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arises at the outset of reading acquisition, is difficulty understand
ing and using the alphabetic principle-the idea that written spell
ings systematically represent spoken words. It is hard to compre
hend connected text if word recognition is inaccurate or laborious. 
The second obstacle is a failure to transfer the comprehension skills 
of spoken language to reading and to acquire new strategies that 
may be specifically needed for reading. The third obstacle to read
ing will magnify the first two: the absence or loss of an initial moti
vation to read or failure to develop a mature appreciation of the 
rewards of reading (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998, pp. 4-5). 

These critical factors, directions, and conclusions are supported 
by "blue ribbon" panels (cf. National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development. 2000a, b, c; National Research Council, 1998), 
and most literacy scholars agree that the majority of reading prob
lems faced by adolescents and young adults are the result of stum
bling blocks, obstacles, and problems that should have been ad
dressed during early elementary school years (Baker, 2002; Guthrie 
& Davis, 2003; Ivey, 1999; McCray, 2001 ). Clearly, focusing on a 
few fundamental factors while avoiding challenges inherent in and/ 
or created by faulty literacy instruction makes the most sense as a 
method for overcoming reading problems of struggling readers in 
middle and high school, especially those from diverse backgrounds 

(Allington, 2002; Ehri, Nunes, Willows, Schuster, & Yaghoub-Zadeh, 
2001; Guthrie & Davis, 2003; International Reading Association, 
2001; Ivey & Broaddus, 2000; National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development, 2000a, b, c; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998; 
Winzer & Mazurek. 1998). 

The program evaluated in this research is grounded in much of 
the latest knowledge on effective reading instruction and tutorial 
programs (cf. Allington, 2002; Guthrie & Davis, 2003; Ivey, 1999; 
Snow, Burns. & Griffin, 1998; Torgesen, 1995; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). 
Its primary goal is to provide a basic understanding of reading to 
nonreaders and those with pronounced reading difficulty by em
ploying age-appropriate materials, promoting independence in read
ing, and using a consistent approach with repetition and immedi
ate performance feedback. The program focuses on improving the 
five essential components of effective reading instruction as rec
ommended by the National Reading Panel: phonemic awareness, 
phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. 

As Vadasy, Jenkins, Anti I, Wayne, and O'Connor ( 1997) indicate, 
some of these strategies have been incorporated in one-to-one tu
toring programs that are being used to prevent reading failure such 
as Reading Recovery (Clay, 1985) or Success for All (Slavin, Madden, 
Dolan, & Wasik, 1996). These approaches vary in their emphasis 
on decoding strategies and reading of connected text, skills essen
tial in programs for struggling readers and those with extremely 
low reading ability in middle school (Bintz, 1997; Guthrie & Davis, 
2003; National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 
2000a, b, c; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Wasik & Slavin, 1993). 
Further, because of their high cost, programs like Reading Recovery 

and Success for All that are delivered by specially trained and certi
fied teachers are available to only a small portion of the students 
needing supplemental literacy instruction. 

The purpose of this evaluation was to document the effects of 
an intensive remedial intervention (i.e., hereafter called Read Now) 
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on reading performance of students at risk of continuing reading 
failure. Read Now was designed using principles grounded in best 
practices in preventing difficulties while providing effective literacy 
instruction. 

Method 

Teachers used Read Now to complement instruction from March 
to June of the school year. T he students came from backgrounds 
rich in the cultural and ethnic diversity common in America's 
schools: Many spoke a language other than English at home, many 
came from backgrounds different than those of their teachers, and 
many were of a race or ethnic origin recognizable as a minority in 
our society. Treatment and control group pretest/posttest compari
sons of reading achievement and attitudes were completed to evalu
ate the effects of the supplemental reading rrogram on these di
verse, at-risk learners; teacher attitudes after using the program were 
also evaluated. 

