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Abstract

The purpose of this quaskperimental study was to investigate the effect of a self
regul ation treatment on sixth grade students?o
and seHefficacy perceptions.

The research took place in three urlkahools in the northeast United States in the winter
of 2016. T texperiméntal dlgsigrsutiliged @ ssmple of convenience in which
students from three schoas&one district were examined.here was one treatment group in
which students recegd a seHregulation intervention and two comparison groups where
students received standard support instruction within their general education classeger®ata
collected wing a pretest/posttest methdself-efficacy, motivation for learning, and diag
comprehension were assessed for all students in both the treatment and comparison groups prior
to the intervention, and #¢he end of the interventiorAnalyses examined treatment effects on
reading comprehension, motivation for learning, andeféfacy. Results from this self
regulation treatment did not reveal statistically significant results for the effect-oégalation
strategies or standard reading support program on reading comprehension. There was not a
significant difference betweabserved and expected frequendasnotivation for learning for
the Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performansabscalef the Motivated Strategies for
Learning QuestionnaireThere was a significant difference between observed and expected

frequenciegor motivation for learningon the Metacognitive SeRegulationsubscalef the



Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaifs examination of the standardizesiduals
reveals that response fdor the comparison group was the main contributdhi® significant
chi-square testThere was not a significant difference between observed and expected

frequencies on the Progress subscale of the ReaddP&elption Scale.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Bandura (1993) posited that students who have adeigbe of seléfficacy will envision
successful scenarios that provide guides and supportiseiir academic performancelaving
similar academic skills and knowledge does not guarantee that people will achieve simila
academic outcomeslheir viewof themselves, or sense of sefficacy, also affects the
outcome. As Bandura (19933uggestedstudents who have a higlense of seléfficacy
envision successful scenarios which provide guides and supports for their academic performance.
Hence, @wedsesseqgeciicf i cacy influences an individ]
goalsetting, and analytical thinkingSelt-efficacy, as further defined by Zimmerman (1990), is
an individual 6s personal rating of performanc

Bandura (1993) indicated that people motivate themselves by making decisions about
what they believe they can and cannot accomplish. People set goals for themselves and take
action to accomplish these goals through-ssgiulation. This research study piced
struggling readers in the sixth grade with a-setfulation treatment, and examined its effect on
motivation to learn, reading comprehension, andefélfacy.

Rationale for Selecting the Topic

Research indicates that there is a connection betweea $eff i cacy and a per s
academic achievemen®IszewskiKubilius (2006) posited that the achievement gap between
minority and noAminority children has existed since the 1960ke College Boar{1999)
reported that there is wiekpread evidence that differences in wages and job performance ratings
between people with comparable educational qualifications are partially related to differences in
academic achievement and skill levelsmmeasured bgtandardized tests, college class rankings,

and high school grade3.he College Board continued that these scores alone do not necessarily



predetermine a personds futur e, as there are
motivation, creativity, anéven luck that also contributed to the outcome. However, high
academic achievement does assist people in advancing in education and consequently, successful
career options. Similarly, data from the National Center for Education Statistics indicate that
there is a growing achievement gap for struggling readers. According to a National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading test administered in 2011, 33% of all students in the
fourth grade read below the basic level, and 24% of all eigiasttie stdents read below the
basic level (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). Students responded to reading comprehension
guestions that measured their literacy and information comprehension skills. Statistics
demonstrated the need to address the graduationeg@pdn struggling readers and students
who are at or above grade level in reading. Across the country, the number of high school seniors
who read at or above the proficient level has been at a steady decline, according to recent NAEP
reading achievementaes J.S. Department of Educatip003), showing the need to increase
supports for struggling readerkikewise,the College Board (1999) stated that the gap between
racial and ethnic groups begins early, in second and third grade when these studzally ge
have much lower test scores and grades than White and Asian students.

In an attempt to decrease such achievement gaps, fedmaailyated regulations now
hold districts accountable fadentifying students and thgamoviding early interventions fo
thesestudents.These plans must evaluate and describe how the state is implementing each
initiative and must include measurable and rigorous annual taigeties are also obligated to
collect and submit data on their statperformance, indicatingthey have met the annual

targetyConnecticut State Department of Education, 2015).



Scientific researcivased interventio(SRBI) is a Connecticut requirement stating that
the schoolsnustuséiuni ver s al c 0 mMAmgrama Wilzetsesanversat s . 0
common assessmerttsreview the progress of all childreSchools use grade/age level
evaluations tadentify students that requi@her types of instructioand additional support.
These additional supports and instruction can occur in smalige groups, inside or outside the
general education classroom (Connecticut Parent Information and Resource Center, Connecticut
Parent Advocacy Center, & Connecticut State Department of Education, 2008ugh the
implementing of SRBI, Connecticutislhhad i ng i ndi vi dual districtos
progress and making an attempt to close the achievement gap of struggling students.

It is important to not'lomB a n d u r a 6 s wherhstudenty aretfaeed with difficult
tasks, they dwell on their tieiencies, the obstacles they will encounter, and the negative results.
Bandura elaborated that these students then give up quickly when they encounter difficulties.
When faced with failure, students lose faith in their abilities, and it takes a lonfptitheir
selt-efficacy to recover (1993). The current study examined the effects -wégalhtion
strategies on reading achievement, motivation for learning, ancegelftion with sixth grade
struggling readers in an urban setting.

Statement of theProblem

Teachers are striving to improve reading comprehension scores and to close the
educational gap among struggling readers. While direct instruction in specific areas of reading
will increasestudent achievement antbvethem academically, it is Ippthesized that direct
instructioninsedr egul ati on strategies can al Bamduta,enef i t
1997;Kitsantas, Steen, Huie, 2009; Paris & Paris, 2@hmerman, 198pP In fact,

Zimmerman (1990) reported that there is a grovliady of research supporting the importance



of students learning sefégulation strategies for their academic achievement. Through
numerous studies on metacognitive, motivational and behavioral strategies, researchers have
found that these techniquespactt student learning (Pressley, Borkowski, & Schneider, 1987;
Zimmerman, 1989). Thiesearctal i gns wi th Bandurads (1993) ob

selt-efficacyis influenced by the acquisition of skills, but it is not merely a reflection of

them. Children with the same level of cognitive skill development differ in their

intellectual performance depending on the strength of their perceivesffssty. (p.

136).
Consequently, an instructional shift needs to be made. Educators teach core academic concepts
and skills, but to equip students with the tools and beliefs they need to be successful within
school and during their life, resources aintke must be dediated tanstructingstudentsn self
regulation strategies and promoting sefficacy (Bandura, 1997Clark, 2012; Zimmerman,
1989). Limited research currently exists that explores the effects -g&galftion strategies on
reading comprehension, madition to learn, and setegulation for struggling readers in sixth
grade.

Potential Benefits of Research

In 1990, Zimmerman theorized that educational researchers had begun to identify and to
study student selfegulation as a key attribute in the agadelearning process. Kitsantas,
Steen, and Huie (2009) reported that, fAa numb
link exists between sefiegulation learning strategies and performance in elementary school age
c hi | dr e nHowevas there isdi@ided research in the area of-setfulation regarding

students who are struggling readers. Struggling readers are defined, for this study, as any student



who scored below the fiftieth percentile on the fall AIMSweb Curriculum Based Measunirem
MAZE assessment (Pearson, 2014).

The study completed itsantasget al.(2009) on the role of setegulation strategies
and goal orientation in predicting achievement of elementary school children found that the
variable that consistently predict€dPA across all subject areas was-setfulation strategies.
As explained by Zimmerman, sekgulation learning strategies require learners to focus on
methods and procedures in order to attain information or skills. Zimmerman discussed the
importanceof students developing efficieselregulated strategies in order to be successful in
all academic areas (1989).

NelsonandMansetWilliamson (2006) further contended that sedgulation in the area of

reading leads to a higher feeling of personalmmver reading and increased reading-self

efficacy, which may also result in a more positive affect towards reading. This study explored the

impactofseir egul ati on str at egi e seffieanydmotivatien teldainect on

and readingomprehension with struggling readers in the sixth grade. The purpose of this study
was to explicitly instruct students on se¢igulation strategies and to provide them with practice.
Exploring this further could give educators a better understandiimgwoto assist their students
in making academic progress.
Definition of Key Terms
In order to understand the theoretical framework of this research study, a list of key terms
was developed.

1. Degrees of Reading Power (DRB)a series of standardizadsessments utilized in

this study to measure studentsdé reading

grade levels (QUESTAR Assessments, 2010).

C



. Examine Individual Graphs s def i ned as studentsod eval ui
determine what adjustmes they need to make in order to attain their goals.

. Goal Settings defined as students setting educational goals egsals and

planning for sequencing, timing, and completing activities relating to those goals
(Zimmerman, 1989).

. Motivationis definedby Schunk (1990) as the process when-ga@cted behavior is

initiated and maintained.

. Motivation to learnis used by Pintrich, Smith, Garcia and McKeadt@91), and is

composed of both motivation and learning strategies. The Motivation Scale
examined studentsdé goals and value belief
skills to succeed in a course, and their anxiety about tests. The LeamnaitegiSt

Scale includes st ude ndraegiesmetacogmtive sulateflidse r e n t
and student management.

. Reader SelEfficacyis defined in this research study as how students perceive

themselves as readers. Henk and Melnick (19952edilthis definition based on
Bandurads (1986 )efftabyeor y of reader self

. Reader SelPerceptions defined by HenlandMelnick (1995) as a measure of how

children feel about themselves as readers.

. Reflective Journalings defined as students recorgl what they have learned, and

what they hope to continue to improve.

. SelfEfficacyi s defined as a persondés belief in |

or complete a task or activity to a prescribed level of performance (Bandura, 1986).



10. Selfregulaton Learning Strategies s def i ned by Zi mmer man (1
processes directed at acquiring information or skills that involved agency, purpose,
and instrumentality perceptions by | earne
11.Struggling readerss defined, for this studyas any student who scored below the
fiftieth percentile on the fall AIMSweb Curriculum Based Measurement MAZE
assessment (Pearson, 2014).
12. SeltRegulations defined by Schunk and Zimmerman (1994) as being the reciprocal
of motivation. Schunk and Zimmean define SelRegulation as a process whereby
students stimulate and maintain cognitions, behaviors, and affects that are

systematically oriented towasthievingtheir goals.



CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The review of literature is prested in five sectionsThe first section discusses research
supporting the existence of an achievement gap in the United States and why this gap must be
targeted.The next section discusses a component of the theoretical background for this study,
metaognition and learningThet hi rd secti on prese+Regilatdlandur ads
Learning (SRL, Bandura, 1997). The fourth section discusses goal setting and motia&on.
fifth section is focused on SeRegulated Strategy Development (SRSD, Kaftraham &

Mason, 2003) and how this instruction has impacted stud@hesfinal section presents a
summary of the literature review.

The researcher utilized the following academic databases to conduct research during this
study: Google Scholar, EBHO Host,ERIC, and ProQuestThe researcher used a variety of
search terms such dg) selfregulation strategies, (b) motivation, (c) reading comprehension,

(d) seltefficacy, (e) goal setting, (f) metacognition) &glfregulded strategy developmerand
(h) selfregulated learning.
The Achievement Gap in the United States

The United StateBepartment of Education (2004) defined the achievement gap as the
disparity on standardized tests between-iiogome and minority children and their classmates.
OlszewskiKubilius (2006) declared that the achievement gap between minority children and
non-minority children is currently the mostitical educational problem existing in the United
States.Addressing this achievement gap is important as the Colleged§1999) indicated that
the best predictor for a studentedsinthet ure edu
classroom They emphasized the importance of getting off to a good start early in elementary

schoo| so students can be on the riglaick in high schoolThe College Board stated that very



few low-achieving elementary students tend to become high achieving students during high
school. OlszewskKubilius (2006) posited that this gap exists in suburban or urban school
systems and als@plies to lowincome and higlincome familiesThese researcheasgued that
this gap that exists between minority children and-mamority children is evident in a variety of
ways, includinggrades, standardized achievement scores, college attengahcellege
completion. This discrepancy is not isolated to one region of the country, but is observed across
the nation.

The Whited State®epartment of Education (2015) reported that California, Florida,
11 inoi s, New Yor k, aengda TSetxaatse swe rbee ccaounssei dael rneods
nati onds publ iwascengphsedomMthinghese 6 dtakesn dnr?2010, approximately
49.5 million students were enrolled in public schools nationwide and close to 19 million of them
attended schools ione of the five Meg&tates. The results showed that across all three subject
areas, reading, mathematics and science, California scored lower than the rest of the nation.
While Florida achieved higher than the nation in grade four reading, they hadskowes in
gradeeightmathematics and scienchlinois performed better than the nation in eighth grade
reading but their science scores were low&lew York achieved highehan the nation in fourth
graderealing; however, the nation had higher fdugrade mathemati@nd eighthgrade
mathematics and science scor&ésxas performed better than the nation in geidbt
mathematics and science, but worseeimding United Stated Department of Education, 2015)
Thefivest at es that comprise almost 40% of the nat
| arge portion of our n aiie somédategnday ltagetshowmsanie a c h
relative strengths in some asethey performed lower than rest of theioa in multiple areas.

This displays a gap that a majgrof the students did not surpass national norms



While demographics such as urban location may contribute to the achievement gap, it
alone is not a sole indicatoFord (1996) explained that tleeare various reasong fine
achievement gap includingoverty, underprepared teachers, inability to access additional
educational programand educational toolther factors includedow parental involvement
and education, schools that are pooguality, moving over the summer, cultural and language
differences, poor peer influences, teachers that have low expectations due to cultural bias, lack of
access to technology, and lack of knowledge in regard to higher education.

In an attempt t@ddres achievement gaps, the United States Department of Education
(2015) reviewed school composition and examieddensity otlifferent ethnic groups and the
effects that this had on achievement. They found that the percentage of students with a parent
who had completedome more advanced education than high sahasllower in higher Black
student density schools than in the lowest Black stutlamgity schools (6 20percent Black).
According to Taylor (2006), who used the National Center for Educdtatistics in 2002, the
academic gaps are now so substantial that mamyvhde twelfth graders have the same reading
and math scores as white eighth grade studdraglor further explained that the achievement
gap continued in higher education, stgtthat African American college graduation rates are
20% lower than white college graduation rat&ékere is not only an achievement gap between
students within the United States; the gap also exists between students in the United States and
students irother nations.

The Achievement Gap and International Comparisons

Onre way he U.S. Department of Education (2011) monitors the progress of American

students versus their international counterparts is through data from the Trends in International

Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSShe TIMSS was developed by the International

1C



Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) and was created to measure
trends in students' science and mathematics achieveiffeistassessment was offered to
students every three years to provide information on mathematics and gemyress, during
1995, 1999, 2003, 2007, and 20Ihe U.S. Department of Education reported that eighth grade
Asian and White studentsO6 average mat hematics
scale average score, while students who were Hispan Blackon averaggescored lower than
the TIMSS scale averag&hey continued that eightrade Asian, White, and multiracial
students6 average science scores on the 2011
while students who were Hisparand Blackon averagescored lower than the TIMSS scale
average.

In order to convey the importanoéachievement across the natidm UU.S. Department
of Education, National Center for Education Statistics (2013) discussed results from the Program
for International Student Assessment (PISA). PISA is an international assessment which allows
student achievement and learning to be compared across countries. PISA core assessments
evaluate 15/ear oldstudens performance every three years in the aréasathematics,
science, and reading literachnitially, 32 countries participated in PISA when it was launched
in 2000, but it expandedto 65by20IR1 SA assesses studentsod readi
how they understand and use readiffey assesif students can reflect on and engage with
written texts. PISA reposton the top performing yearold students (those scoring at level 5 or
above, with 6 being the highest score) in reading liter&$A indicated that in the Uwid
States, 8 percenf 15yearold students scored at proficiency of a minimum of level 5,
compared with 25 percent in ShangRdiina and 21 percent in Singapota.a ranking of

proficient or higher scores, the United Sates placed behind 14 other counkwegercentag of
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15yearold students who performed below the baseline of proficiency (level 2) in the United
States was 17 percent, compared to 3 percent in Sha@bhes. TheU.S. was higher than 14
education systems and lower than 33 education systéftl.regard to the Unites States
literacy performance, their average score in reading literacy was 498 while Sh@hgtai
scored 570.There was a significant overall difference in achievement between the Srated
and other educational systems, as there W@m@ther educational systems that were higher than
America There were 18 educational systems that scored higher average scores in all three
subject areas than the U¥he 18 education systems includa) Australia,(b) Canada(c)
Chinese Taipeid) Estonia,(e) Finland,(f) Germany(g) Hong KongChina,(h) Ireland,(i)
Japan(j) Liechtenstein(k) MacacChina,(l) Netherlands(m) New Zealand(n) Poland,(0)
Republic of Korea(p) ShanghaiChina,(q) Singapore, an¢f) Switzerland.

As a result bsuch data, the Alliance for Excellent Education (2014) discussed the
international comparisons of academic achievement between the United States and other nations.
They argued that the United States lags behind other industrialized nations in teveralbf o
performance and achievement across the coustrgonsistent observation has been that
America has a higher percentage of students who perform at lower levels of proficiency than
other industrialized countries, and a fewamberof students who deve the maximum levels
of proficiency. Such achievement gaps have significant effects on the United Stastisdy
conducted by the Organization for Economic@peration and Development (OECD) found that
if all American students were to achieve asliethe minimum level of proficiency, the country
would add as much as $72 trillion to its gross domestic product over the lifespan of a child born

in 2010 (Hanushek & Woessmann, 2010).
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The Alliance for Excellent Education (2014) reviewed the results thenProgram for
International Student Assessment (PISAhe PISA measures academic proficiency cly&&r
old students from the United States compared tgeks old reported in other OECD countries.
The Alliance for Excellent Education observed thhtlevthe United States ranked seventeenth
out of thirty-four in reading literacy in 2012, scoring near the OECD average, 17 percent of
United States Tyearolds did not reach the baseline for the PISA reading proficielmc2000,
12 percent of U.S. fiienyearolds performed at the top levels of proficiency, however this
number dropped t8 percent in 2012, which wasuch lower than the numbef students who
were at the top levgin Japan, Korea, and Canada.

Lastly, the Alliance for ExcellerEducation(2014)discussed equity in achievement.
They indicated that in the United States, 15 percent of the variation in student performance can
be explained by st udenTepsugygesed tmaeuademprvieged b ac kg
students are usualhot as motivated, less engaged, not as driven, and less confident in their
capabilities than their more privileged peehs.conclusionthereare many factors that have
contributed tdhe achievement gap that exists both internationally and within thieed) States.
Factors Contributing to the Achievement Gap

One of the main contributors to the economic and social strains within the nation is the
incomé achievement gap (Crook Bvans, 2014) Crook and Evang014)posited that income
achievement gaps begin as early as kindergarten and this disparity is in part because children
from low-income householddsemonstratelecreased academic achievement, subsequently
leading to lower incomes when they reach adulthd®ctording to Taylor (2006), closing the

achievement gap is a common goal which has caused a wide range of stakeholders to come
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together.Huang (2015) commented that resolving the achievement gap issue will require
collaboration between schools, communities] parents.

Thereis a sense of urgency in regaodresolving the achievement gap, for as Reardon
(2011) noted, thencome gap in families has growRurthermorethe achievement gap between
families of low income to high income families was approximately 30 to 40 percent higher for
children who were born in 2001 than for children who were born 25 years eadiging to the
situation is the pattern that existsthe increasing discrepancy between white andwiate
students. Swansq2004) statedhat the dropout rate for students with disadvantages and
minority backgrounds was 50%.

Aud, Fox, and KewalRamani (2010) discussed the achievement gap betweemdiffer
ethnicities. The College Board (1999) reported that one of the best sources for information on
academic achievement trends that areforgr m i s NAEP, the feder al go
Assessment of Educational Progress testing prograum.et at.,(2010)stated that on the 2007
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading assessment, higher percentages of
fourth and eighth grade White and Asian/ Pacific Islastisdentscored at or above the
proficient level than did their same gragakers who were Black, Hispanic, and American
Indian/Alaska Native.On the2009 NAEP assessmeiourth and eighth grade mathematics
assessment, a higher percentage of Asians/Pacific Islanders scored at or above the proficient
level than did all the sameagte peers of all other races/ethnicities.

FurthermoreAud eta. (2010 reported that on the 2007 Trends in International
Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS), both fourth and eighth grade Asian students in the
United States scored higher in mathematies students of any other race/ ethnicity in the

United StateslIn fourth-grade mathematics, Asian students in the United States scored higher
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than students from all other participating territories except Singapore, Hong Kong, and Chinese
Taipei. Aud et al. (2010) discussed the rigor of classes taken in high school among different
ethnicities, stating that among high school graduates in 2005, a lower percentage of Hispanic
students had finished courses in algebra I, geometry, and statistics thandesudssivho were

Black, White, or Asian/Pacific Islander.

Adding to the literature, The Alliance for Excellent Education (2015) discussed that there
are many issues with the current graduation rates within the United Stamsreported that in
more than 1,200 high schools across America, servicing more than 1.1 million students, one
third or more of the students did not graduate each y¢igh schools that had lograduation
rates predominantly were comprised of both students of color anmshé@mmestudents.Hence,

The Alliance for Excellent Educatiaroncluded that the United States was failing to provide

equal opportunity to all students because many high schools underserve so many dtudents.
addition, students of color and lemcome studentsontinued to be overrepresented in the

Uni t ed St-petfoengng high sclwamlsThey suggested that these schoolgry@oved

in order to prepare all students, despite t
economy. After all, high school graduation rates have a significant impact on the entire United
Stateéeconomy (The Alliance for Excellence Education, 2013).

The significance of high school graduation rates has been explored by the Alliance for
Excellence EducationThey indcated that in 2012, 73% of students in the United States earned
their high school diplomaHowever, if 90% of the students in the class of 2012 had earned their
high school diploma (an increase of 666,000 students), there would have been huge benefits.
They revealed that there would be 65,700 new jobs, an increase in annual earnings by $8.1

billion dollars,andan increase in annual grosswstic product by $10.9 billionGiven the
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effect ofgraduation rates afie Unites Stateeconomy there is an urgent need to change the
factors that have created the largest disparity in achievement among students in Connecticut.
The Achievement Gap in Connecticut

The Connecticut Council for Education Reform (CCER) strives to implement policy
recanmendations within Connecticut schoolhe recommendations detth by Connecticut
Commissiomof Educational Achievement (CCEA) focus on ayBEar plan which will close
Connecti cut 0s Ce&ERyproduges anamual pgliaygprogress report witithes
a CCEA recommended rubric that tracks the sta

Within their 2014 reporthie Connecticut Couridor Education Reform (CCER2014)
stated the importance eérly identification of lowachieving studentsThe CCER explained
that dumg the time of this report, Connecticut receiagrtout offour points for identifying
these students and providing them with academic intervent©@&R continued by explaining
that a literacy pilot intervention program was developed in 2012 for ¢neeke students who
were not reading at a proficient levéburing this program students received -do®ne
instruction as well as summer scho®his program will continue through the 202816 school
year. Districts in Connecticut also must proviadevachieving learners with other academic
interventions like summer school, extended day progransghool tutoring, weekend
academics, or customized learning experien®ében systems are in platke guidelines are
then createdompellingstudents tattend these programs if their assessments shomdog
discrepancies.

In addition, CCER2014)explained themportanceof Connecticut having highly
effective staff members teaching in their lowpstforming schoolsDuring the time of the

report,Connecticut received zero out of four points for having higtfifgctive teachexin the
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school with the greatesead. CCER continued by explainitigeir plans to inspire teachers to
move to these argaby having philanthropic organizations provide fio@hincentives for these
teachers.

CCER(2014)explainedtheimportance of improving the lowest performing schools
CCERstatedthat Connecticut is responsible for over 30 of the lowest performing districts, called
the Alliance Districts.ltistheCome ct i cut St ate Department of Ed
responsibility to attempt to improve their school systems and student academic performance by
working with the district leaders.

DeFranco, Freeman, Herndndez, Kennedy, RajadZimmerman (2014) provided a
report to Connect i cut Oheirréperidsacussdd howdozleninaté thre | n 2
achievement gap in Connecticttheyreportedthat the academic gap between white and non
white students, as well as lamcome and nofhow-income students in@necticut, is the largest
of any state in the United StateBheynotedthat the gap begins much earlier than even second
grade.DeFranccet al.(2014)continued to explaithat not only are the gaps apparent in
achievement scorgbut also in graduatiorates.

DeFranceet al.(2014)continued that students who are low achieving often have lower
seltregard, earn less and have worse heditiey state that it is important to close the
achievement gap in Connecticut for both social and economic reaStmssng the gap would
decrease the number of students who drop out of high school, which subsequoeaitly
decrease the necessity of remedial educafldrey explained thawith every additional year of
completed education a person will make an anmeaime that is 11 percent higher during their

lifetime.
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DeFranceet al.(2014)explained that to address the achievengapisin Connecticut, the
government created the Achievement Gap Task Fdrhe.Task Force needed to create a plan
to eliminate the dgevement gaps in the elementary, migddied high schools by January 1,

2020.

The researcher®eFranceet al.(2014)provided multiple statistics relating to the
achievement gap in Connecticuithey discussed that with Ieimcome students, only 63% of
them graduate from high school. Approximately 89% of Caucasian students graduate from high
school, compared 63% of Hispanic students and 69% of African American students. Only
approximately 31% of Hispanic and 24% of African American students gradutiteeofiom
college compared to 41% of white studentbey alsaeportecthat the lowincome students in
Connecticut rank among the bottdihird of the staten math in grade eightDeFranco,

Freeman, Herndndez, Kennedy, Rojas & Zimmerman (28dmt)nued by stating that in terms

of reading, 27% of Hispanic students in the third grade met goal, which is approximately 40%
lower than the 67% of white students who met gddleypositedthat on average, on
standardized reading and math assessimgfiisan American and Hispanic students score 28
35 points lower compared to white studentse enrollment rate in Advanced Placement
courses for students who are Hispanic and African Ameridaalfighat of their white peers

DeFranceet al.(2014)statedthatthere are multiple factors that contribute to the
achievement gaputside of the school setting-hesefactorsinclude unpredictable living
conditions, poverty, institutional racis@nd lack of early interventidearly educatioffior low-
income studentsDeFranccet al.(2014)shared the importance of systematic development at the

local, state and federal levels in order to create action plans so students from the poorest
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communities could be provided with the most efficient effieictive learning opportunities,
giving them the chance to achieve mogadily thanwith their more advantaged peers.
The researcherBeFranceet al.(2014)explained that poverty mighie the most
significantfactorm a c¢ hi | d 0 sTheg eowinudd that poxerty has critical lasting
effects on children, beginning when themg very young. These outcoméfeet their
achievement in school, school attendance, abilities to learn, emotional and behavioral states and
their cognitive abilities.Early education s anot her essential part of
(DeFranceet al.2014) They explaimdhow many lowincome families are unable to afford
early education, which woulgrovidetheir children the readiness skills necessary upon entering
kindergarten.They continud by stating that this is especially true for AfrieAmerican,
Hispanic, other minority children, and the poor, who Haveerresources DeFranceet al.
(2014)explained that the average cognitive scores foisph®ol aged chilen in the highest
socioeconomic grougare60 percent higher than children in the lowest socioeconomic group.
They continued that by four years old, children who are living below the poverty line are one and
a half years academicalbelowthe normal range for a four a year olthe gap still exists at 10
years old.The gap is even greater for children belonging to the poorest familines;
summarized that closing the achievement gap is something that must begin from birth.
DeFrancaet al. (2014)indicatedthat in order for a student to be suctelsgshey must
become a proficient readethey continued that teaching a student to read is undeniably one of
the most essential responsibilities a school is taskedagitieving They expained that if a
young child is unable to read, and early intervention does not occur, it will become increasingly
difficult to close this gap as time continueBheyreportecthat over one third of students from

low-income families begimng kindergarterare behind their peers in readinbhey continued
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by explaining that if a child is not reading by the end of first grade, the child has a one in eight

chance of learning to become a proficient readFranccet al.(2014)explairedthe

importanceofit er acy in a studentsodé | ife by stating
have an i mpact on studento6s attendance, reten
crime.

