Sample

Tables 1 and 2 provide demographic summaries of ®hdifferent schools included in

the study. This school data does not provide arg®mn of the make-up of each of the
classes that participated in the study. Howeveridbles do provide general descriptions
of each of the schools and, thereby, an estimatteeoinake-up of the classes that
comprised the sample.

At grade 1, students and teachers from eight dasss in six different schools made up
the experimental group. The control group includealents and teachers from four
classrooms in four different schools. As can be&sed able 1, the average enrollments
of the experimental group schools and the contialig schools were about the same.
The average percentage of students enrolled ifrédagced lunch programs was
somewhat higher in the control group schools tihaheé experimental group schools, as
was the average percentage of minority students.

At grade 5, students and teachers from seven olassrin six different schools made up
the experimental group. The control group inclugealents and teachers from three
different classrooms in three different schoolscAgs be seen in Table 2, the average
enrollment of the experimental group schools wamsesehat lower than the average
enrollment of the control group schools. The avenagrcentage of students enrolled in
free/reduced lunch programs and the average pageof minority students was very
similar in the control group schools and the expental groups schools.
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Demographic Characteristics of Grade 1

Table 1

Experimental Group and Control Group Schools Incluced in the Study

% Students % Students
Free/Reduced With Special
Students Lunch % Education
Location Grades | Enrolled Programs Minority Needs
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP SCHOOLS
Urban Fringe Mid-Size City Kt0 5 230 90% 73% 19%
Urban Fringe Mid-Size City Kt0 6 480 75% 79% 11%
Mid-Size Central City Kto S 289 78% 83% 20%
Mid-Size Central City PKto 6 554 99% 95% 19%
Mid-Size Central City PK to 6 533 70% 70% 21%
Urban Fringe Large City | Kt05 207 56% 47% 19%
Averages 382 78% 75% 18%
CONTROL GROUP SCHOOLS
Mid-Size Central City Kto5 289 78% 83% 20%
Mid-Size Central City PK106| 554 99% 95% 19%
Mid-Size Central City PKt106| 533 70% 70% 21%
Urban Fringe Mid-Size City Kto 5 230 90% 73% 19%
Averages 401 84% 80% 20%
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Demographic Characteristics of Grade 5

Table 2

Experimental Group and Control Group Schools Incluced in the Study

% Students % Students
Free/Reduced With Special
Students Lunch % Education
Location Grades | Enrolled Programs Minority Needs
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP SCHOOLS
Urban Fringe Mid-Size City K -06 480 35% 39% 11%
Urban Fringe Mid-Size City K -05 230 90% 73% 19%
Mid-Size Central City K -06 612 49% 52% 19%
Mid-Size Central City K -05 289 78% 83% 20%
Mid-Size Central City K -05 187 49% 50% 27%
Urban Fringe Large City K -05 207 35% 42% 19%
Averages 334 56% 5% 19%
CONTROL GROUP SCHOOLS
Mid-Size Central City K -06 612 49% 52% 19%
Mid-Size Central City K -05 289 58% 53% 20%
Mid-Size Central City Pk-06 533 70% 70% 21%
Averages 478 59% 58% 20%
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Description of the Assessments

The pretest and posttest assessments used fduthyevgere developed by researchers at
ERIA. There was a different assessment developegiich grade level. Test items on the
pretest were scrambled on the posttest. Each testlaveloped to align with the
instruction and learning outcomes of the unit béaxygght. Table 3 shows the number of
test items included on both tests. The control gneas only administered the posttest.

Table 3
Number of Test Items Included in Each of the
Subtests and on the Total Test
Grade 1 and Grade 5

Grade 1l
Subtests Number of Items
Vocabulary 9
Multiple Meanings 5
Phonics 10
Grammar 5
Comprehension 8

Total 37
Grade 5
Subtests Number of Items
Vocabulary 13
Grammar 12
Comprehension 10

Total 35

Table 4 provides the test reliabilities for thetpsts and posttests administered at both
grades. As can be seen in the tables, the toted selabilities at both grades for both the
pretests and posttests were quite high. Most ngt#ie posttest reliabilities for the four
tests averaged .84 and none of the reliabilities medow .82. The reliabilities indicate
that confidence can be placed in the results ofebis and the data analyses which use
the test results.

Table 4
Experimental and Control Groups Pretest and PosttesReliability Statistics
Grade 1 and Grade 5

Test Group Pretest Reliability* Posttest Reliability*
Grade 1 Experimental .89 .88
Grade 1 Control ** .90
Grade 5 Experimental .79 .82
Grade 5 Control ** .83

*Kuder-Richardson 20
**The Control Group was administered a posttestyon|
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Data Analyses

Data analyses were conducted separately for eacle gfhe <.05 level of significance
was used as the level at which increases wouladbsidered statistically significant for
all of the statistical tests.

