Research Findings Concerning
the Impact of the
Failure Free Reading Program
on
At-Risk and Special Education
Lowest Literacy Students



The Failure Free Reading Program was designed to give nonreaders and lowest literacy students the opportunity to |
immediate and successful reading experience with age appropriate materials.

Key to the program is its reliance on the three elements found crucial to reading success for this unique population:
adequate repetition, appropriate sentence structure and meaningful story content. Failure Free then integrates this with a u
blend of facilitator directed classroom instruction, talking software and instructional print materials. Facilitators can be teact
teaching assistants or noncertified tutors.

Failure Free is strongly based on the premise that illiteracy is but a symptom - language deprivation is the disease. F
Free is for those students who are suffering from a lack of language and environmental exposure as well as those with unic
learning style differences.

Failure Free was designed to function within the parameters found within a typical school environment: large number
needy at-risk and special education students, minimum amount of staff training time, noncertified teachers and teaching
assistants, and limited financial resources.

The research presented here was designed to observe if Failure Free could significantly impact on the academic
performance of large numbers of at-risk and special education students without requiring the expensive, labor-intensive, or
one tutoring programs traditionally thought to be necessary to insure success. Enrollment cut across many grade levels ar
different regions of the country.

In addition, Failure Free specifically operated under a zero reject policy - no student was denied access to the progra
because of a previous label or handicapping condition and no student was discontinued while in treatment for any reason c
than success.

The research presented here was designed to measure four specific research questions: (1) what effect does Failure
Reading have on the learning curve of at-risk and special education lowest literacy students?; (2) does this reading impro\
transfer to other standardized measures of achievement?; (3) is the reading growth sustained over a long period of time?;
can Failure Free accelerate the growth curve of the lowest performing students in this population?
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From: Australian Journal of Learning Disabilities (Yol. 2 No. 3 9797)

FAILURE FREE READING - PERFORHMANCE HEASURES

Average Test Scores (n =163)

Oral Silent Yord

Criterion Reading Reading Recognition

Story PRE POST| PRE POST | PRE POST
Going to the Park | 1626 8284 1952 2241 1431 &T.E0
At the Lake 3350 9515 4713 94.00( 2388 8549
Walk in the Woods| 260 9219 6911 9772 4419 92205
Eating Lunch &2.47 9752 SZOO0 93 62| 3072 275
Fony Ride T41T7  9BZS| 6ZTTI 9703 3585 8499
Sitting Down TES53 9223 SBET 96.TE| 4421 BYS0
Tirne to Leawve 2280 9723 61192 9701 D478 9226
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From: Yaldosta State University (In Press)

FAILURE FEEE READING - PERFOERMANCE MEASURES

Average Test Scores (n = 88)

Silent word
Reading Recognition
Grade Lewel PFEE FPOS5T | PRE POST
1=t Graders 1959 8241 1431 &7.60
2nd Graders 4715 9400 2385 2549
Zrd Graders 6211 9772 4419 2205
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From: Rowan County School District

MAT7 (Metropolitan Achievement Test)

At-Risk 15t Graders

After 1 year of Failure Free, the At-Risk 1st graders made
significant gains.

Instructional Reading Level 95% decreasdn students at Readiness level
y : . : : 80% decreasan students at Preprimer 1 level
ear Readiness | Preprimer 1 | Preprimer 2 Prirner . . .
200% increasein students at the Preprimer 2 level
1997 55 106 25 0
1993 z 21 85 8%
Rowan County At-Risk 1st Graders - MAT 7 Scores
120
Students at Primer Level before treatment: 0
1004 Students at the Primer Level after treatment: 83
80 -
Number
of
Students -

60

40

20

- . Readiness

.Preprimer 1
I:'Preprimer 2

Fall 1992 Results

T DPrimer

Spring 1993 Results
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From: Rowan County School District

] ] After 1 year of Failure Free, the At-Risk 1st graders made
MAT7T (Metropolitan Achievement Test) significant gains

] 91% decreasdn students at Preprimer level
Number of At-Risk 1st Graders

78% decreasdn students at Primer level
Sight ¥Yocabulary Level 186% increasein students at the Grade 1 level
Year Prepriret Prirmer Grade 1 Grade 2 1240% increasen students at the Grade 2 level
1992 T4 77 zZ5 =]
1993 7 17 100 &7