The achievement gap that exists in Connecticut is the largest in the nation (CCER, 2014).
The effects that the achievement gap has on students demonstratesctii@intervention in
order to close this gat is essential for there to be early intamtien beginning at birth and for
intervention to be provided to less advantaged studBetsranccet al.,2014)
Summary of the Achievement Gap
In summary, losing the achievement gap will require shared knowledge of what factors
originally caused the gagnd how ithas beersustained for so lon@ aylor, 2006) Stakeholders
who have the common interest must then collaboratively work togettesigning effective
strategies for teachers to implememaylor continued that without some common theorktica
framework, it is difficult to convey unified expectations$ students fail to perform and do not
meet these expectati®there is blame on all the different stakalders, including teachers,
parents, administrators, and legislatofsylor summarize that this blame results in@ssof
effort, energy, and effectivenes$aylor (2006) declared that in order to turn around a low
performing school, resources, effective strategies, and several years of hard work are required.
Taylor continued¢hatt o t urn around these schools, it wil/
capacity of educators and organizationso (p.
Huang (2015) stated that existing research overlooks the possibility that student

themselves may be able to take an activeimdeldressing the achievement g&juang
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continued that individuals may be able to succeed based on their own efforts and persistence, and
positedt hat studentsd beliefs about themselves ma
achievementHuangstaedthat students must be able to learn to overcome obstacles of
socioeconomic status, to never give up and to work hard, as opposed to blaming the society they
live in. Huang (2015) suggested that students stronger in persistence would have higher
achievenent.

Research indicates that there is a growing achievement gap in the UnitediStates
imperative forstudentgo receive a good education because the most accurate predictor for a
student 6s future educat i on gerformancefandtmsaagooel i s t
education in elementary school is essential (College B&8a9). The achievement gap
between minority children and naninority children is one of the most distressing dilemmas
occurring within the Unites States (Olszewgkibilius, 2006). Children from lowincome
householdsnayhave decreased academic achievement, which in turn will lead to lower incomes
whenthey reach adulthood (CrookBvans2014).Connecti cut 6 s achi evemen
largest in the nation (CCER, 20143t udent s6 beli efs about themsel
persistence may be a vital factor that influences their achievement (F2@4%). One step to
closing the achievement gap should be to provide intervention for less advantaged students
beginnng at birth DeFranccet al.,2014). The review of the literature indicates how essential it
is tobegin toclose the achievement geprly on

The growing achievement gap within the United States is an increasing concern to many
stakeholdersReducing this achievement gap and assisting students to improve their academic

abilities is a focus for the entire natifduang, 20150IszewskiKubilius, 2006; Taylor, 2006)
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In an attempt to decrease the achievement gap, the researcher examineddhefisgtf
regul ation strategies on struggling readersb?o
Metacognition and Learning

Flavell (1979 defined the construct of metacognition, stating that it is how a person is
monitoring their own learning and cognitiom short,t i s t hi nki ng about one
Flavell posited that metacognition could be broken into four areas: metacognitive knowledge,
metacognitive experience, goals, and the activation of stratdgjeegell elaborated that a
per sonds met witgoow oridécline bmsed dn thé ihteraction of these four
components, especially metacognitive experiences.

Baker and Browa €1984)work builtuponF |1 avel | 6s i niti al definit
Baker and Brown divided metacognition into two sepatategories: knowledge about
cognition (monitoring) and setegulation mechanisms that encompass monitoring as the main
focus. They elaborated that the sedigulation mechanismasategory includedchecking the
outcome, planning, monitoring effectivesegesting, revising, and evaluating strategies.

Joseph (2010) noted that for the past three decades, many researchers have found that
met acognition plays a seflegtimgldaimng, academic ppogress,on st u
and personal growthResearch has found that metacognition is vital for both personality
development and social learning, thus suggesting the necessity for instruction in metacognition.
With appropriate direct instructionthesear eas, student 6s pr,andti cal Kk
students have a better understanding of their learning strategies (Flavell, 1979).

Sperling, Richmond, RamsaydKlapp (2012) examined metacognition and the
predictive strength of metacognition for science and overall academic achievéinergwere

97 seventh grade students that participateédeir study Students were administered the Junior
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Metacognitive Awareness Inventory (MAdreated bysperling, Howard, MilleandMurphy
(2002) and the Swanson Metacognitive Questionnaire (SdéQgnedy Swansor(1990).
Teachers also rated the student s OoThewiginalcogni t i
MAI was developed from an adult measure of metacognition by Samwd@ennison (1994).
In 2002, SchravandDennison published the Jr. MAI as assessment of metacognitive
knowledge and regulatiorilhe Jr. MAI is an 18tem survey which uses 9 items to assess
regulation of cognition and 9 items to assess knowledge of cogn#itmialents also completed
the Swanson Metacognitive QuestionnaB&1Q), developed by Swanson (199@).15-item
type of the opemesponse instrument was used. Students were rated usipgjat 8coring
rubric for each itemIn addition, the teacher was given five behavioral descriptors for high and
low student metacogiion. The teacher was asked to rate each individual studdw five
descriptors were directed at studentsd metaco
planning, monitoring, and evaluatioithe science teachers provided these metagogmatings
as well as science GPA. School administration provided overall GPA for each student.
Results from the study conducted by Speréhgl.(2012) found that there is a
significant moderate correlation€ .30,p = .003) between the Jr. MAI artlde version of the
SMQ that was used during the studihey also found the SMQ scores were significantly
correlated with both the Jr. MAI scores and t
However, they found that the correlation betw#enteacher ratings and the Jr. MAI scores was
not significant. Lastly, when both the Jr. MAI and SMQ were entered into a regression model,
both were significant predictors for science GPA and overall GRAummary, Sperlingt al.

found that metacognii on had an i mpact on studentsdé scien

23



Desoete, RoeyeendBuysse (2001) conducted two studies that examined the
relationship betweemetacognitiorandmathematicaproblemsolvingon third grade students.
The firststudy consisted of 80 third grade students, 31 @y 49 girls.Each of the students
had to meet the following tle criteria (a) they did not receive any extra serviéesschool
related problems; {lithe schobpsychologist rates their fuicale Q as average general
intelligence;and(c) overall school grade of at least a B.

Measures that were used during this study included the Kortrijk Arithmetic Test (KRT),
developed by Cracco, Baudonck, Debusschere, Dewulf, Sandwvercaemst (1995), the @n
Minute Test, by BruandVoeten (1999) and metacognitive tests that were designed for the
study, including the Metacognitive Attribution Assessment (MAgk)d the Metacognitive Skills
and Knowledge Assessment (MSAlhe Kortrijk Arithmetic Tes{(Craccoet al, 1995) is a
Belgian mathematics test that consists of 60 dorspatific knowledge and skills item3he
information from this assessment is converted to a percentile scores on mental computation,
number system knowledge, and in a total percestibee. The One Minute Test measures
student fluency.The Dutch studestread as many words possible in one minute, and the
researchrtrackedhow many words werread correctly out of the 146ord passageBoth the
Metacognitive Attribution Assessment (MAA) and the Metacognitive Skills and Knowledge
Assessment (MSA) were designed for this study, and were first tested in a pilot study with 30
participants to determine their appropriatendssaddition, muliple experts on mathematics and
on metacognitiorwere consulted to increase the construct validigr reliability, Cronbach
alphavaried from .59 to .8@nd estretest correlationgere.81 (p < .0005). Researchers found
inter-rater reliabilities foinstruments varying between .98 angpXk(.0005). The MAA was

inspired by the work of Carr and Jessup (1995) and consisted afeariattribution rating
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scale. For this rating scale, students evaluated the following attributions as causes of
hypothetcal situations: internal stable (e.g., ability), internal nonstable (e.g., effort), external
stable (e.g., task characteristics), and external nonstable (e.g., luck). Each iéthesee
ranked on a foupoint scale.The MSA was based on terk of Gross and Paris (1988)lyers
and Paris (1978).ucangeli and Cornoldi (199Mucangeli, CornoldandTellarini (1998);and
Montague (194). The MSA evaluates the two metacognitive components of knowledge and
skills. Within these componenttheassessment includedeclarative, procedural, and
conditional knowledge, and prediction, planning, monitoring, and evaluation skilkse
guestions are asked in a variety of ways, such as make selections, provide explanations, sequence
steps, or make pdictions if they could successfully solve tasks.

A MANOVA showed that there was a significant main effede, 150) = 7.78p <
.0005 with themathematicahbility group on the multivariate leveln addition, the study
revealed thametacognitiorwas predictive for 42% (1Wilks's Lambda) by all
threemathematicahbility groups (belowaverage, average, and abaxerage performersyost
hoc follow-up analyses showed that abexesrage performers did better than average and
belowaverage performe on globametacognitionalthough it showed no differences between
belowaverage and averageathematicaproblemsolvers on the global metacognitive
component.In terms of the oHline metacognitionaboveaveragemathematicaproblem
performers didetter than average and belawerageproblemperformers, and
averageproblemperformers did better than beleaveragemathematical problerperformers.
Lastly, aboveaveragenathematicaproblemperformers demonstrated more internal attributions

than aveage and belovaveragamathematicaproblemperformers.
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In summary resultsfrom the first study conducted by Desoeteal.(2001) demonstrated
the effects betweemetacognitiorandmathematicaproblem solving The study revealed that
metacognitiorwaspredictive bymathematicahbility. The study also indicated that abeve
average performers did better on the global andiregfmetacognitive components, as well as
demonstrated more internal attributions.

Results from the second study conducted byoBtet al.(2001) on metacognition and
mathematical abilitgampled a total of 85 third grade students, in multiple elementary schools.
Fifty-nine of the students had average ingelhce with specific mathematiearning disabilities,
which included 2Doys and 37 girlsThere were26 students, included 8 boys and 18 girls,
which did not scoe above average in mathematics; howgivery didnot have learning
disabilities.

Measures that were used during this study included the Kortrijk Arithmetic Test (KRT),
developed by Cracco et al., (199at was described in the first study, the Metacognitive
Attribution Assessment (MAA) and the Metacognitive Skills and Knowledges&ssent (MSA)
that were also described in the first study. Researchers also used two additional mathematical
tests: the Word Problems Test (VT) (Dudal, 1985)cited bypesoete et al(2001),and the
Arithmetic Number Fact Test (TTRJeveloped bye Vs, (1992),as cited byDesoete et al.,
(2001), and a teacher form (MSA questionnaire). The Word Problems Test (VT) consists of 10
word problems that assess numeral processing. The TTR consists of 200 arithmetic problems
where students solve as many'ué fact problems as they can within a 5 minute period. The
MSA questionnaire is a metacognitive questionnaire that was created specifically for this study.
It uses a Likertype scale of 8tems where 1 = always, 5 = knows in advance whether an

exercisewill be easy or difficult. Teachers also rated the reading and mathematical
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performances and intelligence of the students on a 1 through 7 scale where 1 = very low
compared to peers and 7 = very good compared to peers.

Students were broken into thre@gps based on math scores on the KRT, TTR, VT, and
teacher referralStudents who scored at least 1 standard deviation below the mean on two or
more of the mathematical tests, fell below th# Bércentile on the third test, and scored a rating
of 1 or 2on the teacher rating form wepiacedin the group of studentsith a severe math
disability. There were three requirements for students to be placed nmatiegroup for
moderate disabilitiesFirst, students needed to receive a rating of two omtitbematics
teacher form.Second, students needed to fall one standard deviation below the mean on one
mathematical testLastly, students needto score below the 8percentilerankon one other
mathematics testStudents who had a standard deviatd-.5 below or .5 above on all three
math tests and a rating scale from the teacherwére placed in a group for average
performing students without disabilities.

Results revealed that on the global andlio# metacognition scales, children déied
with severe math disabilities performed worse than children who were classified as having a
moderate disability or being an average perforn&udents who were classified as having a
moderate disability did not display a significantly differerdgrecthen average performers on the
global metacognition scales; howemMiey performed significantly worse than the average
performers on theff-line metacognitive scalg®esoete, Roeyer& Buysse2001).

In summary results fronthe study completed by Desoeteal.(2001) demonstrated the
relationship between studentsd scores on thei
is how they were labeled as having a severe math disability, a moderate disability or being an

average performer) and their metacognitidrne study showed that students who were average
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performers scored significantly higher on thelofé metacognitive scales than students who had
a severe math disability.

As apractitioner Nancy Joseph (201@xplored the role of metacognition in terms of
teaching students in middle school and high school strategies to impact lediwseglposited
that sometimes providing students with direct instruction in metacognitive strategies is neglected
within schods. She statedt is critical to spend time teaching the skills that are essential for
students to become independent learn@osephindicatedthat struggling learners often do not
understand the learning process and do not have the introspectisevghkith cause them to
take unproductive approaches with their schoolwddseph stated some students may acquire
the skills naturally, however, some struggling students will require guided instruction and
coaching in ordeto attain these skills oveime. In order for students to progress academically
and maxmize their learning potentiait is essential for teachers to include instruction in
metacognitive strategies within the general education classratwasph indicated that
metacognitive thinikag is a lifelong skill where students can learn to reflect on their learning
processesShe stated that teaching studentséoome metacognitive learnerdeneficial
because it helpthe teacher to betteinderstand student lears@nd themselves &slucators.
Josepmoted that this knowledgdlows the teacher to focus instruction in a more effective way
to make the best use of class tindeseph shared thatetacognitive awareness in students
produced seffegulated learners, thus allowing studeiat expand their intellectual abilities and
develop academic maturity.

In summaryresearch indicates metacognition is a key component in achievement.
Met acognition had an i mpact on studentesd6 sci e

al., 2012. Metacognitionwas predictive bynathematicahbility. Aboveaverage performers did
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better on global and offne metacognitive components, as welpasitively demonstrating
more internal attributionsStudents who were average performers scored significantly higher on
offline metacognitive scales than students who had a severe math digBedioeteet al,
2001). The review of the literature supports that metacognitive diallea positive impacon
S t u d achigveamént.

The review of the literature indicated that metacognitive skills are important skills to
begin developing in theagly elementary years (Desoetieal, 2001). Studies suggested a
rel ationship bet we eandthsitachtb\vemeanty[@esoseal, 20@1lp Thai t i on
literature indicated the importanokteaching these skills to students in a systematic and
targeted approadfrlavell, 1979 Joseph2010). The literature suggested that studemt®
obtain metacognitivekills will also be selregulated learnergoseph2010).

SeltRegulated Learning and SeHRegulation Learning Strategies

Zimmerman (1989) defined selfe gul ati on | earning strategie
directed at acquiring information or skilidt involve agency, purpose, and instrumertalit
percepti ons 3By These eonsiruets aftén infeyrannect, as do student motivation,
and metacognitive skills. Hammon, Austin, Orcutt, and Rosso (2001) defined metacognitive
s ki I | s ab#itgto regulat® and think about your own thinking. They state that possessing
these metacognitive skills allow students to manage their own learning process, to learn
challenging new ideas, and to be efficient probkatvers. Positive emotions, sua$
confidence, willingness to attempt school work, perseverance, and motivation are associated with
students who possess metacognitive skiismmonet al, 2001) Motivation, selfefficacy and
selfregulation are essential factors to succeed in thdeasa world(Kitsantaset al, 2009;

Ocak & Yamag2013). BakerandBrown (1984)yeportedd hat a student 6s abili
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their cognitive ability and be sedfware while completing activities is an essential siBkhker

andBrown posited that tleeskills have significantimpactn st udent s6 effecti v
learner, because if students understand what they need to doritodrdesuccessful learners,

then they are more likely to be able to take the necestapgo become successful. Bakerd

Brown continued that students who do not understand their deficiencies as a learner or what it

takes to be successful cannot be proactive in setting themselves up for success.

SelkfRegul ated Learning (SRL) i s fleamerssett i ve,
goals for their | earning and then attempt to
(Pintrich& Zusho, 2002, p. 250)Clark (2012) stated that SRL is predictive of students
demonstrating improved motivation and academic outcoi@&mk continued that students
require many different traits in order to be satigaged during learning activitie€lark
declared that through SdRegulated Learning, students attain the independent and adaptive
learning traits that are essential tavhrin learning environments.

Zimmerman (1989) discussed that with selfulation, an individual has the ability to
independently initiate and guide his or her own learning as opposed to relying on others to do so.
Furthermore, Zimmermatteclaredhat learners must utilize explicit strategies to accomplish
academic goals. Students mpessess and be able to utilize these techniques relaseg-to
regulationlearning strategies; have high sefficacy perceptions of themselves as learners; and
high commitment to attaining academic goals. Bandl®87{)indicatedthat selfregulation
learning capabilities have been linked to motivation and achievement in school sétargs.
reseachers have continued to examthe effects selfegulation ha on student learning.

Kitsantas, Steen, and Huie (2009) conducted a correlational study using linear

hierarchical regressh on the role of selfegulationstrategies, and goal orientation on predicting
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achievement of elementary school children. Thislgivas used to examine the degree to which

el ementary school st udientatios, &nd peiegulatiodlearninge v e ment ,
strategies could predict academic performance in terms of theira@&Atandardized test
scores.Researchers gatheradhievement data consisting of grade point average scores and
scores from standardized tesihe academic areas that were assessed were both measured
within the general education classroom (utilizing language arts, mathematics, science, and social
studies grade point average) and on a fedgrathtndated standardized teSte sample

consisted of 81 fifth grade students in a public elementary school, in which 41 of the students
were males and 40 of the students were femddgth grade students werea$en because

Standards of Learning (SOL) tests were a majoalf point in the curriculumSOLSs were

administered to all third and fifth grade students across the state to assess if students met the
standards in the core areas of mathematics, sciengegiga arts, history/social science.

Kitsantaset al.(2009) utilized the followingneasures order to assess the students:
personabata questionnaires, the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), the
Patterns for Adaptive Learning 8e (PALS) achievementhrough GPA, an&tandards of
Learning (SOL) Thepersonablata questionnairegea short survey which gathers data about
the studentdos gender , ThgMotivattdeStatepies fobLsargmna me, an
QuestionnairdMSLQ) is an 81item assessment originally designed for college level students
where the student saléports there answer using -gdaint Likert scale. The Likerscale has the
student rate themselves on the scaleofiln ot at al | =it wetrue ofone dhee 0 t o 7
MSLQ evaluates student motivation as well as-ssgulation learning strategie$he MSLQ
encompasses two scales, the Motivation Scale and the Learning Strategyl8ealesearchers

only utilized the second Learning Strategy Scaleich was comprised of 50 itemKitsantaset
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al. modified the language of the questions slightly to be more appropriate for fifth grade students.
The researchepsr ovi ded an exampl e where they substitu
Acl.as s

The Ratterns for Adaptive Learning Scale (PALS), developed by Midgley, Kaplan,

Middleton, Maehr, Urdan, Anderman, Anderman, and Roeser (1998), was also used in this study.
The Patterns for Adaptive Learning Scale is an instrument that assesses motivation using
achievement goal theoryhe PALS uses a five point Liketype scale to assess mastery and
performance of goal orientations where. & indi
The PALS has both student and teacher measures.

For this stug, Kitsantaset al.(2009)measured achievement in three walygst, they
examined studentsdé records to find students?o
Math, Science, and Social Studi€3econdthe researchetss ed st udent eont hi r d
theSOLs.Fi nal ly, studentsd fifth Theresebehescor es on
examined to track if there were any changes on longitudinal achievement between SOLs between
third and fifth grade.

Kitsantaset al.(2009) found significantelationships between settguhtion and
motivation variables Achievement measures of seffgulation learning strategies and mastery
goal orientation were moderately related to all GPA measure29- .43,p < .05); however,
no significance wakund when these measures were egldd future SOL performanc&he
most interesting finding within this study was that the only variable consistent in predicting GPA
across all subject areas wihe use otelf-regulation strategies.

In summarythe research completed by Kitsanésl.demonstrated that sekégulation

and motivation are interconnecteficcording to the findings of this study, in order for students
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to be motivated, they must have safulation strategiedn addition, seHregulation strategies
predicted student sodo GPA Iaardentsassistanapprovilge academ
student sd achievement, I t i{regulatiomptrategiea nt t o t ea
TanriseverandDilmac conductedesearchn 2013 using correlation study to
investigate the predictive relationship in motivational beliefs, human values, anelgaéétion
learning strategies in secondary studeifitise sample of this study consisted of 794 students in
Istanbul at six different secondasghools in grade8throughl2. There were 387 girls and 407
boys in the studyOf the 794 students, 326 were in tiegdade, 161 were in grasldQ 153
were in gradd 1, and 154 were igrades 12 TanriseverandDilmac utilized both the Human
ValuesScale developed by Dilm@(2007),and the Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnairedeveloped by Pintrinch and De Groot (1990) and translated into Turkighedy
(2005),in their study, and administered these instruments to the students in the spring of the
20102011 school year.
The Human Values Scale includes 42 items to measure human values, which are placed
in six different catgories eachvith seven items: (eRespasibility; (b) Friendship; (¢
Reconcilidgion; (d) Respect; (e) Tolerance) flonesty The Human Values Scale haS-point
Likert type scale where the students rate themesalses the following terms: (a) Neven; (b
Rarely;(c) Sometimes(d) Often;(e) Always. The items are scored:&8) 1; (b) 2; (c) 3; (d) 4;
(e) 5; and the increase or decrease in the score indicated that the student does not have high
human values.
TheMotivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) was used to assess
s t u d e nregsldtiondearhirig strategies and motivational beliefs by administering 44 items.

This instrument was translated into Turkish by Uredi (200%)e Motivated Strategs for

33



Learning Questionnaire used gdaint Likert type scale where the students rate themselves using
numbers of 7 to indicate Avery true of meod to
between.Tanriseverand Dilmac looked at both SéRegulation Learning Strategies and
Motivational Beliefs using the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionra@iéregulation
Learning Strategies were broken down into cognitive strategies which consisted of 13 items and
selfregulation which consistl of 9 items.Motivational Beliefs were broken down into self
efficacy which consisted of nine items, intrinsic values which consisted of nine items, and test
anxiety which consisted of four items.

The study bylanriseverandDilmac (2013 showed motivational beliefs were a
significant predictor of selfegulation learning strategieResults also indicated that human
values were a significant predictor of motivational beligftso, findings from the study showed
that human values were tgignificant predicta of seltregulationlearning strategies; however
human values did have an indirect effect on-ssgulation learning strategies by having an
impact on motivational beliefs.

TanriseverandDilmac (2013)found that the correlatome t ween student sdé mi
beliefs and human values was .5#hey also found significance € .01) in the regression for
how human values predicted these motivational beliefs afT.28riseverandDilmac revealed
that the correlation between sed#fgulation learning strategies and motivational values was .82.
Regression analysfer how well motivational beliefs predicted se#fgulation learning
strategies was significarp € .01) at .72. TanriseverandDilmac did not find a significant
relationship between salégulation learning strategies and human vali#swyever, according
to TanriseverandDilmac, since human values are a significant predictor of motivational values

with a predictive power of .355, amabtivational beliefs i@ a predictor of selfegulation
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learning strategies with a predictive power of .73, it was calculated that humanisalues
predictive of seHregulationlearning strategies via motivation with a predictive power of .35.

In concluson, there is a significant relationship between both motivational beliefs and
selfregulation strategies, as well as motivational beliefs and human vdlaesseverand
Dil macos findi ngs toexamipedhe effedtswirsdiégutationstragegies and ¢ h
motivation.

Ocak and Yamac (2013) completed a relational screening study to examine the predictor
relationships of selfegulation strategies, motivational beliefs, attitudes towards mathematics,
and achievement of 199 fifth grade studemMinety-five of the participants were females and
104 of participants were malén order to conduct their research, Ocak and Yamac utilized the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), the Mathematics Attitude Scale
(MTO), and Mathemat Achievement through GPAThe Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire was adapted to Tur kGQalemak,dng Kar ad
Demirel (2008).The 25 questions of the motivated portion of Motivated Strategies for Learning
Quedgionnaire consisted of: sefffficacy, test anxiety, intrinsic, goal orientation, extrinsic goal
orientation, control of learning beliefs, and task valliee 45 questions of learning strategies
portion of the Motivated Strategies for Learning Questiaeneonsisted of: cognitive,
metacognitive, and resource management strategjles Motivated Strategies fvearning
Questionnaire used apbint Likert type scale where the students rate themselves using numbers
of 7 to indicate ifmwddrcyatter imoadf ame daltlo tI uteo of
TheMathematics Attitude Scale MT®)as devel oped to measure stud
mathematics.The assessment is a fipeint Likerttype scale that consists of 20 itenis.order

to assesMathematic Achievemens, t u d grade poidt average (GPA) scores in mathematics
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were examinedThese instruments were given to the participants in theffalea2010r 2011
school year.

Ocak and Yamac (2013) found that test aryxietd a negative predictor value on

studentsod6 attit ud2). Howewes setlefficaoy40t60) enatacagnitivesself(
regulation (0.15), task value (0.27) and intr
attitude towards mathematicsa positive way.Fifty-e i ght percent of the val
attitudes towards mathematics was explained by metacognitiveegalation, task value, test
anxiety, intrinsic goal orientation, and sefficacy. Selre f f i cacy predi cted stu
achi evement in a positive way (0.60) and test
negative way{12). The ot her variables did not have a si
success. According to second model, task value (0.28), intrinsiogeatation (0.28), and self
efficacy (0.29) were found to predict metacognitive-seffulation strategies in a positive way.
In a similar way, task value (0.26), selfficacy (0.25) and intrinsic goal orientation (0.35) all
were found to predict cogmie strategies in a positive wa¥ifty-six percent of the variance in
metacognitive strategies and 57% of the variance in cognitive strategies are explained by
metacognitive selfegulation, selfefficacy, and task value.

Results from Q@ladtudyeshoded Yhat sefficagyswas a significant
predictor of achievement in mathematiésndings also indicated that metacognitive self
regulation was a predictor of attitude towards mathematics in a positiveRugjrermore,
results from theiresearch showed that intrinsic goal orientation was a predictor of both
cognitive and metacogive strategies.Lastly, Ocakn nd Yamacod6s study suppor

efficacy was related to both metacognitive strategies and cognitive strategies.
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Insummay, Ocak and Yamac 06s -dfficacydplays gnampertarn p or t
role in academic achievementheir findings also support that when students demonstrate self
regulation strategies, they will have improved attitudes towards acaddsaissd orthe
findings from their study, it can be hypothesized that providing students with direct instruction in
selfregulation strategies may encourage-seff f i cacy and potentially
achievement.

Schloemer and Brenan (2006) describedsgiilated learning (SRL) as synonymous for
a lifelong learner.They posited that both SRL and lieng learning$ what is important in the
work force because this means that the individual takes an active role in their learning, works
toward acquiring teafiques, and skills to help improveemselves Schloemer and Brenan
(2006) state that setegulated learners are able to direct their own learning, which is what many
organizations are looking for in employe&hey argued that it is important for studieto learn
these skills so they can become marketable in the job force.

In summary, research indicates that $igulated Learning is an effective method to
improve academic outcomes (Clark, 201Zhere are significant relationships between-self
regulation and motivation (Kitsantas al, 2009). Seklregulation strategies consistently
predicted GPA acrasall subject areas (Kitsantasal, 2009). Motivational beliefs were a
significant predictor of selfegulation learning strategies and human values were a significant
predictor of motivational beliefsAlso, human values did have an indirect effect on self
regulation learning strategies by hayian impact on motivational beliefs (Tanrisexgemilmac,
2013). Self-efficacy was a significant predictor of achievement in mathematics and a high sense
of seltefficacy had a positive effect on mathematics attitudetacognitive selregulation was

apredictor of attitude towards mathematics in a positive walyinsic goal orientation was a
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predictor of both cognitive and metacognitive strategies (@ca#lamac, 2013).Self-efficacy
was related to both metacognitive strategies and cognitive sesigralk& Yamac, 2013).
The review of the literature indicates that SR#gulated Learning impacts reading
compehension (Kitsantast al, 2009).

Goal Setting and M otivation

Paris and Paris (2001) explained that-setfulated learning is dependemtot he st u
motivation and controlParis and Paris shared that in order to continuously exert effort,
persevere when faced with complications, determine and work towards appropriate goals, and
internally feel seHefficacy, students must be verytivated. Terman and Oden (1947) stated
that there are qualities that are more predictive thieatligence QuotientlQ)), such as,
Apersevecantedeseéef and i nt e g AcaardingtaPintriohwa r d
(2000), seHregulated learing is a dynamic and productive practice where students set goals in
an attempt to improve their abilitie§tudents then examine, refleghd regulate their thinking
in order to achieve these goals.