Statistical analyses were conducted at each gesgéto compare the control groups to
the experimental groups:

* An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to comptre posttest average
percent correct scores of the control group tqtbsttest average percent correct
scores of the experimental group.

Statistical analyses were conducted at each gesgéto compare the pretest and posttest
scores of the experimental groups:

» A paired comparisotitest was used to compare the percent correctgprsteres
to the percent correct posttest scores for theeeséimple.

» Paired comparisonitests were used to compare the percent correietgprand
posttest scores of the ELL students, as well apéiheent correct pretest and
posttest scores of the non-ELL students.

» The total experimental group at each grade leveldiaded into two groups
based on their pretest scores — those that scagbedt on the pretests and those
that scored lowest on the pretests. Paired congrdriests were used to compare
the percent correct pretest and posttest score agftudents in the lower scoring
pretest group, as well as the percent correct §trated posttest scores of the
higher scoring pretest group.

An effect-size analysis was computed for each efp@ired comparisons. Cohed'’s
statistic was used to determine the effect sizés Statistic provides an indication of the
strengthof the effect of the treatment regardless of th@stical significance. Cohents
statistic is interpreted as follows:

.2 = small effect
.5 = medium effect
.8 = large effect
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Grade 1 Results

Control Group/Experimental Group Posttest Analyses

Researchers at ERIA conducted an Analysis of VaggdANOVA) to determine if the
differences in posttest scores between the cogtorip and the experimental group at
grade 1 were significantly different. The totaltteluded 37 items (worth one point
each) which was an adequate length to conduct aD\AN The .05 level of significance
was used as the level at which differences woulddpeidered statistically significant.
For these analyses, 137 students were includdeiaxperimental group and 65 students
were included in the control group.

Table 5 presents the results of the ANOVA perforrieedetermine if posttest scores of
the grade 1 control group were significantly diéier from the posttest scores of the grade
1 experimental group. The average percent coroeceson the posttest for the control
group was 67.9% and for the experimental groupivaé%, a difference that was
statistically significant at the .0001 level. Thasel of significance indicates that such a
difference would have occurred by chance less ¢mae out of 10,000 repetitions. The
effect size was medium.

Table 5
ANOVA Results Comparing the Total Test Percent Corect Scores of the
Control Group and the Experimental Group on the Po#test

Grade 1
Mean
Number | Percent
of Correct Effect
Test Group Students | Score SD F Test | Significance | Size
Posttest Contr(_)l 65 67.9% 20.2 013.281 <0001 59
Posttest | Experimentg| 137 77.4% 15.8%
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Figure 1 provides a comparison of the average gststtores of the students in the
experimental and control groups. The experimentalg averaged 9% higher than the
control group on the posttests.

Figure 1
Comparison of Posttest Average Scores for Controlral Experimental Groups
Grade 1

85%

80%

-0
70% B3%

60% -

55% -

50% -

Control Group Experimental Group

B Posttest Average Scores
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Pretest/Posttest Analyses

Total Experimental Group Pretest to Posttest Compasons

Table 7 shows the average pretest and posttegisstmrthe grade 1 experimental group.

The differences were analyzed using a paired casgrartest to determine if the

students in the experimental group (including bbthELL and non-ELL students) made
significant gains. The increase from pretest tdtpesin the mean percent correct scores
of the experimental group was significant at th@100rhis level of significance indicates

that such a difference would have occurred by obdess than once out of 10,000
repetitions. The effect size was medium.

Table 7

Paired Comparisont-test Results Comparing the
Experimental Group’s Pretest and Posttest Total TeésPercent Correct Scores

Grade 1
Mean
Percent
Number | Correct Effect
Test Group Students | Score SD | t-test | Significance| Size
Pretest Expe_rlmental 137 68.0% 19"%0.369 <0001 53
Posttes{ Experimental 137 77.4% 15.8%
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ELL and Non-ELL Experimental Group Pretest/PosttestComparisons

Table 8 presents the results of two paired compatitests conducted to determine
whether the pretest to posttest gains of both tHedxperimental group students and the
non-ELL experimental group students were significBoth groups’ average scores
increased in a way that was statistically significd he increase of the non-ELL
students’ scores was significant at the .0001 leMak level of significance indicates that
such a difference would have occurred by chancethes once out of 10,000 repetitions.
The increase of the ELL students’ scores was saggmf at the .005 level. This level of
significance indicates that such a difference wdnade occurred by chance less than 5
times out of 1,000 repetitions. The effect sizedfmth groups were medium, although
the effect size for the ELL students was largenttiee effect size for the non-ELL
students.