Participants and Setting 
Sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students (n = 238) were in

cluded in the study; each was experiencing below grade level read
ing performance. Treatment students were from seven different 
schools; control students were from three of the same schools as 
well as three different schools with similar overall demographics 

(see Table I ). For example, a treatment section was included from 
each of grades six through eight in Amp Middle School, but the 
number of struggling readers within the school was insufficient for 
identifying control students. Two different schools within the dis
trict (Blue Middle and Clear Elementary)  provided lists of students 
experiencing reading problems. and students closely matched to 
treatment students in Amp Middle were selected to participate. Al
ternatively, there was a treatment section in each of the grades and 
a control section in grades seven and eight of Clear Elementary 
School; it did not have enough sixth graders for a control section, so 
administrators selected control group students from a school with 
similar demographics. 

The selection procedure resulted in similar groups of students 
in the treatment and control groups. Approximately 85 % of the 
students who participated initially were available for testing at the 
end of the study. Somewhat higher completion rates (85 % ) were 
evident for students using the Read Now program than for their com
parison group peers (82 % ), but these differences were not statisti
cally significant (X2 = 1.59, dj= 1, p > 0.01 ). Additionally, similar gen
der (x2 = 0.24,df= l,p>O.Ol),race(x2 = 4.18,dj= l.p>0.01), 
free lunch (X2 = 0.43, dj = I, p > 0.01 ), special education (X2 = 

2.39, dj = l, p > 0.01 ), and Title I (X2 = 1.59, dj = 1, p > 0.01) 
distributions were evident across treatment and control groups of 
students. 

Procedure 
Read Now is an intensive, structured reading intervention pro

g�am that combines state-of-the-art information technology soft
ware; a teacher's guide featuring lessons, tips, and activities; and 
ongoing, interactive, one-on-one teacher support from a specially 
designated consultant. These components work together to help 
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Table l 

Participating schools comparison. 

School Locaion Teachers Grades Gener al Technology 

Amp Middle Scho� 

Blue Middle School 

Clear Elementary 
School 

Dow Elementary 
School 

Ever Elerrencary 
School 

Form Elementary 

School 

Givm Middle School 

Haven Middle School 

Inter Elementary 
School 

Jon es Middle &:hool 

AL 

AL 

AL 

CA 

CA 

CA 

GA 

GA 

NV 

NV 

Panicipating Participating Demographies 

13 

6,7,&8 96%W 

7 &8 80.3% w. 
19.7% B 

6 7 9.4%W, 
18.7% 1l, 
1.4% H 

6,7,&8 52%W,34%H 

7 & 8 

6, 7,& 8 

6. 7,& 8 

6 

6 

40.7% w. 
4.6% B,47.3% 

H. 7.2% 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 

52% W. 34% H 

30% W. 69% B 

30% W. 69% B 

72% W, 10\t 
H. 17% Other 

69.3% w. 

1.4% B. 20.6% 
H. 3.7% Asian. 

5.0% American 
Indian 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

Good 

teachers guide students to material appropriate to their reading 
abilities. provide the practice necessary to improving reading skills, 
and develop the five essential types of skills and strategies of effec
tive reading instruction as recommended by the National Reading 
Panel: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and com
prehension. Read Now includes four key activities, all of which take 
place within a 90-minute daily block: Read To, Fluency Practice. 
Guided Independent Reading, and Small Group or Individual Les
sons. During typical Read Now instructional sessions: 

1. Teachers read books aloud to their students, lead discussions.
about the books, and engage students with strategies (e.g., Think
Alouds) that support what is being taught. Students listen to the
books that are read aloud, participate in discussions about them,
and demonstrate their understanding (i.e., listening comprehen
sion) by completing Accelerated Reader quizzes. Teachers moni
tor the extent to which students are actively listening, thought
fully, taking part in discussions, and performing at least 85 % or
better on quizzes.

Summer 2004 VOLUME IO NUMBER 2 

2. During fluency practice, teachers monitor reading performance
and improvements using Fluent Reader, specially-designed soft
ware that requires students to practice reading aloud, listen to
modeled readings, and self-monitor their rates of reading. The
software keeps tracl� of the goals students meet with respect to
reading rate and accuracy, their performance on comprehen
sion quizzes, and students' judgments of their own reading per
formance.