Butler (2002) stated that when se#fgulated studestare presented with a task, the
students utilize or adapt strategies to complete the task based on their prior expeHences.
continued that once the learner has implemented the strategies, they continued to observe the
outcomes and compare againststendards to judge how they are doitigthe learner
perceives they are not doing well they make adjustméutier reported that setegulated
learners are also able to receive and interpret feedback as they continuevalselie, problem
solve ad make adjustmentszinally,hei ndi cated that students?®o

efficacy are crucial to their engagement in their learning.
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Duckworth, Kirby, Tsukayama, Berstein and Ericsson (2011) discussed grit, which they
defined as persistengegrseverance, and passion for ldagn goals.Theyfound that grit
significantly predicted educational attainment, GPA, retention, and performance in the National
Spelling Bee.

Duckworthet al.(2011) inquired why some individuals will accomplish mtiven others
when they possess equal intelligend&eycontinued that highachieving individuals must
possess several characteristics, however, some traits might be more essential to success than
others. They defined one key quality for all leadersasgfithey def i ne grit as,
and passion for lonterm goals.Grit entails working strenuously toward challenges,
maintaining effort and interest over years despite failure, adversity, and plaie i n pr ogr e s s
1087). Duckworthet al.stated that an individual who possesses grit will view achievement as a
marathorin which they have great stamina and will not let disappa@mtor boredom
discourage them or change their trajectory, as énoftill for most people.

When studying 175 finalists of the 2005 Scripps National Spelling Beekworthet al.

(2011) utilized an ordinal regression model having the final round as the dependent variable and
found that age and grit were both signifita@redictors.Finalists who had a grit score that was a
standard deviation above the mean for saiged finalists were more likely to advance to further
rounds by 41%.

Huang (2015) examined if studentsd effort
achiezement. He specifically studied mathematics, science, and reading achievement. Huang
defined studentso6é effort as t he Hewomductedthef t i m
study by using the012 Program for International Student Assessme®APU.S. data which

included (@) student achievement in mathatics, science, and reading) giudent background
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which included gender, immigration status, language used at home, and scaoaecmd
cultural status, and Yschool information includingize, location, student climate, teacher
certification and leadershiplhe sample size was 4,978 students from 162 schoolsvete15
years of ageHuang found that when a student increased onerupirsistence, there was a
5.83point improvement fomathematicsg < .01), a 4.77 improvement for scienge<(.01), and
a 6.53 point improvement in readin@< .01). One additional hour spending time on
mathematics from four to five hours in school predicted an increase in mathematical
achievement by 86. Similarly, one additional hour spending time on reading and science
during the week was linked with a 2.83 increase in achievement in sgexc@l)) and reading
(p<.01). By increasing théime spenton afterschool homework (oudf school hoursjrom
four to five hours per week, there was a decrease of 0.59 in mathempaticj, 0.97 for
science [ < .05), and 1.03 for reading € .05). 6.91% of the variance of achievement in
mathematics, 5.86% in science, and 6.30% in reading was explairled overall persistence
and learning time variables

Huang (2015) summarized the results of his study by stating that because persistence and
|l earning time in school were associated with
that lowrsogoeconomic status (SES) students may be able to catch up to their higher
socioeconomistatus peers by increasing their persistence and learning time in school.
However, Huangos ANOYV Aocioecenonictatus stutleatsvspeht lessh at | o
time an learning and viewed themselves to be less persistent than thesodaigkeconomic
status peers didi T h e KSES$ students perceived themselves to be three times more
persistent than the loweSES students perceived themselves to be (0.60 vs@0<15,. 01) 0

(Huang, 2015, p. 21).
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In summary Huang (2015) posited that there was a strong association found in his study
between achievement and persistence together with learning time spent in school which supports
the i mport ance rtheir awh learnsmngThesefindingsssuppod furgheri
research to examine the effects of motivation and achievement.

Liu, Horton, Olmanson and Toprac (2011) conducted a study with middle school students
examining the learning and motivation in media emwnents. The sample size consisted of 220
sixth graders from a middle school in a southwestern ditithin this sample, about 54% were
female, (= 119) and 46% were male £ 101).

During their study, Litet al.utilized 15 items from the Intrinsic Motivation Inventory
Instrument (IMI) The IMI uses a sevepoint Likert scale (one = not at all true and seven = very
true) in order to assess studentsod6 motivation
admnistering a science knowledge te$his20i t em t est measured student
multiple different scientific concepts that were taught throughout the Thé.test questions
were both factual knowledge questions and application questioss;dbestions have been used
in earlier studies with comparable samples using similar learning.

Liuetal( 2011) found that student motivation si
knowledge test scoredVhen sudents had identical scores for theescie prescores, the
students who hakigher motivatiorscores receiveligherscoreson their sciace postests. Liu
et al.ran a multiple regression analysis with the four subscales of IMI as predictors and found a
mo d e r &df @3,FBRI26)=11p\0. 010 wi th the perceived compe
strongest bp76dt{li26) +28p\0 a 0 1 & Resplts indicatdthat for students
who had identical scores for the sciencegweres, the higher the student perceived competence,

the higher the scores on their science jpests.
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In conclusion, findings indicated that perceived competence contributed most
significat 'y to the relationship between students?o
motivation. Results from this study support further research in examining the connection
bet ween studentsod6 perceived capability, motiyv

Mucherah and Yoder (2008) conducted a study with middle school students examining
their motivation for reading and their performance on standardized readingiggts the
study, 388 sixth and eighth gradgtudents from two different public middle scit®participated.

One of the middle school s sample cdhsisted o
males), and 130 eightradestudents (71 femalesand 59 maleBhe second mi ddl e s
sample consisted of 104 sixth grade students, (60lésraad44 males), and 64 eightirade

students (48 females and 16 males).

Mucherah and Yoder utilized several different instruments within their study. To
examine 11 different aspects of studentsd mot
for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) which is aif3n survey developed by Wigfield and Guthrie
(1995). The MRQ has students rate each item along adtap Likert continuum whereas 1 =
very different from meto 4 =a lot like me The constructs of the MRQ ihgle:reading
efficacy, reading challenge, reading curiosatgsthetic enjoyment, importance, reading work
avoidance, competition in readingcognition for reading, reading for grades, social reasons for
reading, and compliance.

All students in the stly were assessed using the Indiana Statewide Testing for
Educational Progress (ISTEP+) developedh®indiana Department of Education (201The
ISTEP+isastatmandated test used to measure all stud

three, five, i, eight, and nineThe ISTEP+ assesses academic performance in both
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English/language arts and mathematig.students are given the ISTEP+ during the fall of
each school year, to examine what the student should have learned and retained from the prio
school year.

Mucherah and Yoder found that aside from Social Reasons and Work Avoidance, all of
the other MRQ subscales were significantly correlated with the ISTEP+ doaaddition, with
the exception of Work Avoidance, all of the MRQ subscales@nificantly and positively
correlated with correlations that ranged from low to moderately higjle. strongest correlations
were found in the foll owi ngr=a67)eGhallengefa®lecogni t i
Aesthetics (= .66), Challenge and &facy ( = .65), Challenge and Curiosity € .63), and
Recogniion and Importance of Reading€ . 61) 06 (p. 221) .

Mucherah an&oder conducted a regression analysis to examine variables that
significantly predi ct e dheanalysst thaytras éxaninredusdd + per f
Reading Motivation subscales as predictors and the ISTEP+ score as the crResatis found
thatthet e st ef f ect FWR3IB7)si8Pwmkf 0@ Aot (Thefreadng 5) .
motivation subscales that were fauto be significant predictors of achievements on the ISTEP+
were: efficacy, challenge, and aesthetic enjoyment.

Insummary Mucherah and Yodero6s study examined
studentsod6 reading mot i v a traadng testsRestlthfeomihe r f or man
study found that certain motivational aspects
test. This study indicated that students who had higheféiifacy also performed better in
reading. Results from this sidy supportfurther research in the relationship between student

motivation, seHefficacy, and reading achievement.
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Alivernini and Lucidi (2011) conducted a longitudinal study to examine the effects of
S t u d selfrdeter@mined motivation in their intention to drop out of high school, while also
looking at the effects of their academic performance, perceived support from parents and
teachers, and their socioeconomic staflise study was conducted at three puhlpper
secondary schools near Toscana, Itdliere were 426 participants, all ranging from grades nine
through 13, ages 14109.

To complete this study, Alivernini and Lucidi utilized several instrumenke first
instrument they used was tAeadenic Motivation Scale (AMS) designed by Valleraetal.
1992. The AMS consisted of five subscales that assesseddhgefionotivation, External
Regulation, Introjected Regulation, Identified Regulation, and Intrinsic Motivation of the
participants.Ead subscale has four items that the participant responded to using gpeeuen
Likert-type scale whereas @ees not correspond at &l 7=corresponds exactlyDuring this
study an Italian version of the AMS was usdthe secod instrument used in tregudywas the
Relative Autonomy Index (RAI) created by Vallerand and Ratelle (2002), as a global measure to
assess s tdetatneination id regard o studyindlext, Alivernini and Lucidiexamined
perceived teacher support for autonoriyey assesed this by using a modified version of the
Learning Climate Questionnaire (LCQ) designed by Williams and Deci (1998 .LCQ has
students answer eight questions about their perceptions of their teatlngmini and Lucidi
al so exami peealvedyparentdl suppoid for autonomy by administering an adapted
11-question version of thBerceptions of Parents Scale (POPS) by Grolnick, Ryan and Deci
(1991). The POPS examines studentsdo views on how s
autonomy andhow involved their parents are in their livéStudents are asked the same

guestions about their mothers and fathers independently, to get a separate score for the degree the
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children perceive them to be supportive of their autonomy and involved iriviasir Alivernini
and Luci di (2011) ntantionsoto parsit eIsus drop bgtasking tareet s 0 |
guestions that were used by Hardre and Reeve (200B)e questi ons that were
someti mes consider Aidmaemidng oo wWtr opf osuuc h@d |l s@& ho
feelunsura bout continuing my st Btddendssansweeedtheseaf t er vy e
guestions using a sewpoint Likerttype scale that ranged from=Inot at allto 7= very much
so. Aliverniniand Luci di (2011) examined studentsod ac
First, they -tepodall gradeswd ther tinastrecantekaims and second, they used
of ficial teacher s 0 achisvengest hoeradademit asga)taliansd) udent s
second languagég) history, andd) mathematics.The final measure that examined was-self
efficacy. Alivernini and Lucidi examined this with éhPerceived Efficacy Scale for Self
Regulated karning (Bandura, 1990 he Perceived ficacy Scale for SelRegulated kearning
consisted of 11 it e mseffieabyiindhnee priemarysavee@® st udent s o
organizing academic workh) motivation to study, anft) focus attention on studiedhis
assessment utilized a fipmint Likert-type scale that ranged from=lcannot do it aall to 5=
can certainly do it

When the first term of high school year came to an end, students completed the
guestionnaires. At the end of the school year, four months later, the reseabthiersd
students6 grades. At the end of the first ter
the question in regard to their intentions to drop out, the AMS and the question about grades
again.

Results showed that when students believedéeeack t o be | ess support

autonomy, students felt less competérnt (39) and selfleterminedf§ = .15). In addition, when
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students believed parents to be less supportive of their autonomy, they felt less cofapetent (
21). Alsothelowerst udent sd confi denc &x=.b4)thelomeriself abi | ity
determination they reportedResults also found that when students had high levels of self
efficacy b= 1 . 1 4 )-detarmided ma@ivafiorb(= 1T . 42), it r plahsitoed t he
drop out of high school.

In conclusion, during this study Alivernini and Lucidi (2011) demonstrated the impact
that motivation and selfficacy had ors t u d scimobl pebformance and intentions to stay in
school. This study supports furtheesearch to continue to examine the effects that motivation
andsefe f f i cacy have on studentsdo performance in

Nelson and MansdaWilliamson (2006) implemented a sefgulation strategy
intervention and a comparison group to examine the effedstom d e nt s O-efftaayadi ng s e
and attributions for students with reading disabilitissorder to qualify for the study, students
needed to be entering grades four to eiditere were also guidelines set in place to ensure that
all students had sigicant reading deficitsSt udent s6 grade equivalent
fluency and/oreading comprehensian the Woodcockohnson Tests of Agtvement, Third
Edition (WJ IIl) (Woodcock, McGrew, MatheP001) Reading Fluency and Passage
Comprehensiosubtestsneeded to be at least two years below their expectetkegie
achievementParticipants also could not have a reading fluency stimweea 3.5 grade level.
In addition, participants needed a standard score that was at least one standard {®lintio
below the mean on at least one of the three composites on the Comprehensive Test of
Phonological Processing (CTOPW®agner, Torgesen, ashotte, 1999)On the brief measa

of intellectual functionindreynots Irtellectual Screening Test (RISReynolds& Kamphaus,
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2002), participantso st anThasanchplesicecconsitedof20e ded t
students ranging from nine to 14 years, 15 boys and 5 girls.

Nelson and Mansaw/illiamson (2006) utilized several instruments within thetirdy.
To examine reading sefffficacy, they used an instrument developed by Schunk and Rice
(1987), which they called the Sdifficacy Test Thi s i nstrument evaluated
on their skills with comprehension by reading multiple gradellpassagesAfter reading each
passage and answering the questions, students rated themselves on a scale of 1 (not sure) to 10
(really sure) that they are answering correcilp. measureeading attributions to strategsge,
Nelson developed a measunat yielded Cronbach alphas of .53 and .B4iring this
assessment, students are presented with four scenarios and asked how important strategy (both
incorrect use of strategies and correct use of strategies) was for each scCemangasure
reading aféct, the researcher used a modified version of the Positive and Negative Affect Scale
for Children (PANASC; Laurentet al.1999). The PANASC measures both positive and
negative affect in student$n order to only assess readiafifiect the researchermaodified the
study by adding the beginning phrase, "When I'm reading, | generally feel ..." (p. 217) and then
stating the different items to all of the questiofitie researchers also left out the following six
emotions, as they felt they had little to @ith reading: frightened, active, afraid, lonely,
fearless, and darind.astly, the researches added eight items to the scale, from a scale created
by Linnenbrink (2002).

The intervention lasted six weeks, witto of the days being used for prestng and
two days foposttesting. Each student received the intervention-oneone. Each student
received five weeks of orte@-one instruction, for four days per week, for one hour per day.

Both the intervention and the comparison group received pbgical awareness, decoding,
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fluency, and comprehension instructiofll students received the same phonological awareness,
decoding, and fluency programminglowever, reading comprehension was different in the
treatment groupThe researcherscalledtber oups t he fAGui deld)adehedi ng ¢
AEXxplicit Compm=h hnithe Guaded Rgadingyroujhe strategies were
drawn fromthereciprocal teachingpproachPalinscar & Brown, 1984)The teacher modeled
specific comprehensiastrategies, such as prediction, summarization, and question generation.
First the teacher modeled, followed by guided practice, ending with students performing the
strategies independentf. he Expl i cit Comprehension groupos
from the seHregulated strategy development model (Harris & Graham, 1989he Explicit
Comprehension group, the teacher explained the reason and value behind using each strategy
with text and provided direct instruction in using each strat@dne nstructors also taught
participants the selfegulation strategies of goal setting and-sadinitoring. Within this group,
there was no timeline of when student would or should begin to use the strategies independently;
instead transfer of control of thetrategies was explicitly moved from instructor to participant
when students showed they were ready.

Results from Nelsonand Mangdati | | i amsondés study (2006) sho
reading seHefficacy, students in the Explicit Comprehension inteneendid not make
statistically significant gains; however, students in the Guided Reading group's reading
approached statistical significandeor reading affect, students in the Explicit Comprehension
intervention demonstrated a statistically significactease in positive affect for reading;
however, they did not display a statistically significant decrease in their negative affect for

reading. The Guided Reading group had a decrease in negative affect for reading which
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approached statistical signifince; however they did not show a statistically significant increase
in positive affect for reading.

In summary, research indicates that goal setting and motivation ha¥eetron student
performance.Persistence and learning time in school were assot ed wi t h st udent s
achievement in mathematics, scigraned reading (Huang, 2015%tudent motivation
significantly predicted st Thdlghdarthestudentipezceice@ k n o
competence, the higher the scores on their sciepstéepts (Liu, Horton, Olmansp& Toprac,
2011).Al i vernini and Luci di 6s rsdtsdeteamnedmotivaiédnl 1) f o
perceived support from parents and teachers, and their socioeconomic status had a role in their
academiccareeMvhen st udents felt teachers were | ess ¢
students felt less competent and-sigtermined (Alivernini & Lucidi, 2011)Also, when
students believed parents to be less supportive of their autonomy, they felt less competent
(Alivernini & Lucidi, 2011).Al i ver ni ni and Luci di (2011) repo:
confidence in their ability to achieve, the lower sitermination they reportedResults
showed that when st udefficatysra seiflate@mined ngptivatibneitv el s o f
reduced the studentsdé plans to drop out of hi
Implementing a selfegulation strategy intervention for students with reading disabilities caused
students to demonstrate a statistically significant increase in positive affect for reading self
efficacy (Nelson & MansetVilliamson, 2006).Efficacy, chalenge, and aesthetic enjoyment
were found to be significant predictors of achievement on standardized reading tests in middle
school students (Mucherah & Yoder, 200Besearch indicated that S&egulated Strategy
interventi ons i mgselefficaay forsstudentsawith réading digahiliies n

(Nelson & Mansewilliamson, 2006).A review of the literature supports the theory that student
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goal setting can have an impact on motivation and reading comprehension with struggling
readers.

Accordng to Harris, Graham and Mason (2003), Setfulated strategy development
(SRSD) is an intervention designed to provide students with explicit instruction which will help
them to acquire strategies such as motivation, adaptive attributions, and endademen
Harris, Lane and Mason, (2014) elaborated that through SRSD interventions, students improve
their understanding of goal settingccording to the literature, SRSD is a technique that should
be consi der ed t o sdatidgvaadmivatiors(Ennisttealn 204Masgm a |
MeadanKaplansky, Hedin& Taft, 2013.

SeltRegulated Strategy Development (SRSD)

Seltregulated strategy development (SRSD) within classrooms is a re$eaeh
strategy, which has been effective in increasing studes émositering and seléfficacy
(Harris, Graham & Mason, 2003Harris (1982) developed the SRSD instructional method for
students who encounter significamtiting difficulties. Harris was aware that these students
benefitted from an integratedetiod of instruction that directly concentrated on their behavioral,
emotional, and cognitive qualitieslarris and Graham (1996) indicated that SRSD writing
approach was specifically and strategically designed in order to improve students' behavior,
knowledge, and motivation.

Paris and Paris (2001) theorized that students often have peoeg@Htion because of
their lack of knowledge, exposure, and experience withreglilation strategies-or this
reason, it is important to provide students wditect instruction and opportunities with self
regulation strategiesAccording toGrahamet al.(2012), SRSD encompasses more than 70% of

the features that are recommended to by the Institute of Education Sciences and What Works
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Clearinghouse, in ordeo improve writing outcomesSreckovic, Common, Knowles, and Lane
(2014) affirm that the SRSD writing model has been shown to be successful with students with
and at risk for disabilities, in addition to students without disabilities who display writing
difficulties. They continue that research on SRSD for writing has received favorable ratings
from the National Center on Intensive Instruction (National Center on Intensive Intervention at
American Institutes for Research, 2013).
Enniset al.(2014) descbed the benefits of the SRSD approach, stating that students
learn successful techniques in order to produce writing in terms of planning, drafting, revising,
and editing.In addition, students strengthen their knowledge aneregiflation strategies fo
goal setting, selmonitoring, seHinstruction, and selfeinforcement.Each of these strategies is
an important element needed to regulate their behaviors and the writing plogsts. SRSD
i's created to 1 mpr o-efécacy, tind dfferh $RSD haesaltednv at i on, s
developmendfst udent sd6 per f or reagewreelementgb) gualitgof k ey ar eas
writing, (c) knowledge of writing(d) approach to writingand (¢ self-efficacy (eg., Harris,
Lane, Graham, Driscoll, Sandmel, BrindfeSchatschneide2012 Kiuhara, O'Neill, Hawken,
& Graham, 2012).
Harris, Graham, and Mason, (2003) provided an explicit outline of instruction for
providing SelfRegulatedStrategy Development within the classroom. Their outline included a
gradual release model of instruction.h e f i rst stage is ABackground
student develops content knowledge thatis neces3alye next st a @kerethe Adi sc
students6é attitudes about their performance a
andtheselmoni t oring techni ques, wher8thedeaaner showsthér as e |

student how to use the techniques andragjtilation strategge In the third stage, students take
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a more active r ol e byhaving memorizingeakderadtidting theostrategiesw n
while the teacher and students are collaboratively working togdther. t he f i ft h st age
it, the teacher is gdually fading backinth e f i nal st a ¢hestuddntiisusilgp end e n|
the content and sefegulation strategies independently or with very little supp®imce 1985,

more than 30 studies using the SRSD model of instruction in the area of watiadeen

reported, involving elementary through high school students (Danoff, Harris, & Graham, 1993;

De La Paz, 1999, 2001; MacArthur, Graham, Schwartz, & Shafer, 1995; Sexton, Harris, &

Graham, 1998). Researchers have found that by providing stud#ntrect instruction in

SRSD, st udent saiaremesd, and achiavesnent scaes indrease.

Reid, Hagaman and Graham (2014) conducted a-amatlysis study to assess tse of
selfregulated strategy developmé&BRSD)in teaching writingstrategies to students that were
diagnosed with attentiedeficit hyperactivity disordefADHD). While investigating multiple
SRSD studiesReid, Hagaman and Grahapecifically looked at the participants, the location,
the writing genres, the writing nteids and the outcomes of the SRSD treatment.

The articles in this study mé#te following five conditions(a) implemented the SRSD
instructional model;i) encompassed disaggregated data on students who were diagnosed with
ADHD (c) they were published ipeerreviewed journals;d) they utilized either a quasi
experiment, a single subject or a temperiment designg] the dependent variable assessed
student writing functioning in some way (e.g., quality).

The researchers did not find amye- or quas-experiments that evaluated the effects of
SRSD orthe writing of students that were diagnosed with ADHD, yet they did find single
subject design studied.o assess the results of the SRSD interventions on the outcome

measures, they utilized percent rorerlapping data (PND) (Scruggs, Mastropieri, & Casto,
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1987). PND allows for comparison of effects across multiple studies and is a commonly
accepted measure for evaluating the effect sizes in ssngiect design (Graham, 2006)he
researchers obtaidehe PND by establishirthe percentage of data points in the treatment that
surpassed themaximum point in baseline-or every dependent variable that graphs were
provided, PND was also establishélhe researchers computed a PND range that was used as
alternative for a confidence interval as well as the modal sddre.researchers interpreted the
PND using Scruggs et al. (198¥)teria: @ PND above 90% is a large effedt) PND between
70% and 90% is considered a moderate effecPND betwen 50% and 70% is a low or small
effect; d) PND 50% or below is considered to be ineffectiVéeresearchers also evaluated
magnitude of changed he researchers used the Percent ChépGg and divided the mean
postinstruction score by the mean baseline score then multiplied byMdation in the
preferred direction is found when there is a positive PC greater than 100 (Reid, Ha&aman
Graham, 2014)

The researchers found attides which included 12 individual studie8ll of the studies
utilized singlesubject with multiple baselingesigns.The 12 studies comprised of a total of 27
students with ADHD, 19 males and eightfemal8st udent s6 grades ranged f
twelfth grade. There were nine students in grades, 8ix studentsn grades 6, and 12 students
in grades 912.

Reidet al.(2014) stated that genre elements, writing quality, and number of words were
the three types of writing measures that were commanost of the studies within this review
and were applied in at least four studidgcording to the researchers, genre elements are the
number of fundamental el ement s Wihioampatve,sed wi

genre elements include: main character(s), setting, time, purposes of the main character,
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activities of the main character, reactions of characters and erfelin@gn essay, genre elements
include: premise (i.e., topic), motive for prese, motive against premise, ending, motive and
ending.

In summary, Reiet al.(2014) reviewed multiple studies to assess the use of SRSD for
writing with students with ADHD.They discovered that during baseline, the writing
compositions of these stuats was short, lacking information, and of poor qualfgllowing
SRSD instruction, all studentso6 writing I mpro
studies completed bylason et al. (2010) and Mason alariner (2008).In the Mason et al.

(2010 study, the student was already functioning at grade level, which could be why the study
yielded little effects. In the Mason and Shriner (2008) study, the student was placed in a
therapeutic setting immediately following the instruction phase whichldaue contributed to

why the study yielded little effectsAfter the SRSD instruction, many students more than tripled
the number of genre elements they used within their stories, suggesting that SRSD instruction
was highly effective at improvingthecpmt et eness of AdtarithedSR80 sO6 wr i ti
treatment, students wrote over twice as much, and the effects on the number of words written
were moderate to strong (mean PND = 89The effects on quality of writing were moderate to
strong (mean weightePND for posinstruction of 86.2) and the average quality of compositions
was over two times as much after treatmdfdur out of four studies described improvements in
planning time. Progress was found in time spent writing, vocabulary and trafsidsan &
Shriner, 2008).

Saddler (2006) examined the effects of-sejulated strategy development on story
writing for young writers with learning disabilities who had poor writing skillse study took

place in an innecity elementary school in thertheast United State3.eachers recommended
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students who met both of the following two criter@: they were identified by the school with a
learning disability andh) the teachers considered them to be strugglitiy writing. As a

result, there we six studentsrdém five second grade classrooms who participatéour of the
participants were boys and two were girls.

In order to assess the effects of treatment, the researcher utilized a Avalsipliee
acrosssubjects design with multiple pres during baseline (Horner & Baer, 1978ior to
beginning the intervention, each student's writing ability was measured over time during a
minimum of at least three baseline stori@fis was to establish an accurate baseline score in
terms of numbeof story elements that the student us@éter the baseline was established,
intervention began and continued for seven steps until each student consistently used all seven
story elements within their writingeach student wrote three stories after instruction was
complete. Maintenance probes were then given three andiseks following instructionEach
story was graded on tmeimber of story elements included, number of words written, and the
overall holisic quality. The story elements consisted of the following seven common story
elements: main characters, locale, time, what the main characters want to do, what they did, how
they felt, and how it all endsThe number of words was the numbers of word#tevri(title
excluded) regardless of spellinfhe quality of the siry was assessed using apd@nt scale
where onevas the lowest quality and eight was the highest queigaminers were provided
with a representative sample story and narrative wiechtived scores of two, four, and six.
Lastly, the amount of planning time was notdtdhe observer recorded was the studemn
instructed to begin writing anghenthey actually began writing.

The six students were broken into paifsgraduate stueht in educational psychology,

who was trained in the intervention, was the writing instructor for each of the writing pairs.
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Each writing session lasted for 30 minutes, and they occurred three times peEweskpair
received 1611 lessons.This ingruction was supplementary to the standard classroom
instruction and each student also received their regular classroom writing instrid¢tefesson
plans used were based on the SRSD (Harris & Graham, 1992) instructional oelgroups
moved throuf seven different lessons at their own pace, repeating lessons depending on how
fast thestudentsacquiredthe skills. The intervention used a writing strategy which included a
mnemoni ¢ d e \bveated,to h@liPs@dents organize and plan theimgritPOW
reminded students to Pick Ideas, Organize Notes, and Write (POW), and SayA¥terehat, a
second mnemonic, called WWW, was also introducHils mnemonic reminded students the
parts to include when writing a good story.