Table 8
Paired Comparisont-test Results Comparing the ELL and Non-ELL Experimental
Groups’ Pretest and Posttest Percent Correct Scorem the Total Test

Grade 1
Mean
Number | Percent
of Correct Effect
Test Group Students | Score SD t-test | Significance | Size
Experimental ELL Students
0 q
Pretest | ELL Only 33 57.09%¢ 18.9 % 994 <005 75
Posttestf ELL Only 33 70.6%4 17.2%
Experimental Non-ELL Students
- 0
Pretest | Non-ELL 104 71.5% 18.2 % 194 <0001 50
Posttestf Non-ELL 104 79.7%  14.8Po
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Figures 2 and 3 present the percentages of ELInaneELL students in the grade 1
experimental group scoring below 50%, from 50%4863and 85% or higher on the
pretests and posttests.

Figure 2 shows that for the ELL students the pdegmof students scoring at the lowest
level declined from pretest to posttest and thatp#rcentage of students scoring at the
middle and high levels increased by 30% from ptateposttest while the percentage
scoring at the lowest level decreased by 30%.

Figure 2
Percentage of ELL Students in the Experimental Grop Scoring at Various Levels
on the Pretest and Posttest
Grade 1

80%
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Figure 3 shows that for the non-ELL students thegr@age of students scoring at the
lowest levels declined from pretest to posttestthatithe percentage of students scoring
at the high levels increased from pretest to psiskig more than 10%.

Figure 3
Percentage of Non-ELL Students Scoring at Various évels
on the Pretest and Posttest
Grade 1
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Experimental Group Pretest/Posttest Comparisons foHigh and Low Pretest
Scorers

Table 9 provides a comparison of the pretest astigsi scores for the high and low
pretest scorers. A paired comparisdast was used to determine whether the pretest to
posttest gains of the students who scored the loavethe pretests were as large as those
who scored the highest on the pretests. The staidesre ranked from lowest to highest
based on their pretest scores. The lowest 68 sisidee considered the low pretest
group and the highest 69 students were considbeedigh pretest group. The pretest to
posttest gain made by the low pretest student gnagpsignificant at the .0001 level.

This level of significance indicates that suchféedence would have occurred by chance
less than once out of 10,000 repetitions. The effige for the low pretest group was
large.

The pretest to posttest gain made by the high giretedent group was not statistically
significant. Part of the reason for the non-sigmifit gain was that the high scoring
students scored fairly high on the pretests ancttivas therefore little margin for gain
from pretest to posttest.

Table 9
Paired Comparisont-test Results Comparing the Lower and Higher Scorig Pretest
Groups’ Pretest and Posttest Percent Correct Scorem the Total Test

Grade 1
Mean
Number | Percent
of Correct Effect
Test Group Students | Score SD t-test | Significance | Size
Low Pretest Students
Pretest g’(ta;rimemal 68 | 52.1% | 14.09%
= f’l 7.690| <.0001 1.16
Posttest] Lo . 68 | 69.7% | 16.1%
Experimental
High Pretest Students
Pretest | 10@ 69 | 837%| 7.1%
Experimental 1051 Non- B
Posttest 10 69 | 85.1% | 11.2% Significant
Experimental
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Figures 4 and 5 compare the percentage of gratielérds in the lower and in the higher
scoring pretest groups scoring below 50%, from 5%0®4%, and 85% or higher on the
pretests and posttests.

Figure 4 shows that for the lower scoring pretestig, the percentage of students
scoring at the lowest levels declined by 30% fraetgst to posttest. The percentage of
lower scoring pretest students scoring at the reiddid higher levels both increased.

Figure 4
Percentage of Low Pretest Scoring Students Scorirad Various Levels
on the Pretest and Posttest
Grade 1
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Figure 5 shows that for the higher scoring pregestip, the percentage of students
scoring at the highest level increased by 10% fpoetest to posttest.

Figure 5
Percentage of High Pretest Scoring Students Scorirgg Various Levels
on the Pretest and Posttest
Grade 1
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Grade 5 Results

Control Group/Experimental Group Posttest Analyses

Researchers at ERIA conducted an ANOVA to deterniitiee differences in posttest
scores between the control group and the experahgrdaup at grade 5 were
significantly different. The total test included B&ms (worth one point each) which was
an adequate length to conduct an ANOVA. The .0Blle¥/significance was used as the
level at which differences would be consideredsiaally significant. For these
analyses, 133 students were included in the expatahgroup and 74 students were
included in the control group.