Rowan County At-Risk 1st Graders - MAT 7 Scores (Sight Vocabulary)

Brreprimer At-Risk Students at or above grade
BWoiner level before treatment: 40
Clorade 1 At-Risk Students at or above grade
Hocrade 2 level after treatment: 167
100

Number

of

Students

Fall 1992 Results Spring 1993 Results
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From: Rowan County School District

MATT (Metropolitan Achievement Test)

Average Grade Level

Student Group

Average Grade Level

Fall 1992 |Spring 1993

&t-Rizk 1=t Graders

0.5 1.4

Grade
Level
Equivalence

After 1 year of Failure Free, the At-Risk 15
graders made significant gains.

9 months growth for 6 months time!

—t

Rowan County At-Risk 1st Graders - MAT 7 Grade Level Equivalence Scores

1.5

Fall 1992 Spring 1993
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From: Rowan County School District

MATT (Metropolitan Achievement Test)

Growth in Yocabulary in Context

Numbers of Students

After 1 year of Failure Free, the At-Risk 1s
graders made significant gains.

66% Moved from Frustration Level to an
Instructional Level or Higher!

Year Reteach Practice Apply
1992 167 16 ]
1993 B2 77 44
B reteach 180
. Practice
L Apply
Number
of
Students

Rowan County At-Risk 1st Graders - MAT 7 Vocabulary in Context Levels

At-Risk Students at Application
level before treatment: 0 -

At-Risk Students at Application |-
level after treatment: 44

Pre Test - Fall 1992

Post Test - Spring 1993
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From: Dickerson Elementary School (n = 51)

Stanford Achievement Test Scores
Average Percentage Score — Reading

Tear Spring 1931 [Spring 1992|5pring 1393

dverage % 129 21'%

207

Students identified as At-Risk Secon
Graders (n =51) in Spring of 1991 showed
significant and steady Yearly Improvement
iIn National Percentile Ranking during bagth
years that they used Failure Free Read|ng.

Dickerson Elementary - Stanford Achievement Reading Test Scores

(n=51)

30%

25%

Average
Percentage
Score

Pre Test Post Test Post Test
(1st Year) 2nd Year)

B spring 1991 M spring 1992 [ spring 1993
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From: Yaldosta State University (In-Press)

lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)
Average NCE Scores

Student Group

Average NCE Scores

FPre Test

FPost Test

p-wvalue Sample

Students with
Pre-Te=zt
MCE's < 31

2001

432

p<.O0% | nh=13

Students with
Pre-Test
MCE's < 41

26.5

38.2

p<01d | n=26

Average
NCE
Scores

“Children who had the poorest NCE’s
at the beginning of the program
exhibited average gains of 23.1 points
[on the lowa Test of Basic Skills] by
the end of the program.”

lowa Test of Basic Skills - Average NCE Scores

Students with
Pre-Test NCE's < 31

(n=13)

Students with

Pre-Test NCE's <41

- Pre Test (n = 26)
- Post Test
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The Sustaining of the Growth Produced by the
Failure Free Reading Program
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From: Independent Research, Greenwood, M5

Stanford Achievement Tesis
National Percentile Ranking
15t Graders ldentified as At-Risk in 1991

National Percentile Ranking
(n =31) (n=67)
Failure Free Control
Year Group Group
1991 12% 21%
1932 2TE 24%
1995 5% =0% Average
National
Percentile
Ranking

The National Percentile
Ranking for the Failure Free
Treatment Group showed
significant and steady gains
for 2 years; whereas the
Control Group remained
relatively unchanged.

Stanford Achievement Test
Average National Percentile Ranking

35%

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

Failure Free Group (n = 51)

Control Group (n = 67)

/

1991

1992

.Failure Free Group
.Control Group

1993
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From: Rowan County School District

North Carolina End of Grade Test

North Carolina End of Grade Tests Group Level Ranking - Number of Level Il Students

Group “Level™ Rankings
Follow—up for Students Successfully Discontinued 70%

Total Group (n = 46)
‘% of Students

Percentile 2 Years 3 Years
Later Later
dlat- Tdth S2% Bl

% of Students
testing at the
41st - 74th
Percentile

The successful results were
maintained and even increased 2
and 3 years after treatment.