ResultsfromSaddlr 6s (2006) study show that before
include essential element$.he el ements the students did incl
Awher ed Ehe stanesmwéresalso short, averaging about 25 w@tigdents produced
poor quality stories that averaged a 2.3 out of 8 on the quality dcadély, none of the students
did any planning before writing, and averaged 5.2 seconds of planningAiitee the
intervention, every student created stories Wincluded more story elements, averaging 4.8
elements per story during pastervention, and 4.4 at maintenandéeur of the six students
improved the length of their stories, averaging 47.3 words per story duringnfgsention, and
42.3 during maitenance.Quality improved for four of the six students as well, with an average
of a 4.7 quality rating at pogttervention and 4.6 rating at maintenance for the coharstly,
all of the students improved with their planning tingtudents average®3 seconds of

planning during posintervention and 27.8 of planning during maintenance.
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Saddl erds (2006) aSRSD ohtgrvedtiemfar stragglingawriters with a t
learning disabilite€ an | mpr ove st uds Manydtresstudehtswho es as wr
participated in this study increased the amount of time they spent plaitffiegts wee also
seen i n st uoweita lbngd staids which &lso exdutimore complete story
elements, whichvereof higher quality.

CuencaCarlino and Mustian (2013) conducted a study where special education teachers
linked persuasive writing instructiomith selfdetermination instruction to examine the effects it
had on writing and selletermination skills for studentgth emotional and behawal
disorders.The special education teachers ugetSelf-Regulated Strategy Development
(SRSD) model of writing instruction.

Students who participated in this study weiree middle school studentsight boys and
one girl. All students were enrolled in grades six through eigtit students were eligible for
special education with six of the studentso p
the other three being identified with other health impairmeflisnine students had written
expression needs indicated in their individualized education programs (IE®#)g baseline,
each student was also administered the Woodcock Johnson Writing Fluency subtest of the
Woodcock Johnson 1l Test of Achievement (WoodcddkGrew, & Mather, 2001) in order to
evaluate their writing fluencyThe mean gradkevel performance was 4.7 (SD = 1.53his
indicatedthat student performance was below grade level.

During this study, the six stages of the SRSD model of writingucisbn were utilized
with the persuasive writing strategy, PEMVTREE, as well as counter reasofifie study also

embedded selfletermination training within the basic SRSD framework in each session.
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Teachers utilized materials that were based on pus\&RSD research studies as well as
developed additional materials to accommodate the needs of the currentlstadiger
materials included:] a color scripted SRSD lesson with embeddeddsiérmination training;

(b) copies of student materialg) (L8 X 24 laminated posters of all materials; (d) a CD with the
materials in SMARTBOARD form. Students received the following materi@lst ¢ontract to

agree to learn the strategip) POW-ITREE mnemonic sheet and graphic organizgr; (

transition word seet, () selfstatement chart for students to write positive statements in regards
to their writing, €) persuasive essay examples, (f) paragraph checklist, eself{ignonitoring
checkilists.

CuencaCar |l i no and Mustian (2 @ddhjhermumberokd st ude
components that were include@he components included: (a) topic sentence, (b) reasons, (c)
explanations, (d) counter reasons, (e) explanations of counter reasons, (f) each refute for counter
reasons, and (g) endin@hey also countéthe total number of words written, the number of
sentences, number of transition words, and paragraphs Asemlzerall holistic score was also
assigned to the student so6 Aldponyessayinclsdedoge a r ub
topic sentace, at least than three persuasive reasons with more than three explanations, as well
as an ending sentencln addition, the composition must to be written in a logical sequence.

To moni t or -dstérmirchteom 2Zitém csiteriodreferenced masure was
modified and administered to students as agseand a podest. This assessment was
originally used by Cuene8anchez, Mastropieri, Scruggsd Kidd (2012).The first nine items
of the measure were knowledge questions that are linkibeé geven selfletermination
strategies explicitly taught during the SRSD interventidhe first seven questions are all

multiple choice and the last two are opended, where students must elaborate on two examples
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in which they could advocate for theahges and to explain how selflvocacy connects to
writing. The next part consists of 13 items that use a four point scaledtydifferent from me
to 4 = alot like me). During this portiorof the studythe students discuss their s@érceptions
onthe extento which they can or do exhilselfdetermined behaviors.

St u d emtingsdfefficacy was measured during baseline and at the end of the
intervention using avriting seltefficacy questionnaire, which was used by Cuebaachezt
al. (2012). This questionnaire contained seven questidMibere students selected an answer
using a 5point scale (1 ot confidento 5 =very confident).

CuencaCarlino and Mustian (2013) found that during baseline assessment, none of the
students orgamed their writing. All participants had a relatively low score on the number of
words written, sentences, paragraphs, transition words, essay parts and holistic quality score.
The mean scores across all students differed significantly@1) from badee to after the
completed interventionStudentgdemonstrated large gains from baseline to-peEsitmeasure
acrossonwritingareas. ndi vi dual studentsdé scored indicat
each student made significant gains from basédinmst intervention.

The researchefsund that during the preest of seHdetermination, students obtained a
mean score of 4.3(BD= 2.13), and at posttest, students obtained a mean score ¢($D.33
1.00). Results showed a statistically signiitalifferencez=-2.59,p < .05. This implies that
at the end of the intervention, students were more knowledgeable abaidtsatfination.For
the second part of the seletermination measure, the Likert scale questionnaire, during baseline,
studens obtained a mean score of 38(6®= 6.65) and at posttest a mean score of 44S¥=

5.36). These results were also significant: -2.08,p <.05.
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CuencaCarlino and Mustiaii2013) also examined sedfficacy, and during the priest
students obtained a mean of 22(3®= 5.33) and at posttest obtained a mean of 28666=
3.96). Results of the test were significanat: -2.55,p < .05. Findings indicate that after the
treatment, students felt most confident about themselves as writers.

In summary findings from Cuenc&arlinoand Musti ands (2013)
SRSD intervention embedded wighlf-determination instruction can impropersuasive writing
skills, séf-determination, and seéfficacy for studentsvith emotional and behavioral disorders.

Mason, MeadaiiKaplansky, Hedin and Taft (2013) conducted a study where low
achievement students were given instruction in-Reljulated Strategy Development (SRSD)
for the TWA(Think before reading, think Whalreading, think After readingtrategy approach.
These students were systematically taught to establish goalsymsetbr their performance,

utilize positive seHinstructions, and use sektinforcement.The researchers examined the

studentso6 percept i geguation procedares. appl yi ng t he

The sample consisted of 58 leaghievingfourth gradestudents.Participants included
students with and without disabilities, who had difficulty with mfi@ational reading

comprehensionThe principal and teachers identified students who struggled with reading

comprehension and had scores in the lowest range, (students who scored below prdésgncy
than138 out of 200 possible points) on their thiradgr lllinois State Reading Achievement State

in 2009, which was the previous yedie researcher conducted an informal reading screening

to confirm that the student informational reading comprehension levels fell two grade levels
below fourth gradelevel whi ch corr obor at &Sudentswere tarrdondyd

assigned to either treatment groups (TWA group, n = 29; TWA + writing gnoa80) or
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comparison groupsi(= 18). Only 58 students who were assigned to the treatment groups
participatel in the study, 26 were male and 33 were female.

Students irthe intervention group fdviasonet al.(2013)received 12 to 15 TWA
sessions during a two month period, each session lasting 30 miButesg the first session,
the instructor held a discsisn on each of the strategy stef$ie instructor discussed the
benefits of the beforeduring, and afteireading component while utilizing the analogy of the
airline pilot. The students were all given the TWA chart and signed a learning coriaatg
the first | esson, the i nst r-skiisioordertoplanor mal | vy a
instruction to build skills.All lessons ended with a review of the strategy steps and a discussion
about how TWA could be utilized during readingll lessons began with a review and practice
of TWA. During lesson two, after the review, while reading the story the instructor modeled
cognitive strategies (talking out loud) of each strategy dieping lesson three, the instructor
modeled strategy applicah through leading a collaborative grouptudents took an active part
of the reading and strategy implementation during this lesgba.primary focus during the
group discussion revolved around acquiring prior knowledge and procedures for during reading.
During subsequent guided practice lessons, TWA instruction was scaffdidedinstruction
began with collaborative instructstudent group practice and ended with independent student
paired practice Students continued TWA practice with informative science and social studies
passages until each individual was able to demonstrate criterion performance in reading a
passage withoutngy instructional support.

Masonet al.(2013) utilized several means to collect data during their stlilgy used

learning contractdists of selfinstructions, and post intervention interviewihe learning
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contracts and selhstructions were compied prior to the interventionThe interview was
conducted after the intervention was complete.
The learning contract was administered to the students prior to the intervdntander
to improve their reading, students created {@Tgn general goalfor learning the TWA strategy
and also listed more specific goals for towards achieveng8tntients kept these contracts in
their daily folder. After each session the students-ssféluated their performance by comparing
their original goals to themchievements.
After the second TWA lesson was completed, students created a list of persenal self
instructions to be used before, during, and after readng.u d e n-inssrutiornss evérd
encouraged to address performance in using the strategiee(praéiinition; focus of attention
and planning; strategy sedtatements; sevaluation and error correcting) and behavior (coping
and seHcontrol; selfreinforcement).The personalseif nst r ucti ons were kept
desk during the remaingniessons and students were encouraged to refer to them during the
reading processStudents were also encouraged to update and revise them as needed.
Lastly, a student interview was conducted after the intervention was compidted.
st udent swvéretaperecorded and transcribedhe following questions are asked
during theinterview: (a) Has using the TWA strategy helped ymecome a better reader? How?
(b) What have you learned sinee started working together?) (dow do you thinkhis will
help other children? §df you were the instructor, would you add anything tgletildren learn
to read? and jé-rom these lessons, what things have most helped you become a better reader?
Two of the authors coded writiearegpansesAtdbler each
was used for therritten responses on the contract and-sedfruction sheets that listed the

number of students whose response showed-aegglfation component for each data set.
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Students may have given multiple resporises selfregulation component, but the component
was countednce. Interview data were also transcribed and typed for each question.

Masonet al.(2013) found that the students felt positive about the procedures of utilizing
the selfregulation comporgs while learning to use the steps of TWBefore beginning the
intervention, students formulated learning godlke longterm goals mainly fell into two goal
categories(a) to learn the WA strategy (44 students) and to reinforce themselves by
increasing their reading performance (31 studerfibe students broke down the broadeskt
into more specific goals: (a) goal setting (47 studentysdltmonitoring (7 students), and)(c
selfinstructions (8 students).

Results were that students weelfinstructions to suppotheir reading comprehension:
39 students wrote about goal setting-gestructions; 29 students stated gsalbnitoring self
instruction; 23 students noted silétructions to prompt thinking or setilk, and 36 students
stated statements to provide sedfnforcement throughout the reading process. During the
interview process, 56 out of 58 students reported the TWA helped them become better readers.
Of the 56 students who indicated that TWA supported them in becontieg teaders, 33 stated
specific steps of the TWA strategies that they used before, while, and after readatgsis of
the interviews indicated that the majority of the responses were directed towarmsgtring
tasks. Twenty-nine students specifically reported engaging insehitoring, with 18 students
mentioning goal settingThere were eight comments thateefedself-instructions and four
responses that reflected sedinforcement (four responses).

In conclusion, aer the intervention students appeared to have internalized the self
monitoring tasks and were able to talk about the effectiveness of usimgyasetobring. Students

were able to control, monitor, and regulate their own cognition, motivation, and behavio
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Mason (2004) conducted a study to examine the effects of two systematic approaches on
reading comprehensiohe first approach was TWAKink before reading, thinkhile
reading, thinkAfter reading), and was taught following explicit sedfjulatedstrategy
development instructional procedures (Harris & Graham, 19D8¢. second approach was
reciprocal questioning (RQ), and was taught utilizing Cooperative ReQuest procedures
developed by Manzo, Manzo and Estes (200here were 11 to 18essionstat were 20
minutes long and the instructional groups were observed to confirm equal amounts of time in
each treatment conditiohe sample consisted of 32 fifth grade students from two urban
elementary public schools who struggled with reading compsatrenStruggling readers were
defined as fifthgrade students who decoded at a tigiralde level and who, during their fourth
grade year, had reading comprehension subtests scores betweéhahd 48" percentiles on
the Comprehensive Tests of BaslkallS (CTBS; CTB/McGrawHill, 1996). Participants who
scored below the tenth percentile were eliminatéitteen of the 32 students were male and 17
were female.These students were randomly assigned to eight instructional groups, with four
studentsn each group.

Four of the groups received the TWA reading comprehension strategy @hooip:
before reading, thinkVhile reading, thinkAfter reading (TWA). They received TWA with Self
Regulated Strategy Develop (SRSD) instructi®&VA consists of ninateps of selfegulation
strategies which are intended to support expository reading comprehension before reading,
during reading, and after readinghe instructors taught students to follow the specific strategy
steps in TWA and to setkegulate the sategies before, durirgnd after readingThe instructors
embedded the following four principles of sedigulation throughout the instructiof@) self

instructions (b) goal setting(c) selfFmonitoring, andd) selfreinforcement.
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Four students in four groups served as a comparison, receiving the reciprocal questioning
(RQ) curriculum, which was instruction in reading comprehension strategies for effective
guestioning.During RQ students are taught how to create and answer qusestiont text.

During the study, students in the RQ group established their own purposes for reading and
examined their individual questions while they read.

Mason (2004) described that a total of 15 reading passages, eight science and seven
social studis. The passages were designed for assessment, instruction, and student practice.
Students in the comparison group and intervention group used the same reading pabsages.
were five sets of testing passages, which were randomly assigned among shuidiegithie
pretest, posttest, and maintenandd.of the passages were chosen based on their appeal to a
diverse student populatiorfhe passages were obtained from an internet website (abcteach,
2007 2004) and workbook sources (Johnson, 2000) foremsagading at the thirdo fifth-
grade level.All of the passages were modified to control for readability, familiarity, coherence,
length (250275 words) and interesThe stories were written so that the main idea was always
in the first sentencesplfowed by the supporting details.

The researchexplained that to determine if students improved in reading
comprehension after the TWA or RQ interventions, the following 11 measures were used:
quality of an oral main idea statement, quality of an paahgraph summary, oral retell (quality,
number of information units, and number of main ideas), written retell (quality, number of
information units, and number of main ideas),-sfficacy, intrinsic motivation, and social
validity.

Mason (2004)reppre d t hat t o assess the interventio

reading comprehension, both oral and written measures were utilized before and after the
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intervention. The written measure was al so used to gen
skills to writing a retell of the read passagen or der to assess the stud
self-efficacy, intrinsic motivation, and social validity measures were used.

Studentsd performance in readi magultingdronpr e hen s
student s0 potheaekearsherahare8tudants were given the ptest prior to the
intervention, the posttest immediately after the intervention, and a maintenance test 3 weeks after
the intervention.All passages were counbalanced for the preest, posttest, and maintenance
test. All students were tested individually and there was no time limit for any meadason
(2004) stated that once the students had completed the reading, they were asked to state the main
idea inthe first paragraph and give a summary for the third paragraph in their own words.

Students were permitted to look back at the passatyelents were then asked to retell the story.
Students were given pencils and highlighters for all activifidee ing r uct or wr ot e t he
answers, and st ude nrewrded.dhe arittenaetebwasgiventhedaye t ape
after the oral reading assessmehnor this assessment students were presented with a different
passage to readstudents were toltb write a retell about the passage they had read (Mason,

2004).

Mason (2004) shared thatferc or i ng and r edragraph summdrigs, st ude:
main idea statements, and oral and written retells were edited for punctuation, spelling, and
capitalization. The instructors then typed up the stories so they could score twamy probe
was given a number so that the scorers (consisting of two advanced university students), would
not know the testing session, treatment condition or schdw. scorers were not given any
details about the intervention or instruction or treatment conditibhescorers were trained

during a 2hour training session to ensure reliability and accuracy of their scoring. Mason (2004)
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explained that reliabilitywa est abl i shed for each measure by
by the number of probeshe following reliability was attained: oral main idea statement:

100%; oral paragraph summary: 98%; quality of oral retell: 91%; information units in oral retell:
84%; number of main ideas in oral retell: 84%; quality of written retell: 91%; information units

in written retell: 86%; and number of main ideas in written retell: 97%.

The main idea statement®rerated with a quality score of one to saccording tahe
researcherA score of one was given if the answer did not reflect the main idea of the paragraph,
and a score of six was given if the response provided an organized, detailed, thorough sentence
that accurately reflected the main idea of the passéige.summaries also were rated with a
score of one to sixA score of one was given if the answer was a minimal restatement of the title
or if the answer was illegibleA score of six was assigned if the answer thoroughly encapsulated
the essence of thassageMason shared that the oral retells and written retells were given three
scores: quality score, number of idea units, and number of main iBeathe quality score,
students received a score of one if the response did not retell anythinthér@assage, and a
score of six if the response thoroughly captured the meaning of the passage, including all main
ideas and supporting detaithe number of idea units was found by counting the number of
phrases or sentences that described oneilken u mber of main i deas gi ve
response was also counted (Mason, 2004).

Mason (2004)eportedhat selfefficacy and intrinsic motivation were measured during
both a pretestand postest. | n or der t o assess tlhefficasytinudent so 1
relation to reading comprehension, the administrator utilized questions from the revised version
of the Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ); Wigfield & Guthrie, 199%e researcher

modified three questions in relation to readingoirrement in narrative text to reflect reading
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involvement in expository textReliability for these three modified questions was not
established. Mason (2004) explained that were a total of 24 scales which utilipedna 5
Likert-type scale from 1A lot like még to 5 (Not at all like mé. The 24 scores from the scales
were totaled and then averagéib establish interrater reliability of scoring, a second scorer,
who was unfamiliar with the study, summed and averaged 33% of the scales a seconuktime. T
reliability was 100% (Mason, 2004).

To assess social validity, Mason (2004) explained that at the end of the study, instructors
asked students questions regarding the perceived effectiveness of the TWA or RQ instruction.
During this questioningthesnt r uct or s scri pted the students?o
form in addition to recording their answers on tapensure for accuracy and integrity.

Instructors asked general questions, such as: (a) Has using the TWA/RQ strategy helped you to
become a better reader? How? (b) What have you learned since we started working together? (c)
How do you think this will help other children? (d) If you were the teacher, what would you
change in the lessons? Why? (e) If you were the teacher, would yonytdihg to help

children learn to read? And (f) From these lessons, what things have most helped you become a
better readerhe answers to these questions were analyzed descriptively.

Mason (2004) shared that students in both groups received scatioldi@uteractive
instruction that was presented in the following six recursive stages: (@kifirdevelopment,

(b) discuss the strategy, (c) model the strategy, (d) memorize the strategy, (e) guided practice,
and (f) independent practic&@he studentsiffst practiced the strategy collaboratively with the
instructor and small groups of four studenidter, the students practiced collaboratively in
groups of two, while still receiving instructor support, until they demonstrated independent

performance.Students continued to receive instruction until criterion performance was
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established during independent practiteorder to demonstrate criterion performance, each
individual either orally produced a main idea, summary and retell, or asked and answered
guestions appropriately (Mason, 2004).

The researchendicated that reading comprehension, writing performanceefetacy,
and intrinsic motivation measures were assessed for significant differences between the TWA
condition and RQ condition prid¢o instruction. The researcher did not find any statistically
significant differencesMason also calculated correlations during thetpst assessments.
Mason found that there was a strong direct relationship in the bivariate correlations for the oral
retell quality, oral retell information units, oral retell main idea units, written retell quality,
written retell information units, and written retell main idea units.

During the oral and written measures, students highlighted on posttest and magtenan
passages, which showed that they were utilized TWA strajegiesrding to Mason (2004)
During the oral posttest, by either fully utilizing TWA procedures by constructing the mnemonic
checklist and then marking the entire passage with the highkgipirtially using the strategies,
highlighting the entire story, utilizing the highlighters to mark portions of the story, or using
letter codes to mark the stonpdditionally, during the written retell, students also demonstrated
using TWA by writing he TWA mnemonic checklist and highlighting the complete passage.
Other students highlighted the complete passage, wrote the TWA mnemonic checklist,
completely highlighted the passage, or highlighted sections of the passage.

Mason (2004) posited that stude in the TWA group and the RQ group were both asked
multiple questions regarding instruction during an interview at poste@ry student in the
TWA group agreed that the TWA strategy had assisted them to become a betterMeader.

studentsn theRQ agreed that the RQ strategy has helped them to become a better reader as
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well. Nine of the students in the RQ group stated that the intervention had improved their
understanding Students in the TWA group mostly focus on one or more strategy parts, fo
instance: authoro6és purpose (four students), r
students), links (one student), main idea (three students), and summary (five stiileets).
asked what they had learned from the intervention, many stuntetite RQ group answered that
they had learned to ask and answer questideny students in the TWA group stated that
TWA was simple to learn, that it was a great strategy, that it was significant to use TWA before
and during reading, that they used AWtrategies within other settings and were able to share
parts of TWA that they has | earned, including
knowledge, main ideand summarizingMason (2014) explained that all students were then
asked how they thait the strategies would help other childr&tudents in the RQ condition
stated that other children would get better at asking and answering questions and improving
reading. Students within the TWA condition mainly focused on particular parts of th&, TW
such as authordés purpose, reading speed, rere
2004).

In conclusion, students receiving the TWA intervention improved significantly (with
medium to large effect sizes) on five oral reading comprehensiasures compared to students
who received the RQ interventiostudents were positive about both of the interventions
(Mason, 2004).

In summary, research indicates that $igulated Strategy Development has a positive
i mpact on st udemubkipe@ondies\SelflRegplatesl Sttategy Development
provides a scaffolded gradual release model of instruction that included six stages, starting with

background knowledge, to discuss it, then model it, followed by make it your own, next is
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support it,and the final stage is independence (Harris, GraBaktason, 2003).Findings
indicated that SRSD str engt hregolatientstiateges forgaal k n o w
setting, seHmonitoring, seHinstruction, and selfeinforcement (Ennis, Has;, Lane & Mason,
2014). The use of SRSD | eads t oelfefficacy and effart (Bnhisu dent 0
et al, 2014). Sel-Regulated Strategy Development has been applied in several different
contexts. SRSD was originally created to impraveusd e n t 0 &indimgsiindidate that after
the SRSD instruction, many students improved the number of genre elements they used, the
length of their writing, quality of their writing, planning time, vocabulary, and transitions (Reid,
Hagaman& Graham,2014). Selt+Regulated Strategy Development (SRSD) for the TWA
strategy approach produces students who are abttool, monitor, and regulate their own
cognition, motivation, and behavidvi@sonet al, 2013) Their students also appeared to
internalize the selmonitoring tasks and can talk about the effectiveness of usingealtoring
(Masonet al, 2013). In the field of special education, SRSD was found to help students with
special needs increase theaunt of time they spent planning, and write longer, more complete
stories of higher quality (Saddler, 200@imilarly, research conducted on students with
emotional and behavioral disorders supported that that a SRSD intervention embedded-with self
detegmination instruction can improve persuasive writing skills,-determination, and self
efficacy (Cuenc&Carling & Mustian 2013). The review of the literature indicates that SRSD
would have an impact on reading comprehension with struggling readers.
Summary of Literature Review

The literaturaeviewrevealed that there is a growing achievement gap within thedJnite

States.Swanson (2004) explained that nationa®§% of students drop out of school prior to

receiving their high school diplomaSwanson continued that the dropout rate for minority
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students is 50%Crook and Evans (2014) posited that incesbievement gaps originate as
early as kindergarten and this discrepancy is partially because students framadove
households have decreasacademic achievement, which in turn leads to lower incomes when
they reach adulthoodl'he College Board (1999ndicatedthat it is essential to set high
standards for students because individuals need higher level skills in ooti¢aitowvell-paying
jobs. TheCollege Board continued thah addition, policymakers are stressing these high
standards because they believe American students are not doing as well as their counterparts in
other nations, which policymakers subsequently believe could hasgative affect for the
long-term competitiveness of the U.S. econoriye U.S. Department of Education, National
Center for Education Statistics (2013) discussed that the PISA results showed that in the United
States, 8 percent of fearold studentssred at proficiency of a minimum of level 5, which
was lower than 14 education systenwl|d-wide that were assesse@here were 18 educatiah
systems that scored higher average scores in all 3 subject areas thaitati&States Taylor
(2006) explaned that many stakeholders have a vested interest in closing this achievement gap.
Taylor continued that in order to improve lgperforming schools, resources, effective strategies,
and several years of hard work will be necess&gsearch shows thausents who utilize self
regulation strategies have metacognitive awareoiestio they are as learneshichincreass
their academic abilitieB@ndura, 1997Clark, 2012, Zimmerman, 1989 Self-regulated
learners aralsomore likely to have the abilityp set academic goals for themselves and display
motivation Bandura, 1997Kitsantaset al, 2009 Zimmerman, 198p

Joseph (201eportedthat many researchers have found thataemgnition plays a vital
rolein student sd ac ad grmowthcandselefipctiensZmmermani(1989)n a |

declared thatself egul ati on | earning i s an essential pa
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and motivational learning procesBarisandParis(2001) agreed that using S&kgulated

Learningstrateges i s an effective met ho dheyantinuedpr ov ed
that this method requires mullgofactors that are interactive such as: fAmetacogni
motivation,domairs peci fi ¢ knowl edge, and fedtisankes of t

Paris (2001) explained that sefgulated learning is dependent on student motivatarisand
Paris continued that for students to continuously put forth effort, persevere when faced with
complications, establish and work towards appropriatdsg and feel sekéfficacy, students
must be motivatedHarris, GrahanandMason (2003), explained that S&légulatedStrategy
Development is a research based intervention designed to provide students with explicit
instruction to assist them in acquui strategies such as motivation, adaptive attributems
engagementParisandParis (2001) theorized that students often have poereggitation
because of their lack of knowledge, exposarel experience with sefégulation strategies-or
thisreason, it is important to provide students with direct instruction and opportunities with self
regulation strategiesAccording to the literature, SeRegulated Strategy Development has been
successful in improving studen®elfregulation skills, acdemic performance, and motivation
(CuencaCarlino& Mustian, 2013Harris, Graham & Mason, 200Reid, Hagaman & Graham,
2014 Saddler, 2006).

In conclusionthe literature review indicated the negedexplore closing the achievement
gap the impact of diect instruction of selfegulation strategies on motivation, sefficacy, and

comprehension with struggling readers
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

This chapteincludesthe methodology used to conduct this research stlilis chapter
containgnformation onthe setting and samplas well aghe sampling proceduré'he research
guestions and associated design are identifldgk training of staff members is explained, and
details inregard tahe comparison group and treatment group pro@sdaire statedThe three
instruments that wenatilized are reviewed in detailA description of the analyses that were
conducteds includedand justification is givenFinally, the researcher discusses the limitations
of the study and provides a stant of ethics.

Description of Setting Participants, and the Sampling ProcedureSetting

Setting

This research study took placetimeeschools located in a large, urban communitghin
northeastrn United States When the study was conduciéide town had population of
139,529 with a median income 45050 (United StagegCensus Bureau, 2015During the
time of the study there wef4,023 students enrolled schools withirthe town and 19,957
attendecpublic schools within the districtherewerethreeschools participating in this research
study According to the State Department of Educatemrollment data from 2012014, he
total number of students enrolledthin the schoolswas2231, from kindergarten through eighth
grade.

According to the State Department of Education, more than 95% of stud#mnisthe
districtwereeligible for free or reduced lunches wiitthe district and 14.7% of the students
within the districtwerenot fluent in English$tate Department of Edugat, 2013.

Demographi cal | ywasrachally, ethroedynsocsally@nd edonomialy diverse.

The townds profile currently refWhted2%e d havi
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Hispanic, 269Black, 3% AsiarAPacific, 10% other, and Ieshan 1% Native American (CERC,

2016).