3. During guided independent reading, students read books suited
to their reading levels, discuss what they are reading with their
teacher, and take vocabulary and comprehension quizzes using
Accelerated Vocabulary and Accelerated Reader software. Teach
ers monitor their students' progress and evaluate individual im
provements and group performance.

4. Teachers teach and reteach skills, such as phonemic awareness
and comprehension, to small groups or individuals as needed
based on outcomes of ongoing assessments.

At the beginning of the study, all students in both treatment
(Read Now) and control classrooms completed the STAR Reading 

test as well as a brief attitude survey. After the pretests and initial 
surveys were completed, students in the treatment group partici
pated in 90 minutes of Read Now. and control group students re
ceived their regularly scheduled remedial reading assistance. After 
1 O weeks, treatment and control students were re-administered the 
STAR Reading test and the attitude survey. At the end of the study, 
treatment teachers were asked to complete surveys about their ex
periences using Read Now. 

Instrumentation 
The STAR Reading computer-adaptive test and database is an 

achievement-level learning information system that allows teach
ers to accurately assess students' reading abilities in 1 O minutes or 
less. The item bank includes I ,432 items graded into 54 difficulty 
levels. Test content is comprised of a section used to measure read
ing comprehension through vocabulary in context questions and 
authentic text passages to more fully measure reading comprehen
sion. Four fundamental arguments support the use of the STAR Read

ing design for obtaining quicl� and reliable estimates of reading com
prehension: 

1. The vocabulary-in-context test items, while using a common
format for assessing reading, require reading comprehension.
Each test item is a complete, contextual sentence with a tightly
controlled vocabulary level. The semantics and syntax of each
context sentence are arranged to provide clues as to the correct
cloze word; the student must actually interpret the meaning of
(in other words. comprehend) the sentence in order to choose
the correct answer because all of the answer choices "fit" the
context sentence either semantically or syntactically. In effect,
each sentence provides a mini-selection on which the student
_demonstrates the ability to interpret the correct meaning. This
is, after all, what most reading theorists believe reading com
prehension to be-the ability to draw meaning from text (cf.
Chapter 4, Report of the National Reading Panel: National Insti
tute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000c).
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Appendix C 

Classroom Climate Elements Implemented by Novice Teachers 

Climate Elements 

l. Individualized Instruction

2. Hands-on Learning X 

3. Thorough Explanations X X X X X 

4. Real-World Tasks X X X X 

5. Flexible X X X X 

6. Collaborative X X X X 

7. Fun X X X X 

8. Relationship Developed X X X X X 

Juan Jasmine Julie Simoa Bob 

Appendix D 

Number and Tjlpe of Itneractions Between Novice Teachers and Students At Risk 

Types of Interactions 

I . Management 
e.g., "Sit down."

2. Procedural
e.g., "Who is in
your group?"

3. Academic
(instructional)

4. Positive
Reinforcement
e.g. "Good job."

M Male 
F Female 

II M -

0 F 
0: 

SM � 
:::!) 

1 F n 

,5 

9M 
� 

3 F ::!. 

:} 

2M � 
I F � 

Juan 
4 Males � 

in classes Jasmine 
1 Female 

2M 31 M 
0 F 2 F 

4M 42 M 
OF 7 F 

13 M 48 M 
0 F 4F 

4M 10 M 
OF OF 

Julie Simoa 
3-Males ll males 

in classes in classes 
O Females 4 Females 

OM 44 M 
0 F 2 F 

SM 56 M 
0 F 8 F 

13 M 83 M 
2F 9F 

2M 18 M 
IF 2 F 

Bob Totals 
3 Males 21 Males 
in class in classes 

1 Female 6 Females 
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Students At Risk for School Dropout: Are There 
Gender Differences Among Personal, Family, 
and School Factors? 