Table 10 presents the results of the ANOVA perfatntedetermine if posttest scores of
the grade 5 control group were significantly diéier from the posttest scores of the grade
5 experimental group. The average percent coroeceson the posttest for the control
group was 62.7% and for the experimental group ¥8a8%, a difference that was
statistically significant at the .0001 level. Thasel of significance indicates that such a
difference would have occurred by chance less ¢mae out of 10,000 repetitions. The
effect size was medium.

Table 10
ANOVA Results Comparing the Total Test Percent Corect Scores of the
Control Group and the Experimental Group on the Po#test

Grade 5
Number | Mean Effect
Test Group Students | Score SD F Test| Significance | Size
Posttest trol 74 2.79 16.7%
osttes Contro 02.7% 16.7% | 54 971| <0001 69
Posttes{ Experimental 133 73.9%| 15.0%
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Figure 6 provides a comparison of the average gststtores of the students in the
experimental and control groups. The experimentalg averaged 13% higher than the
control group on the posttests.

Figure 6
Comparison of Posttest Average Scores for
Control and Experimental Groups of Grade 5 Students
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Pretest/Posttest Analyses

Total Experimental Group Pretest to Posttest Compasons

Table 12 shows the average pretest and posttasissioo the grade 5 experimental
group. The differences were analyzed using a paoetparisori-test to determine if the

students in the experimental group (including bbthELL and non-ELL students) made
significant gains. The increase from pretest tdtpesin the mean percent scores of the

experimental group was significant at the .0001s Tével of significance indicates that

such a difference would have occurred by chancethes once out of 10,000 repetitions.

The effect size was medium.

Table 12
Paired Comparisont-test Results Comparing the
Experimental Group’s Pretest and Posttest Total TeésPercent Correct Scores

Grade 5
Mean
Percent
Number | Correct Effect
Test Group Students | Score SD | t-test | Significance| Size
Pretest Expe_rlmental 133 66.8% 14'8%).368 <0001 51
Posttes{ Experimental 133 73.99%9 15.0%
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ELL and Not-ELL Experimental Group Pretest/Posttest Comparisons

Table 13 presents the results of two paired corapatitests conducted to determine

whether the pretest to posttest gains of both tHedxperimental group students and the

non-ELL experimental group students were significBoth groups’ average scores
increased in a way that was statistically signiiicd he increase of the non-ELL

students’ scores was significant at the .0001 leMak level of significance indicates that
such a difference would have occurred by chancethes once out of 10,000 repetitions.

The increase of the ELL students’ scores was sagmf at the .001 level. This level of
significance indicates that such a difference wdnalde occurred by chance less than
once out of 1,000 repetitions. The effect sizeFbt group was medium and small for
the non-ELL group.

Table 13

Paired Comparisont-test Results Comparing the ELL and Non-ELL Experimental

Groups’ Pretest and Posttest Percent Correct Scorem the Total Test

Grade 5
Mean
Number | Percent
of Correct Effect
Test Group Students | Score SD t-test | Significance [ Size
Experimental ELL Students
Pretest | ELL Onl 25 54.6% 15.61
rees oy : °3.656| <001 61
Posttestf ELL Only 25 65.89 15.0%
Experimental Non-ELL Students
- 0,
Pretest | Non-Ell 108 69.7 13.1 %.570 <0001 m
Posttest] Non-Ell 108 75.8% 14.4M%0
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Figures 7 and 8 present the percentages of ELInaneELL students in the grade 1
experimental group scoring below 50%, from 50%4863and 85% or higher on the
pretests and posttests.

Figure 7 shows that for the ELL students the pdeggof students scoring at the lowest
levels declined from pretest to posttest and tiaijpercentage of students scoring at the
middle and high levels increased from pretest tsitpet.

Figure 7
Percentage of ELL Students in the Experimental Grop Scoring at Various Levels
on the Pretest and Posttest
Grade 5
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Figure 8 shows that for the non-ELL students thegr@age of students scoring at the
lowest levels was cut in half and that the peragataf students scoring at the highest
level increased by 19% from pretest to posttest.
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Experimental Group Pretest/Posttest Comparisons foHigh and Low Pretest
Scorers

Table 14 provides a comparison of the pretest astigst scores for the high and low
pretest scorers. A paired comparisdast was used to determine whether the pretest to
posttest gains of the students who scored the loavethe pretests were as large as those
who scored the highest on the pretests. The staidesre ranked from lowest to highest
based on their pretest scores. The lowest 66 stsidee considered the low pretest
group and the highest 67 students were considbeeedigh pretest group. The pretest to
posttest gains made by both the low and the higtept student groups were significant
at the .0001 level. This level of significance rates that such a difference would have
occurred by chance less than once out of 10,0C#itiems. The effect sizes for both
groups were large.