Participants and Sampling Procedure

The Director of Literacy for the participating district was corgdeind asked to

recommend schools with struggling readers at the-gisdtie level that would likely participaite
this research studyShe recommended three schodisach was contacteslith administration
and faculty members from three schools aigiget participate. Two schooldollowed aPre
Kindergarterthrougheighthgrademode| and oneschoolwas akindergarten to eighth grade
school. The classrooms were general education classrooms where students received a majority of
their academic instruction within their homerooneathers from five classrooms in three
schools sent home consent forms to thems of the potential participants. The researabed
a sample of convenience. All classrooms volunteered to be either the treatment or the comparison
group. Classrooms were chogentreatment and compariséor logisticalreasos. There were
two classrooms in two separate buildings and three classrooms in another builiéng.

researcher sought to keep the treatment and comparison groups separate so the intervention
strategies implemented in the treatment were not shared with the comparisanTgrdugep
these groups separate, the researcher chose to have each group in separaténsatidibien,
the intervention group required a felmour professional development prior to the intervention,
and a two hour professional development duringritexvention. For the logistical reason of
training purposes, the researcher chose to have the treatment group be the school with three
classrooms. The three classrooms in the same building were selected as the treatment classrooms

and the single classsms were assigned to the comparison group.
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Theaccessibl@opulation for this research study includgldstruggling readers in the
sixth graddrom thethree schoolsStudents werglentified asstrugglingreaderdy reading
below grade level as measuredtbgFall AIMSWebMAZE comprehension curriculum based
measurement assessmf@Pearson, 2014)To be classified as below grade levélidents needed
to score below the $percentilerank, by answering fewer tharZomprehension questions
correcty during the 3minute assessmenf sample of convenienaeas used to select
participants who volunteered for the study, which amasntervention targeting salégulation
strategies on struggling read@self-efficacy, motivation for learning, and reading
comprehension.

There were&6 participants16 male students antd female studentsParents and
guardians signed consent forms prior to the study to allow their children to participate in the
researclprojectand all students signed assent forms agreeing to be participaefts.toTable 1
for the number of students at each school, the class enrollment, the students who qualified to
participate in the study, and those who actually participated. iAddily, Table 1 specifies the

number and percentage of the gender for the experimental and comparison group participants.
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Table 1

Frequencyof Gender for the Experimental and Comparison Group Participants

Classroom Qualifiedn Samplen ParticipationRatefor the
Sample from the Original Clas
Treatment
A
Males 9 3 33
Females 4 2 50
Total 13 5 83
B
Males 6 6 100
Females 0 0 0
Total 6 6 100
C 6 4 67
Males
Females 1 1 100
Total 7 5 71
Total 26 16 62

(continued)
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Table 1

Frequencyof Gender for the Experimental and Comparison Group Participants

Classroom Qualifiedn Samplen Participation Ratéor the

Sample from the Original Clas

Comparison
D 5 3 60
Male
Female 5 6 83
Total 10 9 90
E 3 0 0
Male
Female 2 1 50
Total 5 1 20
Total 15 10 67
Grand Total 41 26 63

Prior to beginning the intervention, the researcher administered the thr@sspesments
to each participant ithe comparison and treatment group. Once the-gigbk intervention
was complete, the researcher administered the threag®ssments to each participant.
Additionally, student and teacher demographic surveys were used to collect information about
paticipants.

Refer to Table 2or thedemographidata on the treatment and comparison groups. The

demographic data entgil@) ethnicity, (b) English Language Learner (ELk}atus, and (c)
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AIMSWeb percentile Thedemographidata indicatd that38% of students in the treatment
group were multracial, and 40% of students in the comparison group were African American.
Data indicated the88% of the treatment group was classified as ELL students, while only 10%
of the comparison group was clasgifies ELL students. The majority of students in the
Treatment group were in tHe" percentilerankto 47" percentilerankfor AIMSWeb while the

Comparison group scored in thé™t® 47" percentilerank
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Table 2

Demographic Data for the Treatment aBdmparison Group Participants

Category Treatmenn (%) Comparisom (%)
African American 0 (0 4 (40
Asian/Pacific Islander 0 (0 1(10
Hispanic 4 (25 2 (20
Native American 1(6 1(10
White 5 (31) 1 (10
Multi-Racial 6 (39 1 (10
ELL Students 6 (39 1 (10)
AIMSWeb 3%ile 2(12.5 0 (0
AIMSWeb 5"ile 1(6.29 0 (0
AIMSWeb d"ile 0 (0 1 (10
AIMSWeb 11"ile 2 (125 1 (10
AIMSWeb 14" le 3(18.75 0 (0
AIMSWeb 18'ile 1(6.29 0 (0
AIMSWeb 19 ile 1(6.29 1 (10)
AIMSWeb 2% ile 2(12.5 1 (10
AIMSWeb 21ile 0 (0 2 (20)
AIMSWeb 3File 1 (6.29 0 (0)
AIMSWeb 3% ile 0 (0 1 (10
AIMSWeb 3% ile 2(12.5 1 (10
AIMSWeb 41 le 1(6.29 2 (20
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English Language Learners in Treatmentand Comparison Groups

The researcher examined the performance on the AIMSWeb assessment for total sample
of students classified as English Language Learners (EEL7). There was one student in the
comparison group and six students in the treatmenipgthat stated that English was not their
primary language andereclassified as ELL. This researcher examined if there was a
difference in the performance on the AIMSWeb assessment of sixth grade students who are
struggling ELL students, who had paiated in an instructional reading intervention focused on
selfregulation strategies and those who had not. The researcher visually inspected the data
during the data cleaning process to locate missing values. The researcher did not note any
missing vales within the sample.

D6Agostino, Bel anger, and DO6Agostino (1990
that werdess than + 2 or2 as appropriate fatetermining normality. For the purpose of this
research study, t he oreeakt guaelirehvéehen evaluatiigiaime d DO AgoO
determining acceptable skewnésgmmetry)and kurtosis value@eakedness)Miller (1991)
recommended the use of a 2.5 standard devi at:i
suggestion of a 2.5 standateviation as the acceptable limits from the mean within this study.

The researcher conducted an evaluation of univariate outliers. The normality of the
distribution of raw scores for the AIMSWétr the treatment and comparison groups were
examined. The stemndleaf findings and box plots presented zero outliers within the data.

Descriptive statistics were utilized to examine the pretest raw scores between the groups.
Descriptive statisticsor the total sample are presented in the Table below. All Skewness
(symmetry) and kurtosis (peakedness) values did not fall within acceptable range2.@roon

2.0 (D6Agostino, Bel anger & DO6Agostino, 1990)
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Table 3

Descriptive Statistics for AIMSWeb Rest Scores for ELL Students

Standard
Group n Mean Deviation Skewness  Kurtosis
Experimental 6 15.17 13.06 1.44 2.31

*Comparison omitted because there is only 1 student
AIMSWeb Treatment and Comparison Groups

The researcher performed the Analysivaiance ANOVA) to determine if there was a
difference in reading performance between the treatment group and the comparison group prior to
thetrat ment wusi ng t lekescoses. Rdselts froendhe poastthdid Mot yield
statistically significat resultsF(1, 25) = 2.705p = .113. These ANOVA results indicated that
the comparison and treatment groups had equivalent reading levels prior to the treResalts
are displayed ifable4.

Table 4

Results for an Analysis of Variand®NOVA Test Comparing Experimental to Comparison

Group for AIMSWeb

Sum of

Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Corrected Model 487.446 1 487.446 2.705 113
Intercept 14119.446 1 14119.446 78.362 .000
Within Groups 487.446 1 487.446 2.705 113
Error 4324.400 26
Total 18474.000 26
Correct Total 4811.846 25
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The teacher demographic survey data is represenfieabie5. This data indicated that
mi ni mally, all teachers had their I nitial <cer
teachers were Caucasian American. There was one female in the treatment group and two males.
There were two female participantstire comparison group.

Table 5

Teacher Demographic Survey

Assignment Gender Ethnicity Degrees Certification
Treatment A Female Caucasian American BS, MS Provisional Educator
Treatment B Male Caucasian American BS, MS Initial Educator
TreatmentC  Male Caucasian American BS Professional Educatc
Comparison A Female HispanicAmerican BS, MS Initial Educator
Comparison B Female Caucasian American BS, MS Initial Educator

Research Questions and Hypotheses
The study was designed to examine the effects ofagiflation strategies on reading
comprehension, motivation for learning, and-séffcacy with struggling readers in the sixth
grade. All student participants were identified as being struggling msadethe sixth grade.
The three research questions that guided this research study are provided below.

1. Is there a statistically significant difference in the reading comprehension of sixth
grade students who are struggling readeh® have participateih an instructional
reading intervention focused on setfgulation strategies and those who have not?
Non Directional Hypothesis: Sixth grade students who are struggling readers who
participate in an instructional reading intervention focused orragilfiation

strategies wilhave statistically differerthean scores on reading comprehension

83



ability as conpared to those who have participated in a reading support program

without selfregulation strategies.

Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected responses

regarding motivation and learning strategies for students whogaatieipated in an

instructional reading intervention focused on-setjulation strategies and thosho

have not?

a. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected
responses regarding selfficacy for learning and performanfa students who
have participated in an instructional reading intervention focused en self
regulation strategies and those who have not?

b. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected
responses regarding metacognitive-sedfulation for students who have
participated in an instructional reading intervention focused onresgdfiation
strategies and those who have not?

Non Directional Hypothesis:

a. Sixth grade students who are struggling readers who participate in an inetlictio
reading intervention focused on setigulation strategiesill have statistically
different observed and expected responsagegarding sekefficacy for learning
and performancas compared to those who have participated in a reading support
programwithout selfregulation

b. Sixth grade students who are struggling readers who participate in an instructional
reading intervention focused on setfgulation strategies will have statistically

different observed and expected responsaseiacognitive selfegulationas
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compared to those who have participated in a reading support program without
selfregulation.

3. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected responses
regarding reader sedifficacy for students who have partated in an instructional
reading intervention focused on set¢igulation strategies and those who have not?
Non Directional HypothesisSixth grade students who are struggling readers who
participate in an instructional reading intervention focused drraglilation
strategiewill have statistically different observed and expected responsesadar
selt-efficacyas compared to those who have participated in a reading support
program without seffegulation strategies.

Research Design

The researcimethodology followed quasiexperimental, nonequivalent, control group
design using sample of convenience for intachools to assign to treatment or comparison
condition The nonequivalent control group research design (Sele &awas used to assethe
effect of two levels of the independent variable, group support program (studeegskdtion
strategies and traditional instruction/no geljulation strategies), on reading comprehension,
self-efficacy, and motivation for learning.
Table6

Nonequivalent Control Group Design

Group Pretest Treatment Posttest
Sixth Grade Treatment (Selkgulation Strategies) O1 X O2
Sixth Grade Comparison Group (Traditional Instructic O O,
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The researatr used a sample of convenience. All classrooms volunteered to be either
the treatment or the comparison group. Classrooms were chosen for treatment and comparison
groupsfor a logical and logistical reason. There were two classrooms in two separaitggsuild
and three classrooms in another building. The researcher sought to keep the treatment and
comparison groups separate so the intervention strategies implemented in the treatment were not
shared with the comparison group. To keep these groups sefaeatesearcher chose to have
each group in separate schools. In addition, tieevantion group required albur
professional development prior to the intervention, and a two hour professional development
during the intervention. For the logisticakison of training purposes, the researcher chose to
have the treatment group be the school with three classrobne three classrooms in the same
building were selected as the treatmgmaiupand thetwo single classroomis separate schools
were assignéto the comparison grougzach school had between one to three classroom
teachers who participated, with between one to seven students per class.

Description of Experimental and Comparison Group Procedures
Overview

As a preassessmenall studentsvere administered the instrumentStudents in both the
comparison and the intervention growgeregiven the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP
QUESTAR Assessments, 201@e Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnairel (S
Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, cKeachie, 1991), and the Reader Self Perception Scale (RSPS;
Henk & Melnick, 1995).By administering these instruments prior to any intervention, these
assessments actas baseline data. ©athe eightveek intervention wacomplete, both groups

wereadministered the same assessments.
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Comparison and intervention sessiogsurredduringa block of time that each school
designated foscientificresearch based intervention (SRBPpecific students that required
intervention received additionalippat during the SRBI blockThese intervention sessions
occurred twice a week, for a duration of 20 ni@sueach session, over an eigletek period.
Students in the comparison group receitredistandard SRBI interventioenerakeducation
teachersvere the implementers with both the comparison and the intervention groups.
Intervention

Prior to beginning the intervention, the general education teachtes intervention
groupwere provided with four hours of professional development. Quhis professional
developmentthe following were reviewed with each implementbe lesson plans, self
regulation strategies, and Harris, Graham, Masg003) SelRegulated Strategy Development
(SRSD)process The researcherovided each teacher withpaesentatioras well as the
materials an@xplaired how to implementhelesson plaa(See AppendiA: Professional
Development Materia)s Teachers were givehe opportunity to ask questioregarding the
implementation.During the eightveektreatmentthe general education teachers receiaad
additionaltwo-hourfollow-up training. At this traininghe general education teachers in the
treatment group reviewed their intervention logs to discuss intervention implemefgagon
AppendixB: Treatment Groufeachelntervention Log)and shared input on the strategies
being used to inquire if they had any further questid hroughout the interventioeach
general education teacher in the treatment group was observeohertkiring their intervention
to assess for implementation fidelity of the treatment (see Appéndmplementation Fidelity

Log).
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Students in the intervention group received explicit instruction irregiflation learning
strategies twice a week farduration o0 minutes for eight weeksThe researcher provided
the teacher with specific scripted lessons plans for each session, utilizing Harris, Graham and
Masonos (Reguatdd Strategyl Development (SRSD) modéle lesson plans were
dividedinto individual sessiamand included Student Leang Objectives, the InterventibBulz
Process and Method of Teaching, necessary materials, time needed for each activity, teacher
presentation, student performanaad the assessmgmbduct that shodlbe yidded from the
lesson (Appendix D: Treatment Group SRHEgulation Strategy Lesson Plan$he researcher
was given written permission by Karen Harris to adapt the SRSD modeséarch purposes.
See Appendix Qor email consentUsing the SRSDnethods of Discuss It, Model It, Make It
Your Own, Support Jtand Independent Practice, implementers were asked to scaffold and teach
Bandur ao s-requlatthl drategistse(d monitorstudent performancé)) examine
individual graphs(c) setgoak (d) applyseli-consequatinge) usereflective journalsand(f)
self-evaluateduring the interventiorAn example othe Self RegulationStrategy and method of

teaching the interventias shown inTable 7
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Table 7

SelfRegulation Strategy and Methods of Teaching per week

Week Session Self-Regulation Strategy (Method of Teaching)

1

1

1

2

Goal Setting (Discuss It/ Model It)

Goal Setting (Model It) and Reflective Journaling & Self Evaluation (Discuss It/ Model it)
Monitoring Student Performance (Discuss it/Model it)

Monitoring Student Performance (Model it) and Reflective Journaling & Self Evaluation (Making it"
Own)

Monitoring Student Performance (Make it Your Own)

Monitoring Student Performang®lake it Your Own) and Reflective Journaling & Self Evaluation
(Making it Your Own)

Monitoring Student Performance (Independent Practice) and MAZEASséissment

Examine Individual Graphs (Discuss it/Model it) and Reflective Journaling &Esaluation (Support It)
Seltconsequating (Discuss it/ Model it) and Reflective Journaling & Self Evaluation (Independent
Practice)

Monitoring Student Performance (Make it Your Own); Reflective Journaling (Support It)

(continued)



Table 7

SeltRegulation Strategy and Methods of Teaching per week

Week Session Self-Regulation Strategy (Method of Teaching)

6 1 Monitoring Student Performance (Support it)

6 2 Seltconsequating (Make it Your Own) and Reflective Journalirfge$f Evaluation (Independent)

7 1 Monitoring Student Performance (Make it Your Own)

7 2 Seltconsequating (Independent) and Reflective Journaling & Self Evaluation (Independent) MAZE Self
Assessment

8 1 Goal Setting (Independent)

8 2 Monitoring Student Performance (Independent) and Reflective Journaling & Self Evaluation (Independer

Seltconsequating (Independent)
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Teachers in the treatment group were provided with many materials to utilize during the eight
week treatmentTeachers were provided with a Student Goal Tractongatfor the Maze
Assessment, in Appendix, Ehere students graphed their individual progress and set goals.
Teachers were also given a Teacher Spreadsheeefbtabe Assessment, in Appendixwhere
the teacher recorded individual student scores on the Maze assesbeaaers in the
intervention group were given Strategief Good Readers, in Appendix @ order to provide
students with instruction in sedégulation skills.Materials providedo the teachers also
includeda goal setting sheet in Appendix HSaategies of Good Reade&udent Goals in
Appendix | anApplying Strategie of Good Readings in Appendix J, and Areas Student Have
Improved in Appendix Kall of which allowed students selfmonitor their readingLastly,
teachers were giveanSample Journal, in Appendix 1o model to students what an appropriate
journal would look like.
Comparison Group

Students in the comparison group receitrexstandarcturriculum during theSRBI
blocktwice a week for a duration @D minutes for eight weeksThese students were provided
with instruction in small homogenous groups by their general education te&thdents
received curriculum which is considered to be scientifieadBeach based.The arriculum
focused on studentsd weaknesses and was direc
skills. Teachers and students in the comparison group kept a daily log of the activities they
complete in order to track the activitieSé AppendixM: Comparison Groupeacher
Intervention Logand AppendixN: Comparison Group Student Checklisth e t eac her s 0
checklist requiredeachers to list what specific activity was focused on that day, su() as

reading comprehensiofy) fluency, (c) written responsg(d) vocabulary(e) homework (f) test
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taking, (g) video, or(h) other Next to each activity, the teacher needed to spéegynethod of
delivery, such agqa) individual, (b) small group oKc) whole class.Next to the activity the
teacher also needed to list how many students participated in that activity, and how much time
was spent on that activity. There was an dad
notes.The st udent s dstedaneae listiwhasgiecific actyity theyeompleted,
such as(a) readng comprehension, (b) fluency, (c) written response, (d) vocabulary, (e)
homework, (f) testaking, (g) video, or (hother. Next to each activity students were asked to
specify the time spent on each activity and provide additional comm@&ttslents in the
comparison groupvere alsasked to keep a fregrite journal of what theyid duringtheir
comparison sessiongdditionally, the researcher conducted ar@ihute observationf each
teacher in the comparison group.
Instrumentation

Three instrumentaereutilized with each of the participantstime study. The Degrees
of Reading Powedeveloped bYQUESTAR Assessments (2010)easured reading
comprehension. The Motivatedr&egies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ), created by
Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, and McKeachie (1991)
Reader Self Perception Scale, created by Henk and Melnick (1995), measured the reading self
efficacy of sudents.
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP)

The Degrees of Reading Poweas used to assess research questiorsohe,l d e nt s 0
reading comprehension. According to QUESTAR Assessments (20&@MRP is an
assessmermtesigned to measure student ability in lilsraomprehensionThis assessmenan

be used to track student reading comprehension progress across the grade levels. Students
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independently read a ndiction cloze passage silently. Throughout the passage, key words

have been deleted and there idamk spot where the words should be. On the right side of the
paper, there is a group of five pgelected word choices. The student must select the answer
choice which best makes sense within the context of the text passage. This is an untimed
assessnme. When the researcher administered the DRP, it took students approximately 30
minutes to 80 minutes to complete this assessnidmwbugh this process, the reader

demonstrates reading comprehension as he or she selects the appropriate answer choice. As
stated by QUESTAR Assessments (2010), the DRP utilizes a scientifically developed scale of
text complexity that measures both student reading ability and text difficulty. Test forms
correspond to grade level reading development. The DRP test proadiesian-referenced

score which indicates the specific level at which the student is able to read for the various levels:
independent, instructional, and frustratiokccording toQuestar Assessment Inc. (2013) the

DRP is an assessment which was base#Ogrears of research, development and success and
parallels the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The DRP is aligned with English Language
Arts and Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects. In addition, the
DRP is aligned witiAnchor Standards for Reading from the College and Career Readiness

(CCR). Questar indicated that the DRP assessment has a number of features that distinguishes it
from other assessments. First, all response options are common words and occur with high
frequency in reading materials so all students should be able to recogniz&Sgmond, DRP

passages are designed to reduce the likelihood of students being able to use guessing strategies to
arrive at the correct answer, because all the response cha@qaalsible; howeveno

deliberate distractors such as homonyms, synonyms or antonyms are provided as response

options. The DRP requires a reader to demonstrate knowledge in the following three areas:
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understanding key ideas, details and how they charigg oughout a t ext ; knowl
craft, word choice and text structure; and understanding how the author connects ideas, and
presents an argument while using evidence to support it (Questar Assessment Inc., 2013).

The DRP data on reliability waslibrated based on the responses of over 13,000 in the
Pacific Northwest, in a variety of urban and suburban school districts. Other reliabilityetata
based ora sample of 826 students in New England, in a city school district. Additional
reliability datawerebased on over 7,500 students in schools in Connecticut. There was no
formal representative sample of students, though there aneepmsentative samples of students
from various regions of the United States. ThR RO reliability forms raged between 0.94 and
0.97 for grades Grade 4 through Grade 12, and 0.91 to 0.92 for Grades 2 and 3. The standard
error of measurement (SEM) varieith the standard deviatiosD) of DRP scores, but
averaged at about 0.8Dunits. Construct validity wasstablished in terms of the relationship
bet ween a studentsd DRP scores and the text a
Applied Science Associates, 2000). The DRP has good construct validity because the test results
are in agreement with tlexpectations of reading specialists. DRP assessments meet the
requirements for construct validity because the research shows that when read out of context, the
test questions cannot be answered correctly, except by chance. The DRP has content validity
because the topics for the DRP passages are drawn at random. The DRP established criterion
related validity because the purpose of the e
when compared to a similar criterion measure, the DRP score cedrbighly ¢ = .90). The
DRP passages are reviewed by multiple educators who are capable in noticing bias, in an attempt
to isolate test questions that might be bias for high ordbilty students, different genders,

different ethnicities, or differergocioeconomic groups (Questar, 2013).
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Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire

The Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ) was used to assess
research questiontwe,t udent s6 moti vation f or-itemelkr ni ng.
reported surveyThe MSLQ is an untimed assessment. When the researcher administered the
MSLQ, it took students approximately 30 minutes to 80 minutes to complete this assessment.
While the MSQLQwas developetbr older students, this survey hascarbeen used with many
different age groups. Pintrich developed the MSLQ using a somgiitive view of motivation
and selregulaion] ear ni ng, where studentsd motiwvation i
regulate their own learning activities (Pintrich, 2003). The MSLQ is édidto two broad
categories: (a) Motivation Scales and (b) Learnitigt8&giesScales. The Mtivation Scale
consistf the following six subscales: (a) Intrinsic Goal Orientation, (b) Extrinsic Goal
Orientation (4 questions), (c) Task Value (4 questions), (d) Control of Learning Beliefs (6
guestions), (e) Sekfficacy for Learning and Performanced@8estions)and(f) Test Anxiety (5
guestions). The Learning Strategies Scales consists of the following nine subscales: (a)
Rehearsal (4uestiony, (b) Elaboration§ questionf (c) Organization Critical Thinking4
guestions), (dMetacognitive SelRegulation(12 questions), (€)ime and Study Environment
Managemen(8 questions), (fEffort Regulation (4 questions), (Beer learning (3 questions),
(h) Help Seekind4 questionsjPintrichet al.1991, p.5). Students use &point Likert scale to
assess themselves, froome(not at all true of mefo seven(very true of me).

For the purpose of this research study, the researcher examined one subscale from the
Motivation Scale and one subscale from the Learning Strategies Scale that relateddb resea

qguestion two to examiret udent s®é6 moti vation for | earning.
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examinedhe Selfefficacy for Learning and Performance subscé#ler the Learning Strategies
Scale the researcher examirnked MetacognitivéSelfregulation subscale

The authors of the MSLQ calculated internal consistency estimates for reliability
(Cronbachodos al posuwbgcales GArtinoe2806)the mdjority ofi tke scales (9/15)
were greater tha@.70 with the largest &93 (self-efficacy for learning and performance).
Findings indicate that the MSLQ has relatively good internal validity (Artino, 2005
Reader Self Perception Scale (RSPS)

The Reader Self Perception Scale (RSPS) designed by Henk and Melnick (1995) was
used toassess research question thfeereading sekefficacy in regards thow children feel
about themselves as readers. The i nstrument
themselves influence academic achievement (Henk & Melnick, 199 .instrument was
developed to be administered to students in grades four, five, anth&@®SPS is an untimed
assessment. When the researcher administer&SR8& it took students approximately 20
minutes to 60 minutes to complete this assessnié@.RSPS has one general item to prompt
children to think about their reading ability, and 32 subsequent it€éhmesgeneral item, which is
only one question makes up the General Perception sub3¢eeemaining32 items are
divided among four subscate(g progress (nine itemg)h) observational comparison (6 items),

(c) social feedback (9 items), afd) psychological states (8 items). The first subscale, progress,
measures a childodos present reading performanc
The second subscale, observational comparison, measures how the child perceives his/her

reading perdrmance as compared with the performance of his/her classmates. The third

subscale, social feedback, measures input abo
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family, and peers. The fourth subsmahl e, psyc
feelings and experiences durireading.

For the purpose of this research study, the researcher examined one subscale from the
RSPS resach question three to examisig u d e ndffisady. The tedearcher examined the
Progress subscale.

For each gestionon the RSPSstudents rate themselves of @oint Likert scale, from
one (strongly disagree) five (strongly agree) Scores for each subscale are summed to obtain a
raw score. The raw score is then interpreted in a category of high, averiage, &ach scale
has its own raw score. The raw scores are compared to the pilot study group at each grade level.
Children with scores that fall slightly below, equal to, or slightly greater than the mean score on
the table are considered to be withihe nor mal r a npereeptiorn IChildrenavithe r 6 s ¢
scores that fall below the mean score in the
perception. Similarly, children with scores that fall above the mean score in the pilot group are
considered to h-pevceptiomi gh reader 6s self

The authors calculated internal consistenc
for each of the four subscalesll subscale reliabilities for the RSPS ranged from 0.81 to 0.84,
indicating hidn reliability (Henk & Melnick, 1995).Additionally, the authors established
criterionrelated validity by producing significant relationships between the RSPS scores and the
Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAdenk & Melnick, 1995). Contefrelatedevidence
of validity was established by presenting 30 graduate students in reading with the test items,
which they were asked to categorize into the four subscales. The researchers then used this
feedback to make modifications to the instrument. Adaidily, the researchers utilized

recommendations from a panel of eight experts to make alterations to the final instrument.
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Data Collectionand Procedures

This section outlines the timeline and the specific procedures that were utilized within

thisresearch study.

1. Thi s research study was presented to West
Institutional Review Board (IRB) committee and received approval.

2. During the fall of 2015, the researcher received approval frorsugierintendent and
building principals to conduct quasixperimental research in the schools within the
district.

3. During the fall of 2015, the researcher received consentdssraraleducation
teacher participants from the schools within the district.

4. During the fall of 2015, the s=archerdentified sixth grade students who were
struggling readers.

5. During the fall of 2015, the researcher distributed consent and assent forms to parents
and students who qualified as struggling readé&rsese forms were also collected
during the fallof 2015.

6. During the fall of 2015, the researchisterminedvhich participants would be in the
treatment and compaon groups based on class assignment.

7. During the fall of 2015, the researcher providear hours ofinitial professional
development in th SelfRegulation Strategy Treatment for all teachers in the
treatment group.

8. During thewinter of 2016 the researcher administered-pests in reading
achievement, motivation for learning and readers#itacy to all students in the

study prior to lhe interventions beginning.
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9. During the winter of 2016, the researcher provided the teachers in the treatment group

with a professional development refresher.

10.In the winter 2086, all students began the eiglieek instructional reading

intervention focusedn treatment (selfegulation strategies) and comparison.

11.In the winter 206, during eightweek intervention, the researcher provided

additionaltwo hourtraining andoneobservatiorof each teachdp ensure the fidelity
to thetreatment

12.1n the winer 2016, the researcher gathered the posttest data of the reading

achievement, motivation for learning and readers#itacyof all students in the
study once the intervention was complete.

13.During the spring, summer and f2l016, the researcher analgzbe pre andposttest

data from the study.
Data Analyses

Quantitative methodeereutilized for this study to answer research questions one, two,
and three.To answer research question orre AANOVA procedure was used to determine if
there was aignificantdifference in reading comprehension between the treatment and
comparison groupThe independent variable was group, with the two levels of treatment and
comparison.The dependent variable that was examined was reading comprehension.