Anne Lessard, Laurier Forlin,Jacquesjoly Egide Royer. and CaLherine Blaya 

Abstract: The aims of this study were to determine, using a sample of 3,359 high school students. 

whether gender is a predictor of the dropout risk and whether the interaction between gender and 
personal.family. and school-related factors contributed to increasing the dropout risk. Results indicate 

that boys are at higher odds of dropping out than girls. Moreover. all factors evaluated and their interac
tion with gender significantly increased the dropout risk. Logistic regressions indicate the odds that boys 
will drop out are higher on family functioning and negative attitudes towards teachers. the two strongest 

predictors of dropout risk, while the odds that girls will dropout increased as a function of behavior 
problems. academic achievement. and commilment to school. 

I 
n 2000, nearly one out of five Quebec high 
school students ( I 8 % ) dropped out of school 
before obtaining a high school diploma or its 

equivalent (Ministry of Education of Quebec, 
2004). This national cohort rate reflects the pro
portion of the school-age population not enrolled 
in school and having not yet obtained a high school 
diploma by the age of 20. According to the statis
tics compiled by the Ministry of Education of Que
bec (MEQ). nearly twice as many boys (23.6%) 
than girls ( 13 % ) opted to leave school prematurely. 
Bowlby and McMullen (2002) reported that the 
situation in Quebec is comparable to that of other 
Canadian provinces: In 1999, more boys (15%) 
than girls (9 % ) dropped out of school prior to 
graduation and had not yet obtained their diploma 
at age 20. U sing the data from the National Cen
ter for Educational Statistics detailing the results 
from the 1998 population survey in the U nited 
States of America. Kaufman, Kwon. and Klein 
(2000) evaluated that 5 % more boys than girls 
dropped out of school. 

The high dropout rate represents an indicator 
of a complex social problem as the consequences 
related to dropping out of school prior to gradua
tion are becoming increasingly severe over the 
years. On one level, dropping out of school may 
affect the individual psychologically, leading to 
social misadaptation and delinquency (James & 
Lawlor, 2001; Devlin, 1997). On another level, 
having not yet acquired the competencies needed 
to integrate into the workforce, the dropout may 
have difficulty finding a job and remaining gain
fully employed. The MEQ (2002) reported that 
since I 990 there has been a significa�t decrease 
in the number of jobs available to individuals who 
do not possess a high school diploma; therefore. 
it was more difficult for a high school dropout in 
2002 to find work than it was for someone who 
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dropped out in 1990. Moreover. Statistique Canada 
(2003) reported an unemployment rate twice as 
high for dropouts compared with the national av
erage (7 % ). More specifically. in January 2003, 
Statistique Canada estimated that l 4.3 % of boys 
and 13.3 % of girls who had nor acquired a high 
school diploma were unemployed. 

When looking at Canadian and American na
tional statistics pertaining to the number of stu
dents who have dropped out of high school, boys 
represent a greater percentage than girls (Bowlby 
& McMullen, 2002; Kaufman et al.. 2000). Are 
there gender differences in the risk of dropping 
out? 

Results of studies evaluating students who are 
still in school and who might be at risk of drop
ping out showed a different situation. In Canada, 
Gelinas et al. (2000) reported that there was no 
significant difference in the dropout risk level be
tween the 206 boys and l 77 girls evaluated dur
ing their first year of high school (aged between 
I l and l 4). Gender was not a predictive variable 
associated with dropping out of high school. A 
similar conclusion was reached by Ripple and 
Luthar (2000) who led a three-year study with 134 
students ranging in age between 13 and I 8 years. 
Through univariate associations. these research
ers did find that boys demonstrated more behav
ior problems in the classroom setting and that they 
were more likely to leave school prematurely than 
girls; however. through multivariate analyses, gen
der no longer demonstrated its predictive power. 
Everett ( l 997) conducted a study on the social and 
academic factors linked with perseverance which 
yielded results supporting the conclusion that gen
der did not influence the dropout risk level. Fi
nally. Janosz. LeBlanc, Boulerice, and Tremblay 
( 1997) evaluated two independent cohorts com
posed of French-Canadian students in 1974 (438 
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