Table 14
Paired Comparisont-test Results Comparing the Lower and Higher Scorig Pretest
Groups’ Pretest and Posttest Percent Correct Scorem the Total Test

Grade 5
Mean
Number | Percent
of Correct Effect
Test Group Students [ Score SD t-test | Significance | Size
Low Pretest Students
Pretest g’(ta;rimemal 66 | 54.8%| 10.0%
= f’l 6.143| <.0001 82
Posttest] (o0& 66 64.3% | 13.0%
Experimental
High Pretest Students
Pretest E‘)’(tae'rimental 67 | 78.7%| 7.3%
= fl 4362| <.0001 1.20
Posttest] L& 67 83.2% | 10.2%
Experimental
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Figures 9 and 10 compare the percentage of gratelgnts in the lower and in the
higher scoring pretest groups scoring below 50%nf60% to 84%, and 85% or higher
on the pretests and posttests.

Figure 9 shows that for the lower scoring pretestig, the percentage of students
scoring at the lowest levels declined by more t2@¥% from pretest to posttest. The
percentage of lower scoring pretest students sgatinhe middle and higher levels both
increased.

Figure 9
Percentage of Low Pretest Scoring Students Scorirad Various Levels
on the Pretest and Posttest
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Figure 10 shows that for the higher scoring pregestip, the percentage of students
scoring at the highest level increased by 30% fpoetest to posttest.

Figure 10

Percentage of High Pretest Scoring Students Scorirgg Various Levels
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Conclusions

This study sought to determineHOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS used
in 19 different schools by 22 different teachen€reased reading achievement for
students in grades 1 and 5. In addition, the studyyzed whether ELL students also
made significant gains.

Control Group/Experimental Group Posttest Analyses

Table 15 provides a summary of the ANOVA resultsiparing the control groups to the
experimental groups. At both grade levels, the erpntal total groups scored
significantly higher on the posttests than did¢batrol groups. In addition, at both
grades the ELL students’ posttest average percerdgat scores exceeded the control
group students’ posttest average percent correcesc

Table 15
Experimental Group/Control Group Summary of Gains
Grade 1 and Grade 5

Statistical
Mean Significance Effect Size

Grade 1
Experimental Group - Total 77.4 .

<.0001 Medium
Control Group Students — Total 67.9
Grade 5
Experimental Group - Total 73.9 <0001 Medium
Control Group Students — Total 62.7
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Pretest/Posttest Analyses

As can be seen in Table 16, for the experimentalgstudents at both grade 1 and grade
5, significant pretest to posttest gains were niadéhe total test scores. As well, the

ELL and Non-ELL students made significant gainsligsthe high and low pretest

groups. The only exception to the statisticallyngigant gains was for the high pretest
students at grade 1. A reason for this non-sigaiie, even though the scores did
increase, was that the high pretest students neadyl scored at a high level on the
pretests and there was little room for them toet¢agher on the posttests.

Table 16
Experimental Group Pretest to Posttest Summary of @ins
Grade 1 and Grade 5

| Statistical Significance | Effect Size
Grade 1
All Experimental Students <.0001 Medium
ELL Students <.005 Medium
Non-ELL Students <.0001 Medium
High Pretest Students Not-Significant --
Low Pretest Students <.0001 Large
Grade 5
All Experimental Students <.0001 Medium
ELL Students <.001 Medium
Non-ELL Students <.0001 Small
High Pretest Students <.0001 Large
Low Pretest Students <.0001 Large

The conclusion based on a reliable test designedn@easure growth on the reading
strategies and skills taught in a single unit of istruction to students who received
instruction using HOUGHTON MIFFLIN HARCOURT JOURNEYS, is that the
program significantly increases students’ readingldlls and strategy use. The scores
of students in the study who received instruction singHOUGHTON MIFFLIN
HARCOURT JOURNEYS, increased statistically significantly. The results for the
ELL students were equally impressive. These studenfas a group scored higher
than the control group students and showed statistally significant growth from
pretesting to postesting.

These results were all the more remarkable and sigfitant considering the very
short duration of the study and the fact that the €achers had never used the
program before.
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