To ansver research questidwo an exploratory method was usecapply a chisquare
analysis to determine if there was a significant difference in the obsandegkpectedesponses
on the MSLQ for students who participate in a-setfulation treatmerdand th@e who did not.
The independent variable was group, with the two levels of treatment and comparison. The

researcher examined the effects of the indepe

99



To answer research question three an exploratory method adi® apply a chisquare
analysis to determine if there was a significant difference in the obsandegkpectedesponses
on the RSPS for students who participate in aregifilation treatmerdnd those who did not
The independent variable was growith the two levels of treatment and comparison. The
researcher examined the effects of -efichkcg. i ndepe

Armstrong (2014) stated that a Bonferroni correction depends on the circumstances of the
study. Heelabr at ed t hat it should be considered if,
without preplanned hypotheseso (p. 1). He al
be used with studies utilizing small sample sizZBaring this research study each research
guestion had a null hypothesis and consisted of a small sample size, so the researcher did not
utilize a Bonferroni correction.

Limitations of the Study

The researcher acknowledges that there were sentmalaland external validity
limitations to this study.The researcher took several steps to control these variables and the
effects they had on the study as much as possible.
Internal Validity

Internal validity is defined bgall, Gall, andBorg (2007)as,it he ext ent t o whi
extraneous variables have been controlled by the researcher so that any observed effect can be
attributed solely to the treatment of the stu
attempt to control these threats as thdgteel to the quasexperimental design research.

Instrumentation. Internal validity for instrumentation was established by having the
researcher be the sole administrator for every instrument that was administered fotdéstspre

and postests. In addtion, students were administered two different forms of the DR
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teachersvhowere involved in the treatment group attendéolua-hour professional
developmentonducted byhe researcherDuring this session they were provided with their
materials, direct training in the strategies, and an opportunity to ask quegtlbtieatment
group teachers wegdso provided with a followup reviewsessiorbefore the intervention began.
Teachersn the treatment group participated in a folap discussion sessiof.eacher
demographic surveys were used to collect information about participants about identify potential
differences. The teacher demographic survey data indicated that four ot telaithers were
Caucasian American. There was one female in the treatment group and two males. There were
two female participants in the comparison group. The differandesicher implementethat
were identified, however, were unable to be contrdilechuse this study was a sample of
convenience.

Maturation . Maturation is one threat which may have occurred due to physical or
psychological changes in the research participants resulting in variationtespead postest
scores. Maturatiowasaddressed by the design of the study, whichdrag a length of eight
weeks during one single school yediis decreased the likelihood of biologigasychological
and physiologicathanges of the participants addition, intact classrooms were gssd to the
treatment and comparison groups, so that both groups were composed of students who were
similar in age and in other demographics. Furthermore, the pretests were also used to determine
if differences existegrior to the intervention

Experimental Treatment Diffusion. To controlfor thethreat ofexperimental treatment
diffusion, in which the comparison group nmagvedesireal to receive the conditions that the

treatment groupverereceiving the researcheseparated the treatment and comparison groups by
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school and planned to offeo share the seliegulation strategies with the comparison groups
when the study was complete if the outcomes of the researcledbtatistical significance.

History. To mitigate for the threat of historihis treatment lasted f@ghtweeks only,
with the pretests and podests closelyadministeredo thebeginning and end of the
intervention. Teachers were also provided with logs to document if any events ocduriegl
the studyto ensure if these events could be related to student performance.

Subject Selection.It was important to determine if participants differed prior to the
intervention being implemented. The use of the pretest determined if differences existed prior to
the study. The researcher also accepted any students who met the qualificationstdiolythe
and agreed to participate. To qualify for the study, students needed to score below the 50% on
the AIMSweb preassessment. The participants were from the same urban district and, therefore,
had similar demographic characteristics. Student demloigraprveys were used to collect
information about participants about identify potential differences. The student demographic
data indicated that 38% of students in the treatment group wererauwigti, and 40% of students
in the comparison group wereridan American. Data indicated that 38% of the treatment group
was classified as ELL students, while only 10% of the comparison group was classified as ELL
students. The cultural and ELL differences were identified, however, they were unable to be
controled because this study was a sample of convenience.

External Validity

External validity is defined bgall et al. (2007asthe extenthatthe results of a study
can be generalized to areas outside the scope of the original study. The researcheltifdek
precautions tattempt tdimit the external validity threats that may have influenced the results of

this study.
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Treatment Fidelity. One identifiedhreatto the external validitpf this studywasthe
reliability of implementation of the treaent. This was monitored several waysirst, all
teachers attended the same professional developmergcaigedthe same scripted lessons and
materials. Additionallytheimplementatiorwas monitored through observations of the teachers
with an implementation fidelity checklist and logs for the teachers to complete after each session.

Novelty and Disruption Effects. The Novelty and disruption effeotay have been a
threat to the treatent group, since sefegulation strategies may nodvebeenan initiative that
the studentsvereused to, and changes in routine mayealtee d t h e a#titudedre nt s 6
ability. The researcher monitored this issue closely through observationdraptamentation
of the treatment.

Population validity. Gall et al. (2007) defined population validity as the degree that
results from a study are ableliegeneralized from the sample to a larger grotiperesearcher
determined that population validity was a moderate threat since participants came from three
schools witim one district. The researchgsedintact classes which were comprised of
heterogeneouslgroupedstudents, thereby imitating a larger sample pafoah with similar
demographics to the school in which the research took place, such as school size and socio
economic status, however they may not be representative of a nationally larger scale.

Ethics Statement

The researcher presented this studytotfes n Connecti cut State Un
Institutional Review Board (IRB) and received approval to conduct the study. The researcher
obtained a valid Human Subjects certificate to perform the study. Permission was obtained from
the superintendent of the distrand each of the paetpating building principalsThe

researcher also obta&dpermission from the parent or guardian of all students participating in
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this study as well as assent from each student participant. The researcher obtained permission
from teachersvho implemented the curriculumTo ensure confidentiality amongst participants,

every participant was given a coded identification number andidaitssecurely stored.
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CHAPTER FOUR: ANALYSIS OF DATA AND FINDINGS
The purpose of thistudywas toinvestigate the use of a sedgulation strategies
intervention on struggling studepandsséf r eadi ng
efficacy. To accomplish thighree research quest®wereaddressed in this studyhis chapter
discuses the findings of the three research questions

1. Is there a statistically significant difference in the reading comprehension of sixth grade
students who are struggling readers, who have participated in an instructional reading
intervention focused on dalegulation strategies and those who have not?

Non Directional Hypothesis: Sixth grade students who are struggling readers who
participate in an instructional reading intervention focused ofragilfiation strategies
will have statistically differeninean scores on reading comprehension ability as
compared to those who have participated in a reading support program without self
regulation strategies.

2. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected responses
regarding motivaon and learning strategies for students who have participated in an
instructional reading intervention focused on-setjulation strategies and those who
have not?

a. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected
responses garding seHlefficacy for learning and performance for students who
have participated in an instructional reading intervention focused en self
regulation strategies and those who have not?

b. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observeceapdcted

responses regarding metacognitive-setfulation for students who have
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participated in an instructional reading intervention focused osresgliiation
strategies and those who have not?

Non Directional Hypothesis:

a. Sixth grade students who atuggling readers who patrticipate in an instructional
reading intervention focused on set¢igulation strategies will have statistically
different observed and expected responsagegarding sekefficacy for learning
and performancas compared to thoseho have participated in a reading support
program without selfegulation.

b. Sixth grade students who are struggling readers who participate in an instructional
reading intervention focused on set¢igulation strategies will have statistically
different olserved and expected responsesnetacognitive selfegulationas
compared to those who have participated in a reading support program without
selfregulation.

3. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected responses
regardingreader selefficacy for students who have participated in an instructional
reading intervention focused on setfgulation strategies and those who have not?
Non-Directional HypothesisSixth grade students who are struggling readers who
participate in a instructional reading intervention focused on-seffulation strategies
will have statistically different observed and expected responses on reaahd#ficatly
as compared to those who have participated in a reading support program without self
reguldion strategies.

The chaptewill reportthe resultgrom this study.First there is @ectionon the

description of the dat#pllowed bythree sectiongyne for each of theesearch questien

106



Eachof the thregesearch questisrarepresented witlpretes and posttest data preparation
Research question onefedlowed by data analysis, amésearch questions two and three provide
chi-squareanalysesThe chapter will conclude with analysis of monitoring notes regarding the
intervention.
Description of the Data

This study used a quaskperimental desigwhere pretest angosttestlata were
collected forthe treatment group and the comparison group. A sample of convenience was
utilized from intact sixth grade classroom groégsbothcomparisorandtreatment group The
researcher utilized thstatistical Package for the Social Scien&RSS, 2006p analyze
descriptiveand inferentiabtatistics. Theresearchecompleted an evaluation of the data from the
total sampler{= 26). All studentparticipants were present for the day of the pretests and post
test and were provided with the tests. All students had pretest and posttest DRP scores.
Unfortunately, 2.5% of the data for the MSLQ and RSPS were missing as students left some of
the answesblank.

This study utilized data from tH2egrees of Reading POWEQUESTAR Assessments,
2010, Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionn@ietrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie,
1991, andReader Self Perception Scél¢enk & Melnick, 199%. To address research question
one, he Degrees of Reading Powramsisted of opeended questionsbout reading
comprehensiothat the students werequestedo answelbout specific reading passages
There were no subscales for this assessmidrgresearhber first utilized the raw score and then
converted to the p score for this study. All students had completed the pretest and posttest

assessments.



To address research question tvine Notivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire
which utilized a7-point Likert scale to identifywo broad categories, Motivational Scales and
Learning Strategies Scaleginder the Motivational Scales, thexere six subscale categories:

(a) Intrinsic Goal Orientation, (b) Extrinsic Goal Orientation, {ask Vaue, (g Control of
Learning Bdefs, (& Seltefficacy forLearning and Performance angl Test Anxiety. The
Learning Strategies Scales contd nine subscale categorie9:Rahearsalb) Elaboration(c)
Organization(d) Critical Thinking,(e) MetacognitiveSelf-regulation,(f) Time and Study
Environment Managemer(y) Effort Regulation (h) Peer Learningand(i) Help Seeking.This
research study examined the Safficacy for Learning and Performance subscale and the
Metacognitive Sefregulation subscal

Since there were missing data and a limited sample size, the data were analyzed using
chi-square analysis where items were combined per subSdaderesearcher eliminated two
students from the comparison group for the MSLQ because a significanttashdate from
their post assessments was missing. In addition, there was another student who did not have data
for one question. To address this missing data, the researcher found a mean score of this
studentds responses anddestdsthesmemnsescore a

To address research question thriee Reader Self Perception Scatidized a5-point
Likert scale to identify a General Perception scdneaddition, the RSP®icludes the following
four subscales: (a) Progress) (bservationaComparison(c) Social Feedbagland (g
Physiological StatesThis research study examined the Progress subscale.

Since there were missing data and a limited sample size, the data were analyzed using
chi-square analysis where items were combined pescsild The researcher eliminated two

students from the comparison group for Rf&P Sbecause a significant amount of data from

10¢



their post assessments was missing. In addition, thene four othestudens who did not have
data for one question. To adds this missing data, the researcher found a mean seaehof
studentéresponses and used the mean score as the €tudmonse.

The researcher ran the following three analyses: one to address research question one on
the impact of selfregulation on reading comprehension, one to address research question two
on the responses to motivation and learning, and one to address research question three on the
responses to reading selfficacy.

Research Question 1

Pretest data peparation. Research Questiamneexamined thalifference in reading
comprehension of sixth grade students who were struggling readers who had participated in an
instructional reading intervention focused on-setjulation strategies and thasbo did not
Prior tothe intervention occurringretest data were collected to examine differences between
the experimental and comparison greandto ensurghattherewereno statistical differences
between the two groupg he sample size includetd= 26 students, 16 witn the treatment
group and 10 within the comparisorThe researcher visually inspected the data during the data
cleaning process tocatemissing values. The researcher did not note aisging values within
the sample.

D6Agostino, DBAbasgenp &6t@890) considered sk
that werdess than + 2 or2 as appropriate fatetermining normality. The researcher followed
the procedure outlined by DO6Agostino et al. a
deternining acceptable skewne&s/mmetry)and kurtosis value@eakedness)Miller (1991)

suggested the use of a 2.5 standard deviati on



suggestion of a 2.5 standard deviation as the acceptable limits from thevitheanhis research
study.

Assumptions ofndependenceThe researcher considered Assumptions of Independence
by separating the treatment and comparison grangshaving the two groups be independent of
each other These groups were separated by igthe treatment groups in one school and the
comparison groups idifferentschools. By having the groups in separate schools the
implementers were unable to discuss intervention strategies and therefore, participants in the
comparison group would notaeive anycomponents of the setégulationtreatment.

Assumptions of ormality. To assess theéata normality, the researcher conducted an
evaluation of univariate outliersThe normality of the distribution of raw scores for the DRP for
the experimental and comparison groups were examinied.sterrandleaf findings and box
plots presentethreeoutliers within the datazomparison grouparticipants 1724and 26.

Descrigive statistics were utilized to examine the pretest raw scores between the groups.
Descriptive statistics for the total sample are @nésd in Tabl&. All Skewness (symmetry) and
kurtosis (peakedness) values duat fall within acceptale ranges from2.0to20(D6 Agost i no,
Bel anger &19D@Agostino,

Table8

Descriptive Statistics for DRP Pretest Scores

Standard
Group n Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Experimental 16 39.75 4.712 551 -.028
Comparison 10 34.10 9.574 247 2.652
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Scores foskewness and kurtosis were analyzed and were fiouinel outside of the
normal £ 2range(D 6 A g o stialj 1890). According toMeyerset al.(2006)in order to test
for normality, the ShapirdVilk test should be used to test for violatiori$he results from the
ShapireWilk Test of Normalityrepresented in TabRindicated no statistical significancg <
.001). The researcher deemed the normality to be accetdblgerset al, 2006)

Table9

ShapireWilk Test of Normality foDRP Pretest Scores

Group Significance
Experimental .296
Comparison .196

Homogeneityof variance The researcher examined the assumption of equal variances
among both experimental and compatestferon groups
homogeneity of varianceAccordingtoMe y eet.a@d.s2 006 ) , t h éendidatedtrene 6s t e

results were not significant indicatihgmogeneity of variancép < .05).

Table10

Leveneds Test of Equality of Error Variances
Score Type Levene Statistic Dfl Df2 Significance
DRP Raw Score .898 1 24 .353

Data analysis.The researcher performed th®alysis of varianceANOVA) to
investigate the use of selfe gul ati on strategies intervention

comprehensiom(= 26). The independent variable was type of program, which had two
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levels, theuse of seHregulation strategies or the standard reading support prograen.
dependent variable was reading comprehension.

Results from the preest did not yield statistically significant results for the effect of self
regulation strategies or standard reading support program on reading comprelighsizn,=
4.072 p=.055 This does not exceed the criterionpof .01%5. Since there was no significant
results, it indicates that the treatment and comparison group were not significantly different at
the beginning of the treatment.

Table11
Results for an Analysis of Varianc®NOVA Test Comparing Experimental @omparison

Group for DRP Pretest Scores

Groups Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 196.446 1 196.446 4.072 .055
Within Groups 1157.900 24 48.246

Total 1354.346 25

Posttest data peparation. Research Question 1 focused onreding comprehension
of sixth grade students who were struggling readers who had participated in an instructional
reading intervention focused on setfgulation strategies and thosko did not. Posttest
assesmentswere completed after the intervention witloth the experimental and comparison
groups. Data were reviewed for missing informatiand accuracyThere were no msing data
identified In order to determine if there was a significant difference betwedmgea
comprehension scorésr the comparison group and the treatment group, the researcher

conducted an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and analyzed restile. researcheanalyzed
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histograms, dscriptive stastics, and sterandleaf plotsto screen all da from the samplen(=
26). Data were screened for outliemsissing valuesand violations of statistical assumptions.

Assumptions of independencé&.he researcher considerassumption®f independence
by separating the treatment and comparison groups and having the two groups be independent of
each other. These groups were separated by having the treatment groups in one school and the
comparison groups in different schools. By having the groups aratepschools the
implementers were unable to discuss intervention strategies and therefore, participants in the
comparison group would not receive any components of theegglfation treatment.

Assumption of normality In order to further evaluatéédata normality, the researcher
conducted an evaluation of the outliefie normality of the distribution of raw scores for the
DRPwastested. Stemandleaf plots and histograms were reviewed for all variabldeere
were noextreme values found wiiin the data for both the treatment and comparison groups.

Descriptive statistics were utilized to examine the posttest raw scores between the groups.
Descriptive statistics for the total sample are presenttdgkifiablebelow. Both skewness
(symmetry) valueand kurtosis (peakedneshil fall within acceptable ranges frotB.0 to 20
for both the experimental and comparison grdiip® A g o stilj 1890.

Table12

Descriptive Statistics for DRP Posttest Scores

Group n Mean Standardeviation Skewness Kurtosis
Experiment 16 38.13 5.37 .03 -1.24
Comparison 10 33.50 8.00 .16 - .73
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Scores for skewness and kurtosis were faorfsewithin the normal + 2ange. A
ShapireWilk test was then completed to test normality and B&#wness and kurtosis
coefficients were observed to be within normal rafheyersetal., 2006)

Table13

ShapireWilk Test of Normality foDPR PosttestScores

Group Significance
Experiment 269
Comparison 912

Homogeneityof variance. The researcher examined the assumption of equal variances
among both experimental and comparison groups
homogeneity of varianceAccor di ng to Meyers et. al, (2006),
was nota signficant resultshowing equal variance in the groups; .166and the researcher

determined the normality to be acceptabltis met the criterion gb < .05.

Table14

Leveneds Test of Equality of Error Variances
Score Type Levene $atistic dfl df2 Significance
DRP Raw Score 2.038 1 24 .166

Posttest chta. The researcher reviewed data to detect missing values and acclinacy.
researchrlocated no missing valued.o assess the posttest raw scores the researcher utilized

descriptive statisticsThere were noutlierslocated within the DRP data.
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Data analysis(ANOVA) . After eliminatingall of the violations that were noted

previously, the researcher perfornted Analysis of varianceANOVA) to investigate the use of

aselfr egul ati on

independent variable was the useseff-regulation strategies or the standard reading support
program. Results from the podest did not yield statistically significant results for the effect of

selfregulation strategies or standard reading support program on reading comprelféhsion,

24) =3.133 p = .089,

Tablel5

strategies

i ntervemt26p Theo n

Results folan Analysis oVariance ANOVA Test Comparing Experimental to Comparison

Groupfor DRPPosttest Scores

Groups Sum of Squares  Df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 131.635 1 131.635 3.133 .089
Within Groups 1008.250 24 42.010

Total 1139.885 25

ResearchQuestion 2

Data preparation. Research Questionekamined the difference the observednd

expectedesponses on the MSLQ for students who participate in-aeggifation treatmerand

those who did notPrior to the intervention occurring, pretestawere collected to examine

differences between thieeatmenieand comparison groups atwlensurehatthere was no

statistical differencéetween the two groupg.he sample size includet= 26 students, 16

within the treatment groyand 10 within the compariso.he sample size of = 26 was small,

strug

so the researcher visually inspected the data first during the data cleaning process to inspect for
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missing valuesWhile every participant within the sample did complete the MSLQ, some

participants did not complete each question. These answers were left blank while scoring. The
researcher found #t 2.5% of the data was missing. The researcher eliminated two students

from the comparison group for the MSLQ because a significant arnbdata from their post
assessments was missinihe remaining sample size was a sample size=024. In addition,

there was another student who did not have data for one question. To address this missing data,
the researcher found a mean score sfthist udent 6 s responses and use
studentds response.

Since there were missing data and a limited sample size, the researcher examined
motivation for learning using an exploratory method, by analyzing question two using a chi
square.The researcher rawo separatehi-squareanalysesone for each of thielotivation
Scales of the MSL@nd one for the Learning Scale of the MSLThe data were analyzed using
chi-square analysis where items were combined per subscale. For the Motivation Scales the
researcher examined the Sefficacy for Learning and Performance subscale and for the
LearningScaleghe Metacognitive Selfegulaton subscale was utilized.

There are certain criteria must be met when using-agunare test to analyze data.
According to McHugh{2013),samples of convenience are not uncommon irparametric
tests,providing supporting evidence as to why the-sfpuare analyses were utilized for this
sample of convenience study. When utilizing astfuare, data must be conveyed as frequency
counts of raw scores. Each variable must be independent of one artthected frequencies
cannot be too small, meagithat over 20% of the data cannot have a value less than 5
(Hinkle, Wiersma,& Jurs 2003). Preliminary analysis revealed that expected frequencies were

too small for theM'SLQ Motivation Scale: SelEfficacy for Learning and Performance subscale,
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as21%of the expected count frequency cells had values less than 5. It is suggested to combine
adjacent rows so data will not be distortelihkle, Wiersma & Jurs 2003). Forthe MSLQ
Motivation Scale: SelEfficacy for Learning and Performance subsctie researcher collapsed
the original seven levels into six levels. While there were 7 ratings the students could select,
response 1 and response 2 were coll aNtsaed fr om
all/ not very true of me @fter theresearcher collapsed thategoriesn this manner, the cell
frequency assumption was met.
Pretest descriptive statistics Descriptive statistics were utilized to examine the pretest
raw scores between the Motivational Scales and the Learning Str&8egles of the MSLQ.
Descriptive statistics for treample are presentedthme Tables below The researcher
considered skewness (symmetry) values and kurtosis (peakedness) values rangiag@ fiomm
2.0 to be within the acceptable rai@e6 Ago,stBelloanger, & DO6Agostino,
Analysis of means for the Motivation Scales revealed that the lowest score in the
treatment group was test anxiety with a score of 3.96 and the highest score in the treatment group
was SelfEfficacy and Learning Performea with a score of 5.40The lowest score in the
comparison group was Intrinsic Goal Orientation with a score of 4.33 and the highest score in the
comparison group was Control of Learning Beliefs and-G#&itacy and Learning Performance
with a score o#.93.
Analysis of Means for the MSLQ Pretest Scores for the Learning Strategies scales
indicated that the lowest score in the treatment group was Peer Learning withaf gc@beand
the highest score in the treatment group was Rehearsal with a sdd88.0Fhe lowest score in
the comparison group was Organization with a score of 4.45 and the highest score in the

comparison group was Effort Regulation with a score of 5.08.



Tablel16

Descriptive Statistics for MSLQ Motivational Scales Pretest Scores

Standard
Group Subscale n Mean Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
Experiment
Intrinsic Goal Orientation 16 4.64 .88 .05 -.67
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 16 5.36 1.07 -2.22 6.27
Task Value 16 5.22 .92 .06 -.64
Control of Learning Beliefs 16 4.83 91 A7 -.92
Self-Efficacy and Learning 16 5.40 .83 24 -1.08
Performance
Test Anxiety 16 3.96 1.22 -.27 -.65
Comparison
Intrinsic Goal Orientation 10 4.33 1.54 .07 =77
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 10 5.45 1.10 -.25 -1.28
Task Value 10 4.67 1.30 -.21 -1.99
Control of Learning Beliefs 10 4.93 1.23 .62 -1.17
Selt-Efficacy and Learning 10 4.93 1.15 .01 -1.34
Performance
Test Anxiety 10 4.44 1.42 -1.69 3.70
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Table I7

Descriptive Statistics for MSLQ Learning Strategies Sdatesest Scores

Group Subscale n Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Experiment
Rehearsal 16 4.83 1.36 - 75 1.10
Elaboration 16 4.48 1.50 -.52 -.97
Organization 16 4.63 1.23 -72 .70
Critical Thinking 16 4.61 1.20 -.06 -1.35
MetacognitiveSelf 16 4.60 .78 -.73 -.03
Regulation
Time and Study 16 4.65 1.02 -.79 .37
Environment
Effort Regulation 16 4.39 .98 44 -.49
Peer Learning 16 4.25 1.85 -.35 -1.16
Help Seeking 16 4.38 .98 27 -1.09

(continued)



Table I7

Descriptive Statistickor MSLQ Learning Strategies Scales Pretest Scores

Group Subscale n  Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis
Comparison
Rehearsal 10 4.60 1.61 -1.27 1.99
Elaboration 10 4.77 1.30 -1.14 41
Organization 10 4.45 1.35 .08 -1.06
Critical Thinking 10 4.94 1.00 -.50 22
Metacognitive Self 10 4.62 1.09 .07 -.97
Regulation
Time and Study 10 4.66 1.44 -.45 -1.15

Environment

Effort Regulation 10 5.08 .67 43 -1.05
Peer Learning 10 4.60 .98 -.27 -1.27
Help Seeking 10 4.78 1.13 -.45 -1.03

Posttestdescriptive statistics Descriptive statistics were utilized to examine the
posttest raw scores between Mativational Scalesind the Learning Strategies Scadéshe
MSLQ. Descriptive statistics for the sample are presentdélueii ables below

Analysis of Means for the MSLQ posttest Motivational scales indicated that the lowest
score in the treatment group was Intrinsic Goal Orientation with a score of 4.39 and the highest
score in the treatment group was Extrinsic Goal Orientation with a gtdr@l. The lowest

score in the comparison group was Control of Learning Beliefs with a score of 4.30 and the
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highest score in the comparison group was Extrinsic Goal Orientation with a score of 5.33
Findings indicate that the comparison group scorghldrion Self Efficacy and Learning
Performance as well as Intrinsic Goal Orientation.

Analysis of Means for the MSLQ posttest Learning Strategies scales indicates that the
lowest score in the treatment group was Help Seeking with a score of 3.79 amghése $core
in the treatment group was Organization with a score of 4[66.lowest score in the
comparison group was Effort Regulation with a score of 3.55 and the highest score in the
comparison group was Organization with a score of SF&dings ndicate that mean scores on
Metacognitive SelRegulation decreased at post test for both the treatment and comparison

groups.
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Table18

Descriptive Statistics for MSLQ Motivational Scales Posttest Scores

Group Subscale n  Mean SD  Skewness Kurtosis
Experiment
Intrinsic Goal Orientation 16 4.39 1.01 -.44 .10
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 16 491 .10 -.86 -.81
Task Value 16 475 1.05 .82 .02
Control of Learning Beliefs 16 4.75 .96 .68 -.16
Self-Efficacy and Learning 16 4.84 .97 .80 -.56
Performance
Test Anxiety 16 451 1.09 .61 .82
Comparison
Intrinsic Goal Orientation 10 4.48 1.41 -.25 -.64
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 10 533 1.22 -.15 31
Task Value 10 460 1.01 .61 .69
Control of Learning Beliefs 10 4.3 1.57 -.70 -.44
Self-Efficacy and Learning 10 4.59 1.22 -71 -72
Performance
Test Anxiety 10 4.56 1.46 -1.07 1.27
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Tablel9

Descriptive Statistics for MSLQ Learning Strategies Scales Posttest Scores

Group Subscale n Mean SD Skewness  Kurtosis

Experiment
Rehearsal 16 4.41 1.01 -.27 .04
Elaboration 16 4.44 1.08 .67 -.15
Organization 16 4.66 1.08 -72 41
Critical Thinking 16 443 1.08 33 22
Metacognitive SelRegulation 16 4.36 .71 .60 -.49
Time and Study Environment 16 4.51 .60 1.28 1.82
Effort Regulation 16 4.28 151 A7 -1.50
Peer Learning 16 4.30 1.03 34 71
Help Seeking 16 3.79 1.52 -.31 .00

Comparison
Rehearsal 10 4.75 1.45 -1.26 1.98
Elaboration 10 4.15 1.75 -1.64 3.21
Organization 10 5.08 1.55 -.35 -1.19
Critical Thinking 10 4.26 1.79 -.87 -.33
Metacognitive SelRegulation 10 4.58 1.27 -1.18 1.35
Time and Study Environment 10 4.84 .87 -.29 46
Effort Regulation 10 3.55 .89 .07 -.84
Peer Learning 10 450 1.80 -1.18 1.78
Help Seeking 10 463 154 -.70 -.52
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Chi-Square To investigate research question two concerning whether-eegelation
strategies intervention impacts struggling readlestivation to learn, chsquare analyses were
run. Data from the MSLQ were analyzed to answer research question numbexgwo.
previously described in chapter thréegresearcher selected one subscale from the Motivation
Scale: SeHEfficacy for Learning and Performance, and one subscale from thergarn
Strategies Scale: Metacognitive SBEgulation subscale. The Sé&fficacy for Learning and
Performance subscale consisted of 8 questions (5, 6, 12, 15, 20, 21, 29, and 31). The
Metacognitive SelRegulation subscale consisted of 12 questions @31 44, 54, 55, 56, 57,
61, 76, 78, and 79). The researcher used the data as categorical data by computing the frequency
of responses for each subscale usingsguiare test analyses.