The number of students testing
at the 41st - 74th % ranking
increased even 2 - 3 years after

.2 Years Later .3 Years Later

these students were successfully
discontinued from the Failure
Free program.

~
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The Accelerated Growth Curve Associated
with Failure Free Reading
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Reading Comprehension
Grade Level Equivalent Scores

Grade Level

Equivalent Scores
Study Pre Post Gain
Study 1
=E W=
n=3Ia 200 350 | 1.50
Study 2
(95/98)
oe= | 230 | 360 | 1.30
Study 3
(25,970
n= 196 1.60 [ 300 | 1.20
Study 4 Grade
=T A= I Level
n=zz | 213|282 079 Equivalent
Control Scores
=T
oo | 351389 | 038

The growth effects from the original

study are holding over a long period

of time; and the growth effects are 2
to 4 times higher than the results
seen in a Control Group who had
access to virtually any other tool,
resource, or product available to

Special Education.

Woodcock Johnson
Reading Comprehension Subtest

. Control . Treatment

(n=39) (n=75) (n =186) (n=32)
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From: Independent Research (Klein 1.5.D.)
Woodcock Johnson

Yoodcock f Johnson Reading Comprehension Subtest Reading Comprehension Subtest

Discrepancy Between Scaled Scores and 1Q Scores

Average Discrepancies .n = 27 .n = 40 Dn = 107
Study 1 |Study 2 | Study 5
(95796) ((95796) |(96FIT) , 0.00
Discrepancy -2.00
Category n=27 | n=40 | n=107 Between Reading -4.00
Comprehension -6.00
Pre Test _133[' _1EI|:|2 _1558 Scaled Score and -8.00 P
1Q Score -10.00
Post Test -5.20 -5.45 -3.31 Q -12.00 ./7
-14.00
N Decrease B61% 6% 79% 16.00 /
= . v
% Students w/ -18.00 |
no Discrepancy Pre Test Post Test
after Post Test IS 45 % 43

Woodcock Johnson
Reading Comprehension Subtest

45%
% Decrease 70% . 40%
in % of
Discrepancy Students to
from Pre to Completely 35%
Post Test Eliminate

80%

60%

50%

n = 40

Study 2
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Discrepancy

Woodcock Johnson
Reading Comprehension Subtest

50%

n = 27 n = 40 n = 107

Study 1 Study 2




From: Independent Research (Klein 1.5.D.)

Yoodcock FJohnson Reading Comprehension Subtest
Mational Percentage Equivalence Scores for Students who Pre Tested Below 10%

Percentage Score Number of Students
Students who lost %
Category Pre Post from Pre to Post g
Students with no growth
Average 3.25%| 19.49% from Pre to Post g%
Students who gained 5
Stand. Dev. Z278%| 18.90% from Pre to Post g
Woodcock Johnson
Reading Comprehension Subtest
20.00%
18.00%
19.49% .
16.00% Students in the Bottom 10%
14.00% (on Pre Test) showed
12.00% significant growth.
Percentile
Ranking 10.00%
In fact, 84% of the
8.00% i )
students gained in
0:00% Reading Comprehension
4.00% Percentage Score from
2.00% | Pre Test to Post Test.
0.00%
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From: Independent Research (Klein 1.5.D.)

Yoodcock f Johnson Reading Comprehension Subtest
National Percentage Equivalence Scores
for Students who Pre Tested Below 21%

31% of the students who
Pre Tested Below the
21st percentile, tested at
the 50th percentile

Percentage Score .
1ot Your |2nd Year or higher after 2 years of
Category [Pre Test|Post Test|Post Test Failure Free Read|ng
Arverage % treatment.
Score 9.69%| 20.858%( 31.50%
Woodcock Johnson
Reading Comprehension Subtest
35.00%
30.00% //.31.50%
25.00% /
Average % 20.00% 20.88%
Score
15.00% /
10.00% &
9.69%
5.00%
0.00% T T
Pre Test 1st Year Post Test 2nd Year Post Test
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