The researcher collapsed the original seven levels into six |alge there were 7
ratings the students could select, response 1 and response 2 were collapsed because of the small
sample size as 21% of the expected count frequency cells had values less than 5, and it is
suggested to combiragljacent rows if over 20%f the data has a value less than 5 so data will
not be distortedHinkle, 2003).

The table belovdepictsthe Expected and Observed Frequency of Respdns@®4SLQ
Motivation Scale SelfEfficacy for Learning and Performanceéhis table displag how many
students were expected to select each respons&(@f4 Nfot at al |l / not very
to 7 = Avery true of meo) and hofthesireespgnsest uden
between both groups (treatment and comparisdhg talte presents the calculations of how the

chi-square was computed using the expected and observed scores.

124



Table20

Expected and Observed Frequency of Responses for the MSLQ Motivation Sc&ticgeif for Learning and Performance

Not at all/
not very Very true
true of me of me
Group 1&2 3 4 5 6 7 Sum
Observed  Treatment 8.00 19.00 27.00 25.00 20.00 29.00 128.00
Comparison ¢ 2.00 16.00 12.00 7.00 18.00 64.00
Sum 17.00 21.00 43.00 37.00 27.00 47.00 192.00
Expected Treatment — 11.33 14.00 28.67 24.67 18.00 31.33 128.00
Comparison 5.67 700 14.33 12.33 9.00 15.67 64.00
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As can be seen e Table below, theesults of ChisquareAnalysesfor the MSLQ
Motivation Scale: SelEfficacy for Learning and Performan@chisquarewvas used to interpret
the difference between the numbers of responses chosen in each groupréatthenand the
comparisorgroups, ¢2(5, n = 24) =9.79p = .06. There was not a significant difference between
observed and expected frequencies.

An examination revealed that it was necessary to utilRegrees ofFreedomof 5. The

formula for Degrees of Freedom is (colurwnég (Row- one. For Research Questibmo for
the Motivation ScaleThe Degrees of Freedom was calcudats 6ix responses oné (two
groupsi one =five. As discussed earlier, responses one and two were collapsed to one
response, leaving six responses. As caseeea irthe below Tablethe chisquare value of 9.79
for the SelfEfficacy for Learning and Performance subscale was not signifipanib).
Obseved frequencies did not différom expected frequencies for students who participated in a
selfregulaton strategies intervention as compared to students who did not participate in a self
regulation strategies interventioithe analysis of the clsquare test of independence is reported
using a critical value level of 15.0\n examination of the standhzed residuals revealed that

there were no responses that were contributors to finding significance with-$opelhné test.
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Table21

Results of Chsquare Analyses for the MSLQ Motivation Scale:-E#i€acy for Learning and Performance

Group Response Observed Expected O-E (O-E)?2 (O-EPIE R

Treatment  Not at all truehot veryof me 1 & 2 8.00 11.33 -3.33 11.11 0.98 -0.99
3 19.00 14.00 5.00 25.00 1.79 1.34
4 27.00 28.67  -1.67 2.78 0.10 -0.31
5 25.00 24.67 0.33 0.11 0.00 0.07
6 20.00 18.00 2.00 4.00 0.22 0.47
Very true of me 7 29.00 31.33 -2.33 5.44 0.17 -0.42

Comparison Not at all true of me 1 & 2 9.00 5.67 3.33 11.11 1.96 1.40
3 2.00 7.00 -5.00 25.00 3.57 -1.89
4 16.00 14.33 1.67 2.78 0.19 0.44
5 12.00 12.33 -0.33 0.11 0.01 -0.09
6 7.00 9.00 -2.00 4.00 0.44 -0.67
Very true of me 7 18.00 15.67 2.33 5.44 0.35 0.59

Chi-square 9.79

Note cv=13.388p<.05df=5



The belowTabledepicts the Expected and Observed Frequency of Responses for MSLQ
Learning Strategies Scale: Metacognitive $&ulation subscaleThis table displasyhow
many students were expected to selectverrach re

true of meo) and how many st usdverrespenses betweeme s am
both groups (treatment and comparison). The table presents the calculations of how the chi

square was computed using the expected and observed scores.
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Table22

Expected and Observed Frequency of Responses for the MSLQ Learning Strategidéctaabdgnitive SelRegulation subscale

Not at all Very true
true of me of me
Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sum
Observed Treatment 11.00 9.00 29.00 56.00 34.00 31.00 22.00 192.00
Comparison 5.00 8.00 16.00 10.00 23.00 13.00 21.00 96.00
Sum 16.00 17.00 45.00 66.00 57.00 44.00 43.00 288.00
Expected Treatment 10.67 11.33 30.00 44.00 38.00 29.33 28.67 192.00
Comparison 5.33 5.67 15.00 22.00 19.00 14.67 14.33 96.00




As can be seen e below Tables, theesults of Chisquare Analyses for the MSLQ
Learning Strategies Scalgtetacognitive SelRegulation a chisquare was used to interpret the
difference between the numbers of responses chosen in each group for the treatment and the
comparison groups;? (6, n = 24) = 17.59 = .05. There was a significant difference between
observed and expected frequies.

An examination revealed that it was necessary to utildfeof6. The formula for
degreesf freedomis (column- one) (Row one). For Research Question two for the Learning
Strategies Scalé¢hedf was calculated as (seven resporisese) (two group$ one) =six. As
can be seen in Talll2 and 23the chisquare value of 17.59 for the Metacognitive Self
Regulation subscale was significapty.05). Observed frequencies did differ from expected
frequencies for students who participated in agjtilation strategies intervention as compared
to students who did not participate in a sefjulation strategies intervention. The analysis of
the chisquare test of independence is reported using a critical value level of 1&n03.
examination of the standardizeskiduals reveals that response flmurthe comparison group
was the main contributor to this significant-clgjuare testA response of oneepresenti n ot a't
all true of med and a r esponAmspanse offoainisdann r epr e
exactly the middle of the highest and lowest possible scores.sddnawvould likely suggest a
response sofmefwh at t reansthabthererwere significantlyiless olmserved
students who responded with a score of four in the comparison group then would be expected to

respond with a score of four.
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Table23

Results of Chsquare Analyses for the MSLQ Learning Strategies Skacognitive SefRegulation Subscale

Group Response Observed (O) Expected (E) O-E (O-E)? (O-E)P)/E R

Treatment  Not at all true of me 1 11 10.67 0.33 0.11 0.01 0.10
2 9 11.33 -2.33 5.44 0.48 -0.69
3 29 30.00 -1.00 1.00 0.03 -0.18
4 56 44.00 12.00 144.00 3.27 1.81
5 34 38.00 -4.00 16.00 0.42 -0.65
6 31 29.33 1.67 2.78 0.09 0.31
Very true of me 7 22 28.67 -6.67 44.44 1.55 -1.25
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Table24

Results of Chsquare Analyses for the MSLQ Learning Strategies Skeacognitive SelRegulation Subscale

Group Response Observed Expected O-E (O-E)2 ((O-EPIE R

Comparison Not at all true of me 1 5.00 5.33 -0.33 0.11 0.02 -0.14
2 8.00 5.67 2.33 5.44 0.96 0.98
3 16.00 15.00 1.00 1.00 0.07 0.26
4 10.00 22.00 -12.00 144.00 6.55 -2.56
5 23.00 19.00 4.00 16.00 0.84 0.92
6 13.00 14.67 -1.67 2.78 0.19 -0.44
Very true of me 7 21.00 14.33 6.67 44.44 3.10 1.76

Chi-square 17.59

Note cv=15.03p<.05df=6
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Research Question 3

Data preparation. Researclyuestionthreeexamined thelifference in the observed
responses on the RSPS for students who partidpateseltregulation treatmerdand those who
did not Prior to the intervention occurring, pretest data were collected to examine differences
between the treatment and comparison groups and to ensure that there was no statistical
difference between the two groups. The sample size include2b students, 1@ithin the
treatment group, and 10 within the comparison. The sample size 6 was small, so the
researcher visually inspected the data first during the data cleaning process to inspect for missing
values. While every participant within the samghileé complete the RSPS, some participants did
not complete each question. These answers were left blank while scoring. The researcher found
that 2.5% of the data was missinghe researcher eliminated two students from the comparison
group for the RSPSdeause a significant amount of data from their post assessments was
missing. The remaining sample size, was a sample size @#. In addition, there were four
students who did not have data for one question. To address this missing data, theeresearch
found a mean score for these studentds respon
responses.

Since there were missing data and a limited sample size, the researcher esathined
efficacyusing an exploratory method, by analyzing quediweeusing a chisquare. The data
wasanalyzed using cksquare analysis where items were combined per subsdaderesearcher
focused on the Progress subscale.

There are certain criterthatmust be met when using a €quare test to analgzata.
Accordingto McHugh( 2013), #Ait is not uncommon to find

are from convenience samples rather than rand
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as to why the chsquare analyses were utilized for this sample of enimnce study. When
utilizing a chisquare, data must be conveyed as frequency counts of raw scores. Each variable
must be independent of one anothExpected frequencies cannot be too small, meaning that
over 20% of the data cannot have a value lems 5(Hinkle, Wiersma,& Jurs 2003).
Preliminary analysis revealed that assumptions were met and data analysis could proceed.

Pretest cescriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics were utilized to examine the pretest
raw scores.Skewness (symmetrgnd kurtosis (peakedness) values falling within-£he to 2.0
rangswer e consi der ed aeta, @990). ®dstriptive(stbtistibsgfar thd totah o
sample are presentedthre Table below

Analysis of means for the RSPS pretest scm@isated that the lowest score in the
treatment group was General Perception with a score of 3.56 and the highest score in the
treatment group was Progress with a score of 35I8&.lowest score in the comparison group
was General Perception with a ssof 3.10 and the highest score in the comparison group was

Progress with a score of 31.60.

134



Table 25

Descriptive Statistics fdRSP3retest Scores

Group Subscale n Mean SD  Skewness Kurtosis

Experiment
Physiological States 16 27.31 5.85 -.60 -.67
Social Feedback 16  33.38 5.24 -.96 .18
Observational Comparisor 16  18.31 2.82 -.10 -1.29
Progress 16  35.88 5.70 -.27 -.64
General Perception 16 3.56 73 -1.43 .78
Performance

Comparison
Physiological States 10 28.20 7.44 -.95 14
Social Feedback 10 31.20 6.11 -.44 -71
Observational Comparisor 10  17.50 3.72 .59 A4
Progress 10 31.60 6.95 -.50 -1.04
General Perception 10 3.10 1.10 -.86 -.52

Scores for skewness and kurtosis analyzed and were found to be outsidecofrthlet
1 range.A ShapireWilk test was then completed to testrmality. Skewnessnd kurtosis
coefficients were observed to be within normal ramgeept for the General Perception subtest

which had a significance @f< .001 (Meyers et gl2006)
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Posttestdescriptive statistics Descriptive statistics were utilized to examine the
posttest raw scoredescriptive statistics for the total sample are presenttdeeiable below
Analysis of means for the RSPS posttest scores indicateithéhlatvest score in the treatment
group was General Perception with a score of 4.06 and the highest score in the treatment group
was Progress with a score of 32.44. The lowest score in the comparison group was General
Perception with a score of 3.40 ahé highest score in the comparison group was Progress with
a score of 29.20. Findings indicate that the treatment group scored slightly higher than the

comparison group during the ptesttacross all suiscales.
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Table26

Descriptive Statistics for RSH®sttest Scores

Group Subscale n Mean SD  Skewness Kurtosis

Experiment
Physiological States 16 28.88 4.75 -.14 -.70
Social Feedback 16 32.13 5.95 -.70 -.30
Observational 16 20.25 3.77 -.70 -17
Comparison
Progress 16 3244  6.46 -.63 -.05
General Perception 16 4.06 T7 -1.11 2.60
Performance

Comparison
Physiological States 10 24.40 12.47 -.63 -1.16
Social Feedback 10 27.40 10.54 -1.60 3.63
Observational 10 16.70  6.52 -.56 -71
Comparison
Progress 10 29.20 8.18 -.29 -1.19
General Perception 10 3.40 1.43 -1.75 3.22

Chi-square. To investigate research questibinee a chi square analgsivas conducted

concerning whetheraselfe gul at i on

strategies

ntefrvention

efficacy. Data from the RSPS were analyzed to answer research question numbefshree.

previously described in chapter three, this researcher selected one subscale from the RSPS:



Progress. The Progress subscale consisted of 9 questions (10, 13, 15, 18, 12723n21428).
The researcher used the data as categorical data by computing the frequency of responses for
each subscale using etguare test analyses.

The Table belovdepicts the Expected and Observed Frequency of Responses for RSPS
Progress subscal&his table display how many students were expected to select each response
(of 1 = Astrongly disagreeo to 5 = Astrongly
selected each of the five responses between both groups (treatment and comparisai)e The t
presents the calculations of how the-shuare was computed using the expected and observed

Scores.
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Table27

Expected and Observed Frequency of Responses for the RSPS Piogsesde

Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree
Group 1 2 3 4 5 Sum
Observed  Treatment 8.00 14.00 21.00 81.00 20.00 144.00
Comparison 3.00 11.00 10.00 32.00 16.00 72.00
Sum 11.00 25.00 31.00 113.00 36.00 216.00
Expected Treatment 7.33 16.67 20.67 75.33 24.00 7.33
Comparison 3.67 8.33 10.33 37.67 12.00 3.67




As can be seen e Table below, theesults of Chisquare Analyses for the RSPS
Progress, a cksquare was used to interpret the difference between the numbers of responses
chosen in each group for the treatmamd the comparison groups,(4, n = 24) = 4.76p = .05.

An examination revealed that it was necessary to utildfeof6. The formula for
degreesf freedomis (column- one) (Row one). For Research Question three for the RSPS
Scale thedf was calculated as (five respon$emne) (two group$ one) =four. As can beseen
in Table28, the chisquare value of.76for theRSPS Progressubscale was not significamt £
.05). Observed frequencies did not differ from expected frequencidsid@nss who
participated in a selfegulation strategies intervention as compared to students who did not
participate in a selfegulation strategies interventioAnalysis of the chsquare test of
independence is reported using a critical value levébdi3. An examination of the
standardized residuals revealed that there were no responsesrénaintributors to finding

significancewith the chisquare test.
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Table28

Results of Chsquare Analyses for the RSPS Progi®shscale

Group Response Observed Expected O-E (O-E)2 ((O-EPIE R
Treatment  Strongly Disagree 1 8.00 7.33 0.67 0.44 0.06 0.25
2 14.00 16.67 -2.67 7.11 0.43 -0.65
3 21.00 20.67 0.33 0.11 0.01 0.07
4 81.00 75.33 5.67 32.11 0.43 0.65
Strongly Agree 5 20.00 24.00 -4.00 16.00 0.67 -0.82
Comparison Strongly Disagree 1 3.00 3.67 -0.67 0.44 0.12 -0.35
2 11.00 8.33 2.67 7.11 0.85 0.92
3 10.00 10.33 -0.33 0.11 0.01 -0.10
4 32.00 37.67 -5.67 32.11 0.85 -0.92
StronglyAgree 5 16.00 12.00 4.00 16.00 1.33 1.15
Chi-Square 4.76

Note cv = 11.668p< .05 df=4
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Monitoring TeachersoNotes

Teachers in both the treatment and comparison groups were provided with logs to take
notes and record thevents of each session. The intervention logs were monitored throughout
the research study aat the end of the studwll logs were collectedThe researcher met with
the treatment teachers for a tlvour follow-up session in the middle of the treattheDuring
this sessionthe researcher and teachers discuiseidimpressions from the study thus far.

The researcher was able to obtain several conclusions from monitoring the treatment
t e ac her s @nalyses bfensnitoring #ha treatmentteachs 6 notes reveal ed
reported three key changes in readietaviordrom students in the treatment group: (a)
students were reading more independently; (b) students were reading for a png@sethe
s t u d purposs for reading was comprehend

Teachers in the treatment group reported that several of thegelation strategies
utilized within the study appeared to be successful. Within the treatment §68amf teachers
reported that students improved in their journalingplmducingjournals that were reflective and
increasing in lengthin the treatment groud,00% ofteacherseported that students appeared to
enjoythe strategies, specificaljoal setting.They stated that students took ownership of goal
setting and hat the treatment of salégulation strategiegsnproved their motivation and work
ethic.

Moni toring Studentsdo Journal s

Students in the treatment group were provided with journals to document their learning

process throughout tretudy The studest fpurnals were collected and reviewed at the end of

the treatment. An analysis by tresearcherevealedhe followingfour key themes that evolved
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t hroughout t hegoal setiihestmategigs of jgandireadess| demonstrated growth,
and feelhg proud.
Within the treatment group, 56% of students discussed goal sefiegstudents
discussed the importance of goal setting, their desire to improve, or what strategies they were
utilizing to reach their gaayspellingbérause whdeanli d e n't
read | find some words that are | ong and | do
vocabul ary words. o0
Students in the treatment group referenced using strategies of good readers which they
had been taughtSpecifially, 88% of students stated that they used the skill of visualizing when
they read. One student stated, Al | earned ab
reading. During reading we could visualizef t er reading | reflect on
Within the treatment group, another theme that emerged was that 94% of students
articulated that they had demordéad growth.Students referencdzking better readers,
improving in specific strategies, and generalizing skills to other content arestadeit stated,
Al feel good about [getting a good grade]. T
monitoring. This skills will help me in math and reading. | feel really good because | never got
[good scores]. By using the strategie$ | | become a better reader. o
In the treatment group 56% of students stated that they felt good or proud of themselves.
One student said, ndl ffeel more confident weach
like learning here inthe Super Sixbause i1 td6s going to make me su
Anot her student said, fAThe ski l-leslingtlfealgood us e
about improving because it means that | can read harder books. These skills can help me in

socialst udi es because it can help me better under
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In summary, the hypothesis that sixth grade students who were struggling readers who
participated in an instructional reading intervention focused onresgdfiation strategies would
have statiscally different mean scores on reading comprehension ability as compared to those
who participated in a reading support program withoutregjfilation strategies was not
supported. The hypothesis that sixth grade students who were struggling readers wh
participated in an instructional reading intervention focused onresgdfiation strategies would
have statistically different observed and expected responses on the MSLQ as compared to those
who have participated in a reading support program withotstesglilation strategies was not
supported for the SeEfficacy for Learning and Performance subscale on the Motivated
Strategies for Learning Questionnaire. However it was supported for the Metacognitive Self
Regulation subscale on the Motivated Strasdor Learning Questionnaire. Finally, the
hypothesis that sixth grade students who were struggling readers who participated in an
instructional reading intervention focused on-setjulation strategies would have statistically
different observed and pgcted responses on the RSPS as compared to those who participated in

a reading support program without sedfjulation strategies was not supported.
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CHAPTER FIVE: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The following chapter is comprised of six sections that expartdismesearch study.
The first section provides an overview of chapters one through Tdwe .next section discusses
the findings which are displayed by research question, anaysisynthesisThe next section
includes findings, discussion and ingaltions for each research questigalimitations section
is provided next, which elaborates thioseissuesstatedwithin Chapter Three and found during
the study.This chapter concludes withsummary of this research study.

Overview of the Study

Data fromthe United States Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statisticandicate that there is a growing achievement gap for struggling re204:3)
According to a National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) readingnessteted
in 2011, 33% of all students in the fourth grade read below the basic level, and 24% of all eighth
grade studestread below the basic level (United Stddepartment of EducatioiNational
Center for Education Statistic)12). Students respwled to reading comprehension questions
that measured their literacy and information comprehension siliistics demonstrated the
need to address the graduation gap between struggling readers and students who are at or above
grade level in readingAcross the country, the number of high school seniors who read at or
above the proficient level has been at a steady decline, according to recent NAEP reading
achievement scorebl(S. Department of EducatipB003), showing the need to increase
supports ér struggling readers.

There is a growing body of research supporting the importance of students learring self
regulation strategies for their academic achievement (Zimmerman, IB®@ugh numerous

studies on metacognitive, motivational and behaviirakegies, researchers have found that
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these techniques impact student learning (Pressley, Borkowski,i&if8ehn, 1987; Zimmerman,

1989). People with similar academic skills and knowledge can perform anywhere on a spectrum

from poorly, adequately, or &aordinarily, depending on how they view themselves in terms of

seltefficacy (Bandura, 1993)This perceivedseé f f i cacy i nfl uences a per

performance, goadetting, and analytical thinking (Bandura, 1993).
NelsonandMansetWilliamson (2006) explained that sefégulation in the area of

reading leads to a higher feeling of personal control over reading and increased reading self

efficacy, which may also result in increased positive affect towards reading. This study explored

the impacbf selfregulation strategies artdeire f f e c t 0 n -efidcaay,dmotivdtiendo s e | f

learn, and reading comprehension with struggling readers in the sixth grade. The purpose of this

study was to explicitly instruct students on gelfulation strategs and provide them with

practice in order to improve their reading comprehension, motivation and reading perceptions.
Students were selected from three schoén urban northeastern distrctthe United

States Participants in this study were considered to be struggling readers by not meeting the

district benchmark assessment on the féil18Web MAZE curriculum based measuremeht

readingcomprehension (Pearson, 2014) and qualified to be a participant ituthys Students

needed to score below the5@ercentilerankon this assessmetut qualify as a participantTo

score below the 30percentilerank students needed to ansvi@werthan 22 comprehension

questions correlst during thethreeminute assesnent. Participants in the intervention group

were spread across three classes in one scRaolicipants in the comparison group were spread

across two classes and two schools (one class in one school, and one class in another school).

There were threteachers who delivered the safjulation strategies to the intervention

participants and two teachers delivered the standard curriculum to the comparisorEgcup.
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participating teacheanvolved in the intervention groygvasobservedt the midpoihof the
studyby the researcher to ensure fidelity of implementation of the treatment.

Once permission was received, students were administered the Degrees of Reading
Power(QuestaiAssessments, 201Mlotivated Strategies for Learning QuestionngRatrich,
Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 199%land Reader Self Perception Scateiik & Melnick, 1995.
Students in the experimental group received thersglilation strategies treatment and students
in the comparison group received the standard curncalueady being utilized by their school
staff. Upon completion of the eighiteek treatment time period, all students in the experimental
and comparison groups were then adstered the same assessments astpsets.

The specific research questicaddressed were:

1. Is there a statistically significant difference in the reading comprehension of sixth
grade students who are struggling readers, who have participated in an
instructional reading intervention focused on-sefjulation strategies and those
who have not?

2. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected
responses regarding motivation and learning strategies for students who have
participated in an instructional reading intervention focused osresgliiation
strateges and thoseho have not?

a. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected
responses regarding selfficacy for learning and performance for students
who have participated in an instructional reading intervention focused on

self-regulation strategies and those who have not?
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b. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected
responses regarding metacognitive-seffulation for students who have
participated in an instructional reading interventiorufes on self
regulation strategies and those who have not?

3. Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected
responses regarding reader sdffcacy for students who have participated in an
instructional reading intervention fased on selfegulation strategies and those
who have not?

To conductthe statistical analysethe researcher utilized SPSS Version 15.0 (2006e
researcher used a quasiperimental design for the studlyor the first research questighe
researchr utilized an Analysis of varianc&NOVA). For theremaining two research
guestionsthe researar conducted an exploratory studypilizing chi-square procedures to
assess differencés expected versus observed results

Findings, Discussion and Implications

This section describes the findinglscussion and implicatiorisom the statistical
analyses completed in Chapter Foliralso includes a discussion and proposes implications for
each research question elated to the results.

The purposef this study was to examine the effects of a-sagulation strategies
treatment on reading comprehension, motivation for leayaimg) selfefficacyin readingwith
struggling readers. The researcher utilized three instruments as well as monitorecetead s not e
in order to capture the most complete picture of theregiflation strategies treatmenthis
study was created in order to better understand the impact ofragakition strategies

treatment on sixth grads#udens who are strugglingeaders.
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Research Question 1

Is there a statistically significant difference in the reading comprehension of sixth grade
students who are struggling readers, who have participated in an instructional reading
intervention focused on selégulation stratags and those who have not?

The researcher sought to investigate the effects of-aegplfation strategy intervention
on studentsd reading comprehensi on. The inde
instructional curriculum with two levels: treaéntand comparisonThe researcher performed
an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) which revealed no statistically significant difference in
struggling readers6 reading comprehension sco
instructional reading inteention focused on setegulation strategies and those who received
standard reading curriculyma(1, 24) = 3.133p = .089. Despite no significant differences, the
treatment group pogéest mean was 38.18d= 5.37) and the comparison group ptesit man
was 33.50¢d= 8). It was possible thdahere was no significant restlécause the length of the
intervention was limited. Teachers in the treatment group expressed that they thought it would
have been beneficial for students to have received aidreptment. It is also possible that the
instrument used to measure studentsawhicthadi ng
the students madbe mosggains. Teachers and students in the treatment group reported that
students improved theieading comprehension specific skills so it may be criticdior future
researcher® utilize an instrument that targets the sped&baviors on which the intervention
is focusing

Statistics reveal a growing reading achievement gap that sugp®rised to increase
intervention for struggling readerd.S. Department of Educatigr2003; National Center for

Education, 2013). While direct instruction in specific areas of reading will increase student
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achievement and academic progress, the revighediterature in Chapter Two highlighted the
theory that direct instruction inselfe gul at i on strategies can addi't
academic functioning (Bandura, 1997; Kitsantas, Steen, Huie, 2009; Paris & Paris, 2001;
Zimmerman, 1989). Redslfrom this study did not reveal a statistically significant difference in
the reading comprehension of sixth grade studentswenestruggling readers, who participated
in an instructional reading intervention focused on-ssgdtilation strategies and those who did
not. However, those in the treatment group had a higher mean than their peers in the comparison
group. A review of liteature displayed a relationship between-sedfulation strategies and
academic performance. Kitsantas, Steen, and Huie (2009) found thaigsedition strategies
positivelypr edi ct ed studentsd GPA across al kdthe ac
that students receiving tA@VA (Think before reading, think While reading, think After
reading)intervention using th8elt-Regulated Strategy Develop (SRSDB)del improved
significantly (with medium tdarge effect sizes) on fiveral reading comprelnsion measures
compared to students who receivedringprocal questioning (R@)tervention.

While findings forthe currenstudy were not significant regarding the impact of-self
regulation strategies on reading comprehension, research indicaiessitvantions focusing on
selfmonitoring and goal setting (Kitsantas, Steerluie, 20®) impact academic achievement.
The Table below displays implications for educators and future research based on the findings

from this study.
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Table29

Implication for Educators and Future Researfcn Research Question 1

Findings Literature Implication for Educators  Implication for Future

Research

Results from the 1 Seltr egul ati on str at e Iftherewas no significant Using a total reading

posttest did not GPA across all the academic domains difference in reading comprehension score
yield statistically included in the study dfitsantas, Steer& comprehensio for may not provide enougt
significant results Huie, 2009 struggling readers who information about.

for the effect of self ¢ Students receiving tHEhink before reading, Pparticipated in self student 6s a
regulation strategies think While reading, think Aftereading regulation strategies therefore specific skills
or standard reading intervention using th&elf-Regulated Strateg' treatment and those who could be assessed.

support program on Develop nodel improved significantly (with ~ did not then this treatment
reading medium to large effect sizes) on 5 oral did not detract from the
comprehensiorf(1, reading comprehension measures compare regular reading program.
24) =3.133p=.089  students who received tiReciprocal

Questioningntervention (Mason, 2004).
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Research Question 2

Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected responses
regarding motivation and learning strategies for sttedetho have participated in an
instructional reading intervention focused on-sefjulation strategies and thosho have not?
Specifically, is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected responses
regarding selefficacy fa learning and performance for students who have participated in an
instructional reading intervention focused on-sefjulation strategies and those who have not?
In addition, is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expespgedses
regarding metacognitive sakgulation for students who have participated in an instructional
reading intervention focused on set¢igulation strategies and those who have not?

Two chi-square testof independencerereused to analyze differeas between the
expected and observed frequencies for the treatment (students receivingthgusation
strategies intervention) and the comparison (students receiving the standard curriculum) on
struggl i selgefficaeydodlearnsmgland perforance and metacognitive seffgulation.

The implementation of a selégulation strategies intervention was not associated with
more than expected experiences in regards to motivation for learning as measured by the
Motivated Strategies for Learning QuestionndMSLQ). There was not a significant
difference between observed and expected frequencies of ratings selected forHEfiecSelf
for Learning and Performance scale of the MSt€¥5, n = 24) = 9.79not sgnificant There
was a significant difference between observed and expected frequencies ofoatings
metacognitive alf-regulation subscale? (6, n = 24) = 17.59p ¢ .05. An examination of the

standardized residuals reveals that response 4 for the comparison group was the main contributor

to this significantchs qu ar e t est . A response of one repr e
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responseofsevn r epr s ¢ mtue Afedépomsecof faur is in exactly the middle of

the highest and lowest possible scores. This score would likely suggestrasespoo f fAi s
somewhat tThis reears that there were significarfdyerobserved students who
respondedvith a score ofour in the comparison group thavould be expected to respond with

a score of four.In summary, the hypothesthat students who participate self-regulation

strategies will have statistically different observed responses onetaeogitive slf-regulation
subscaleas compared to those who have participated in a reading support program without self
regulation strategies was support&tlhile the proportion of responses for observed students in
the comparison group for response 4 W42, the proportion of responses for the treatment
group was29.1®6 of observed students. Students in the comparison group had a larger
proportion of response for responsé8.06%) and response 21.886). An implication from

this is that teachers mayish to use information about se#gulation skills to group students for
instruction. Researchers may want to form equivalent treatment and comparison groups based
on their skills. Observed anéxpected responses for the treatment and comparison gppegr

in the table below.
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Table 30

Expected and Observed Frequency of Responses for the MSLQ Learning Strategies Scale: MetacogRéaqdeSielh subscale

Response Categories

Group 12 2 3 4 5 6 7° Sum

Observed Frequency

Treatment 11 9 29 56 34 31 22 192
Comparison 5 8 16 10 23 13 21 96
Observed Percen
Treatment 5.73 4.69 15.10 29.17 17.71 16.15 11.46

Comparison 5.21 8.33 16.67 10.42 23.96 13.54 21.88

Expected Fequency

Treatment 10.67 11.33 30.00 44.00 38.00 29.33 28.67 192
Comparison 5.33 5.67 15.00 22.00 19.00 14.67 14.33 96
Sum 16.00 17.00 45.00 66.00 57.00 44.00 43.00 288

Note ot at all true of mg°Very true of me The sums are based on the number of students who completed #aehditems on
the subscaleThere were 16 students in the treatment group 192 items) and 10 students in the comparison gnoepl@0 items)

Some responses were left blankrbgmbers of the comparison group.

154



This study resulted in several suggestions forreuaducators and researchers.edew
of the literature revealed that motivation may have an impact on student achievement. Results
showed that when students had Higlels of selfefficacy and seltletermined motivation, it
reduced the studentso plans to drop out of hi
motivation significantly predicted studentso
student pereived competence, the higher the scores on their science posttests (Liu, Horton,
Olmansoné& Toprac, 2011). Selfegulation and motivation are interconnected. In order for
students to be motivated, thelyouldhave selregulation strategies (Kitsant&teeng& Huie,
2009). There is a significant relationship between both motivational beliefs amdgéétion
strategies (Tanriseven & Dilma2013). Afterimplementing éSelf-Regulated Strategy
Development (SRSOptervention for low achieving studentfindings indicated that students
appeared to have internalized the-setinitoring tasks and were able to talk about the
effectiveness of using satfionitoringto regulate their own cognition, motivation, and behavior
(Mason, MeadaiiKaplansky, Hedin& Taft, 2013).

Findings for this study indicate a significant difference between observed and expected
frequencies on the Metacognitive SBégulation of the MSLQ. Pintrich, Smith, Garcia &
McKeachie (1991) explained that the Metacognitive-Belfulaton subscale refers to the
Afawareness, knowledge, and control of cognit.i
are three general processes they focused on for metacognitivegsatition: planning,
monitoring, and regulating. Research revaevin Chapter Twaof this studyindicated there is a
significant relationship between seffonitoring beliefs and setegulation strategies (Mason,

MeadanKaplansky, Hedin & Taft, 2013).
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In this research study, originally, 26 students agreed to fpetiEcin this study.
However, 2 students were removed from the samhpéeto incomplete instrument responses.
Despite removing these students from the data set, there remained missing data2.5%6auit,
the data were missindlhis mayhavebesndueto the length of the instrumesfor struggling
readers and therefore future researchers may want to egfherassessmesto reflect
motivation for learningindself-regulation Research found that student motivation significantly
predicted student soO sHigheestudent péroeived Competpmelatéde st s c
to higher student scores on their science posttests (Liu, Horton, Olm&n$oprac, 2011).
Additional researchcould be conducted favestigate motivation on other core academic areas
for low-achieving studentsResearchers may wish to conduct further research on the
relationship between reading comprehension and motivation to [EaenTable below displys

implications for educators and future research basdtefindings from this study.
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Table31

Implication for Educators and Future Reseafoh Research Question 2

Implication for

Implication for

Findings Literature Educators Future Research

a) There was not a significant difference 1 Selfregulation ad Struggling readers  Conduct further
between observed and expected motivation are interconnecter have low motivation research omow
frequencies oself-Efficacy for Learning in order for students to be  to learn that requires self-regulation
and Performance? (5, n = 24) = 9.79 motivated, theyeedself- in depth analysis in  strategies are

b) There was a significant difference betwe: regulation strategies order to understand related to
observed and expected frequencies ontl  (Kitsantas, Stee& Huie, the phenomenon. motivation to
Metacognitive SetRegulationc?(5,n = 20009). learn.
24) =9.79p2 .05. Response 4n a 7 I There is a significant

point scaldor the comparison group was
the main contributor to this significant ehi

squae test.

relationship between both
motivational beliefs and self
regultion strategies

(Tanriseven & Dilmagc2013).




Research Question 3

Is there a statistically significant difference in the observed and expected responses
regarding reader sedifficacy for students who have participated in an instructional reading
intervention focused oself-regulation strategies and those who have not?

A chi-square test of independence was used to analyze differences between the expected
and observed frequencies for the treatment (students receiving thegsedition strategies
intervention) and theatnparison group (students receiving the standard curriculum) on
struggl i ngeficaeypader s6 sel f

The implementation of a selégulation strategies intervention was not associated with
more than expectedvorableexperiences in regards to reading-sfficacy as measured by the
RSPS. There was not a significant difference between observed and expected frequencies of
ratings selected for the Progress scale of the RSR&,n = 24) = 4.76not significant In
summary, the hypotheses tlilag¢reis a statistically significant difference in the observed and
expected responses regarding readeredlfacy for students who have participated in an
instructional reading intervention focused on-setjulation strategies and those who have not
was not spported.

There are several suggestions for future educators and researchers that stemmed from this
study While no significance was found for sefficacy in reading between the treatment and
comparison group# should be noted that literature supgahe effectiveness of setgulated
strategy interventions, as these interventions have positively impacted stt 6 s r-eadi ng s
efficacy. Ocak and Yamac (2013) reported that-séfitacy plays an important role in academic
achievement because stundis who demonstrated positive s@fulation strategies have

improved attitudes towards academicsS&fRegulated Strategy Development (SRSD
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intervention embedded with saletermination instruction can improve persuasive writing skills,
self-determnation, and seléfficacy for students with emotional and behavioral disorders
(CuencaCarlino & Mustian, 2013). As prior research has shown there is an association between
selfregulation strategies and selfficacy.

While findings for this study wernot significant regarding the impact of sedgulation
strategies on se#fficacy, research indicates that interventions focusing on goal settinrg, self
monitoring, and selawareness (Cuendéaarlino & Mustian, 2013) impact reading sefficacy
when cmducted for longer periods of time and with more sessibusing theCuencaCarlino
and Mustian (2013) research stubhgtruction was delivered 4 days per week, for a duration of
40 min per session, for 14 to 23 day$ecurrenttreatment may not have had a strong enough
focus on reading se#fficacy, therefore educators should explore the effects of embedding self
efficacy interventions within daily classroom practices.

An implication for future researctoald be to explore #himpact of selregulation
strategies fomore tharl6 sessions and sessions lasting longer than 20 minutes per session
Researchers matsoconsider mplemening a study wih a strong focus on selégulationand
selt-efficacy in reading.The Table blew displays implicatios for educators and future research

based on the findings from this study.



Table32

Implication for Educators and Future Reseafoh Research Question 3

Findings Literature Implication for Implication for Future
Educators Research
There was not a 1 A SRSD intervention embedded with self The treatment may not Implement a study
significant difference determination instruction (goal settirgglf  have had a strong with a strong focus on
between observed and monitoring, and selwareness) can enough focus on selfregulation and
expected frequencies on improve persuasive writing skills, self reading seHefficacy, self-efficacy in
the Progress subscale of  determination, and seéfficacy for students therefore educators reading.
the RSPS¢?(4,n=24) = with emotional and behavioral disorders  should explore the
4.76 not significant (CuencaCarlino & Mustian, 2013). effects of embedding
T Students whalemonstrate positive sekf self-efficacy

regulation streegies have improved interventions witm

attitudes towards academics (Odak daily classroom

Yamac, 2013). practices.
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Monitoring Teachersd Notes
Teachersecorded reflection notestaf each sessigmrovided in the treatmeniThese
notes were diained at the end of the treatmeiieachers were observed at the middle of the
treatment.In addition, the researcher met wittettreatment teachers for a tlvour follow-up
session irthe middle of the treatmen® he researcher was abledonstructseveral conclusions
from analyzing the treatment teachersd notes.
draw from the teachersd notes allows for seve
The treatment teachersd notes rgesungeadingd t ha
performance from students in the treatment group: (a) students were reading more independently;
(b) students were reading for a purpose; (c) the purpose for readirfigrwamprehension.
These findings indicate that while the treatmergdtiregulation strategies did not show
statistical significance in reading comprehension, motivation for legroirsglfefficacy, it did
have an i mpact on reading per fPeessimp&nWhartobased o
McDonald, 1997)
Teaches in the treatment group reported that several of theegglflation strategies
utilized within the study appeared to be successful. Within the treatment §68amf teachers
reported thastudentsmproved in their journaling bgroducing journal emiesthat were
reflective and increasing in lengtRPressley & WhartoMcDonald (1997) stated that good
readers continue to reflect on a text after they have finished reading. Since teachers reported that
student 6s jour nal i ngintemerdgionganmecammendation s toproviea r t o f
intensive time for student journaling to increase reflectiot to assess this increase in some
more tangible way It is also recommended to explore s

its impact on dé-efficacy.
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In the treatment groud,00% of teachers reported that students appeared to enjoy the
strategies, especially goal setting. They stated that students took ownership of goabgetting
willingly setting goals and reflecting upon them. Teachers also reported that stogenised
their motivation and work ethic. AccordingRoessley & WhartotMcDonald (1997)mature
readers approach a text with a purpose and set goals wheedlegince goal setting appeared
to be have an impact on students, it is recommended to implement the goal setting coagponent
thefirst stepin the intervention treatment to increase motivation.

This study resulted in several suggestions for futureadus and researchers.

Throughout the intervention, teachers in the treatment group kept logs. The logs indicated that
100% of teachers in the intervention group stated that small group instruction was the most
effective method for implementation of ttreatment. Teachers also indicated that students

would benefit from more time to complete the lessdPsthaps, each lesson could be increased
from 20 to 30 minutesAnalysis revealed that 100% of teachers agreed that more training and
modeling shoulde provided to the teachers on how to implement the treatment. Teachers were
provided with a fowhour professional developmenbrkshopprior to the intervention, a two

hour checkin during the interventiorg feedback sessioand scripted lessons toseme fidelity.
However the nonsignificantesults of this study may have been due to the lack of teacher
implementation fidelity

The review of literature suggests that there are many strategies that reatiees must
possess. Pressley awthartonMcDonald (1997) explained that mature readers approach a text
with a purpose and set goals when they read.
appeared to enjoy the strategies, especially goal setting. Teachers reported that themtkdents t

ownership over goal setting and it improved their motivation and work ethic. Since goal setting
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appeared to have an impact on students within the treatment, educators should implement goal
setting as a consistent activity during academic subjgasder t o i ncr eas.e stud
Pressley & WhartotMcDonald (1997) stated that good readers continue to reflect on a text after
they have finished. Teachers reported that students improved in their journaling by
demonstrating journals that werdleetive and increasing in length. Since teachers reported that
student journaling was an important part of the intervention, and literature suggests that good
readers reflect after reading, educators should provide intensive time for student jouonaling t
increase reflection.

Analysis from the literature revealed the importance of student goal setting during
reading (Pressley & WhartevicDonald, 1997). Teachers from the study reported that student
goal setting increased student motivation and vetinic. Since goal setting appeared to have an
impact on students and it is supported in the literature, future researchers may wish to implement
the goal setting component first in a treat me
discusedthe importance of student reflection once reading is complete (Pressley & Wharton
Mc Donal d, 1997). Teachers i ndi c atheguantitybfat st u
their writingincreased during the course of the treatment. Since teacpertetethat student
journaling was an important part of the intervention, and literature suggests that good readers
reflect after reading, future researchers may
journaling and its impact on sedfficacy. The Table below displays implications for educators

and future research based on the findings from this study.
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Table33

Implication for Educators and Future ReseafohMoni t ori ng Teacher s6 Notes

Findings Literature Implication for Educators  Implication for Future Research

1 Teachers reported that 1 Mature readers When goal setting is a Since goal setting appeared to
students appeared to enjoy approach a text with i consistent activity during have an impact on students,

the strategies, especially go purpose and set goal academic subjects, student implement the goal setting

setting. They stated that when they read demonstrate more component first in the

students took ownership of (Pressley & Wharton motivation. intervention treatment to

goal setting, it improved thei ~ McDonald, 1997). When an intensive time for increase motivation.

motivation and work ethic. 9§ Good readers student journaling is Expl ore studen
f Teachers reported that continue to reflect on incorporated into the towards journaling and impact

students improved in their a text after they have curriculum, there is an on selfefficacy.

writing by making journal finished reading increase in reflection.

entriesthat were reflective (Pressley & Wharton

and increasing in length. McDonald, 1997).
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Monitoring Studentsd Journal s
Students in the treatment group were provided with journals to document their learning
proceson a weekly basis throughout the treatméeFiie student journaisere collected and
reviewed at the end of the treatmeAn analysis by the researcirevealedhe followingfour
key themes that evol ved:(d)boalcattiggibpstrategiestofegood t u d e n
readers(c) demonstrated growth, arfd) feeling proud.
Within the treatment group, 56% of students discussed goal sefiegstudents
discussed the importance of goal setting, their desire to improve, or what strategies they were
utilizing to reach tOnethnglwgdte tdosn afew @eelks issotbel d e n t
able to pronounce words and not | ook at pictu
Students in the treatment group referenced using strategies of good readers which they
had been taughtSpecifically, 88% of students stated that they used tilleoskisualizing when
they read. One student stated, fi Towsualipeood st
what is happening in the book and make predictidfisualizing helps me during reading
because it makes mendfl eaedeinimyHead whabdisrhappeniagdh e b o o k
how [t he c¢ harMakingmeadidtisns dufing eelading lgelps me because | can see if
| &m under sébaanpdpienngi nwgh aitn t he book. 0
Within the treatment group, another theme that emerged wa@4thaof students
articulated that they had demonstrated grov@tudents referenced being better readers,
improving in specific strategies, and generalizing skills to other content areas. A student stated,
AWhat | | earned i s b beter anavitamswer moretqacktioAdlsmy t i me ,
before we had the binders, Ineverr@e ad conf usi ng Anethetstdemt stated,n o w |

A As qdverytiane lghink about the strategies of a Good Reader it helps me every time | get
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stuckonawo d . 0 A third student said, nl feel gr ea
Then in my second MAZE | got 20 right and 0 w
In the treatment group 56% of students stated that they felt good or proud of themselves.

One st ud denltike lsnaproded at iedding because | reached my goal and | feel like |

|l ean more and mor e. |l Ii ke going to the back
confident about what |1 6dm doing and | hape | ¢
| like being part of the Super SiReading Grouppbecause | feel comfortabl

hel ping me. o

The review of literature suggests that expert readers intentionally utilize multiple
strategies when reading complex texts (Pressley, 2000)yAals of studentsod | ol
that studentsitilized multiple strategies of good readers. Many students specifically indicated
that they preferred to utilize the strategy of visualizing. Educators should provide instruction in
strategies of goockaders 0 1 ncr eas e st uhd stratégy d visagizmgyherc at i on 0O
they read Students discussed the importanégoal setting and their desire to improve.
Educators should implement goal setting as a consistent activity during academits smbjec
increase studentsd motivation

The literature stated that students with high levels ofefétfacy and seltletermined
motivation had reduced plans to drop out of high school (Alivernini & Lu2i@l1). The
review of student journals found that a majority of students felt proud about themselves. In
addition, most of the students articulated that they had demonstrated growth. Researchers should
explore the effect of strategies of good readexsther content areas. Furthermore, researchers

shoul d expl ore st ude n fosbéinggobd reatlessardisirimpactvoar ds st
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self-efficacy. The Table belovwdisplays implicatioas for educators and future research based on

thefindingsfrom this study regarding the responses in the student journals.



Table34

Implication for Educators and Future ReseafohMoni t ori ng Students6 Journal s

Implication for Future

Findings Literature Implication for Educators Research

1 Studentdiscussed the 1 Expert readers intentionallyf If studentsmplement 1 Explorethe effect of
importance of goal setting, utilize multiple strategies specificgoak for reading, strategies of good reade!
their desire to improve, and when reading complex text  then they are more in other content areas.

what strategies they were
utilizing to reach their goals
9 Students referenced using
strategie®f good readers,
specificallythe strategy of

visualizing.

(Pressley, 2000).

Studentswith high levels of

selt-efficacy and self

determined motivatiohad

T

reducedplans to drop out of

high schob(Alivernini &

Lucidi, 2011).

motivated to improve theirf Ex pl or e st u
reading skills. attitudes towards

When struggling readers strategies of good reade!
are directly instructed to andtheirimpact on seH
use the strategy of efficacy.

visualization when reading

they report being better at

following the story and

predicting outcomes.
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Table34

Implication for Educators and Future ReseafohMonitoringSt udent s6 Jour nal s

Implication for Future

Findings Literature Implication for Educators Research

1 Students articulated that the § After a SelfRegulated Strategy

had demonséated growth. Develop intervention for low
Students referencdaking achieving students, student
better readers, improving in appeared to have internalized t
specific strategies, and sel~monitoring tasks and were
generalizing skills to other able to talk about the
content areas. effectiveness of using self

1 Students stated that they fel monitoring, control, monitor,
proud of themselvess and regulate their own cognitior
readers motivation, and behavior

(Mason, Meada#Kaplansky,

Hedin, & Taft, 2013).




Limitations of the Study
There were multiple limitations to both the internal and external validity of this study.

The greatest limitation to the study was the small sample Siagistical power escalates

inevitably when sample sizecreases, which generates more constant and accurate estimates of

sample parameters (Gall, Gl Borg, 2003 Meyers et al.2006). In addition the treatment
groupteachers wermtroduced and trained on the sedfyulation strategies intervention they
would be implementing, whereas the comparison group was implementing the standard
curriculum which theyalready knew.This resultedn the treatment curriculum and standard
curriculum being implemented with fidelity across teachers.
Threats to Internal Validity

There were several threats to internal validity thatresearcher attempted to mitigate.
To control the instrumentation, the researcher was the sole administraeefpinstrument
that was administered for the gessts and podests. In addition, the researcher also used
different forms of the DRP, using a Form A during thetest and a Form B during the post
test. The researcher attemptexcontrol the implenentaion of the treatment by providirg|

teachersvhowere implementing the treatmewith afour-hour professional development

session During this sessigrthey were provided with materials, direct training in the strategies,

and an opportunity to ask questiorl treatment group teachers were also providét a
review sessioiefore the intervention begafeachers in the treatment group participateal

follow-up discussion sessioif.eacher demographic surveys were used to collect information

about participantto identify potential differencethat could impact the study outcomes, such as

background and teaching experiendéde differences in teher implementers were identified,

however, were unable to be controlled because this study was a sample of convditiesee.

17C



differences could have impacted the stugtyscripted lessons plans were provided to teachers in
the treatment group as a mettiochave a uniform presentation for all curriculum.

To addresgor maturation, which may have occurred due to physical or psychological
changes in the research participants resulting in variation {iteprand postest scores, the
researcher usezh eght-week treatment during one single school yéldre researcher also used
a comparison group to mitigate the threat of maturatidns decreased the likelihood of
biological, psychologicabnd physiological changes of the participants.

To mitigatethe threat of experimental treatment diffusion, in which the comparison
group may have desired to receive the conditions that the treatmentgrsigeeiving, the
researcher offered to share the -sefjulation strategies with the comparison groups vihen
study was complete if the outcomes of the research showed statistical sigeifiche
treatment and comparison groups were in different schools, decreasing the possibility of the
treatment group sharing sedgulation strategies with the comparisgroup.

To control forthethreatof history, the treatment lasted fonly eightweeksandthe
pretests and pdsistswereadministered clost the intervention In addition, teachers were
provided with logs to document if any events occurreehsure if these events could be related
to student performance.

Thefinal threatrelated tanternal validity was subject characteristid3uring this study,
any studentvho met the qualificationand agreed to participateereaccepted Qualificatiors to
participate were that students fell below 80" percentile ranlon the fall AIMSweb benchmark
assessmentPretests were administered prior to the intervention being implemented determined
if differences in participants existed prior to the stud@ize participants were from the same

urban district and, therefore, had similar demographic characteriStiedent demographic
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surveys were used to collect information about participantentify potential differences. The
student demographic data indicated that 38% of students in the treatment group were multi
racial, and 40% of students in the comparison group were African American. Data indicated that
38% of the treatment group wdsassified as ELL students, while only 10% of the comparison
group was classified as ELL students. The cultural and ELL differences were identified,
however, they were unable to be controlled because this study was a sample of convenience.
Threats to External Validity

The researcher acknowledges there were multiple threats to the external validity of this
study. The reliability of implementation of the treatment was one threat which was monitored
several ways.The researcher provided all teacherdtiite same professional development and
the same scripted lessons and materialse implementation of the treatment was monitored
through observations of the teachers with an implementation fidelity checklist and logs for the
teachers to complete afteadh lesson.

Novelty and disruption effects may have been a threat to the treatment group, since self
regulation strategies may nodvebeenan initiative that the studentgereused to, and changes
in routine mayhavealteedt h e st ud e n biidys The tesearcher chenitoced thisissue
throughmaking a midpoint observation of each teacher in the treatment and comparison group.
Through these observations and the useesfkly studemn journals, the researcher found that
students reported seeiag effect from being taught the strategies.

The pretest/posttest design niewe l&l to a threat to external vdity as postest scores
might have beedue to familiarity with the instrument. This threesmitigated through the
use of valid and reliable instruments. addition, the researcher also used different forms of the

DRP, using a Form A during the piest and a Form B during the passt.
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Summary

This research study investigated the effectsetffregulation strategies on reading
comprehension, motivation for learning, and-séficacy with struggling readerslhe initial
guestion of this research study was related to the impact of an instructional reading intervention
focused on selfeguldion strategies on the reading comprehension of sixth grade students who
are struggling readerszindingsindicatedthat theravereno significant differences between
students who participated in the instructional reading intervention focused -oegkdtion
strategies and those who did naitdications from various researstudiessuggest the need to
improve student achievement and the necessity of investigating the most effective way to
improve academic growth witheducationabystems.In order b advance the research and
improve student achievement, researchers should continue to investigate the impact of self
regulation strategies on reading comprehension and how this can be applied to the classroom.

The second question considerethere wasstatistically significant differenca the
observed and expected responses regarding motivation and learning strategies for students who
have participated in an instructional reading intervention focused eregelftion strategies
and thosavho have nt Results of Chisquare Analyses for the Sélfficacy for Learning and
Performance on the MSLQ revealed no significant difference between observed and expected
frequencies for the treatment and the comparison gred(s,n = 24) = 9.79. Results of Ghi
square Analyses for the Sdfficacy for Metacognitive SelRegulation on the MSLQ revealed
a significant difference between observed and expected frequencies for the treatment and the
comparison groups? (6, n=24) = 1759, p ¢ .05. An analysis of the clsiquare test of
independence is reported using a critical value level of 15.03. An examination of the

standardized residuals reveals that resptmseon a 7point scaldor the comparison group was
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the main contributoto this significant chsquare testindicating thatewer students selected this
response than was expectétdwould be beneficial for@ucatordo continue investigating how
motivation impacts student learning and determine the most efficient ptogegsove
motivation within theirclassrooms

The final questionvithin this research study examinédhere a statistically significant
difference in the observed and expected responses regarding read#rcsaly for students
who haveparticipated in an instructional reading intervention focused omresglilation
strategies and those who have nBesults of Chsquare Analyses for the Progress subscale on
theReader Self Perception 3&e4dRSPS; Henk & Melnick, 199%¢vealed no sigficant
difference between observed and expected frequencies for the treatment and the comparison
groupsc?(4,n = 24) = 4.76 Previous studies have found a connection betweeneagilfiation
strategies and seéffficacy (Nelson & ManseWilliamson, 2006 Ocak & Yamac, 2013)In an
attempt to improve student sefficacy, esearchers should continue to investigate the effects of
selfregulation strategies on sdfficacy.

Teachers in the treatment group were provided with logs to take notescand the
events of each sessiamhich occurred two times per week addition, the researchboth
observed andhet with the treatment teachers fdieadbacksession in the middle of the
treatment. During this sessidhe researcher and teacherscdissed their impressions from the
study thus far.At the end of the study, all logs were collectdthe researcher was able to obtain
sever al conclusions from monitoring the treat
t he tr eat metestevenled ahat keachessdepanted three key changes in reading
behaviors from students in the treatment group: (a) students were reading more independently;

(b) students were reading for a purpose,; and
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comprdnend. Teachers in the treatment group reported that several of thegsédtion
strategies utilized within the study appeared to be successful, such as journaling and goal setting.

In order to advance the research and improve student achievememth@seshould explore
students6 attitudes towad+eflicacy.j ournaling and it
Students in the treatment group were provided with journals to document their learning
proceson a weekly basis The studentsod | owewedathsendwéthee c ol |

treatment. An analysis by the researcher revealed the following four key themes that evolved
throughout the studentsdé journals: goal setti
and feeling proud. It would be beneficiar educators to continue investigating how

implementing goal setting as a consistent activity duanguagearts ncr eases student
motivation.

Thus, this research study furthered and extended research by examining the impact of a
selfregulationst at egi es treat ment . This study examine
readers in the sixth gradén addition, this study used an assessment designed to measure
student s6 abil it yn, therDedgreestoeReading/PowBRf QUESTAR nsi o
Assessments, 2010), to track student reading comprehension progress. Furthermore, the
researcher explored administering a-sefforted survey for motivation for learning, the
Motivated Strategies for Learning Questionnaire, (MSLQ); Pintrich, Smithj&&rc
Mc Keachie, 1991), where students6 moregulateat i on
their own learning activities. Finally, the researcher administered an instrument to interpret how
readersodo feelings cacadant achieneeenshe ReadersSelfiParéeptiane n c e

Scale(RSPS; Henl& Melnick, 1995). Researchers and educators should consider the $inding

17¢



and implications from this study as they evaluate the most efficient methods to improve student

success within their owaducational gstems.
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Appendices



Appendix A: Professional Development Material
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SELF-REGULATION STRATEGIES

Treatment Professional Develupment

Cassandra Cosentino




People with stmilar academic skills and knowledge can perform
angwhere on a spectram from poorly, adequately, or
extraordinartly, depending on how they view themselves in
terms of self-effTcacy.

~Bandura, 1993
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Purpose of this study

* Teaching students self-regulation strategies and to see if this has an effect on
their reading comprehension, their motivation for learning, and their self-
efficacy.
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Treatment Breakdown

* There are 8 weeks of intervention.

* There are two sessions per week (total of 16 sessions).

* FEach session will last 20 minutes.
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