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Abstract

PERCEPTIONS AND PATTERNS OF READING STRATEGY USE AS RELATED
TO READING ACHIEVEMENT AND LEARNING CONTEXTS OF U.S. HISPANIC
ENGLISH LEARNERS

Melissa Tovar Mayville, Ph.D.
George Mason University, 2015

Dissertation Director: Dr. Penelope Earley

In this quantitative secondary analysis of PISA 2009 data, patterns and perceptions of
reading strategy use of U.S. Hispanic EL students and how these related to reading
achievement scores and learning contexts was investigated. Results of the analysis
indicated that U.S. Hispanic ELs cluster into three groups based on reading strategy use
frequency and students’ understanding of the value of metacognitive reading strategies.
There were significant differences in reading achievement scores between the group that
accurately perceived the value of metacognitive strategies and the other two groups.
Specifically, students who understood the usefulness of metacognitive reading strategies
obtained scores within the PISA level considered to be successful readers, and those who
did not understand the value of metacognitive strategies obtained scores within the PISA
level considered baseline proficient readers. With regard to learning contexts, findings

indicated that positive learning contexts that included student-teacher relationship,



teacher expectations and supportive learning practices functionally discriminated between
the lowest performing group and the other groups. Additionally, positive student-teacher
relationship was predictive of cluster membership in the highest performing group as
compared with the lowest performing group. The importance of understanding the value
of metacognitive reading strategies and supportive instruction implicate the need for a
dedicated source of adolescent literacy funding that is focused on building educator
capacity concentrated on culturally responsive reading instruction for adolescent

Hispanic ELs.



Chapter One

Introduction to the Study

With the requirement that schools close academic gaps between economically
advantaged students and those who are from different economic, racial and ethnic
backgrounds, the enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001
represented an important shift in the education system of the United States; one that
relied on federally mandated tests and disaggregated data to measure progress toward
closing the academic gap. Although student reading achievement has been measured and
reported since the early 1970s using the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), the accountability aspect of NCLB generated the impetus for focusing resources
on closing other achievement gaps (Craft & Slate, 2012). The growing ethnic and racial
diversity of the student population of the United States’ school system presents additional
challenges in closing these gaps, specifically with regard to the number of United States’
school-aged students who speak a language other than English at home, the greatest
percentage of which speak Spanish (Batalova & McHugh, 2010; Gandara & Rumberger,
2009).

According to Hemphill and Vanneman (2011) NAEP results indicate that the
achievement gap in reading has remained stagnant between Hispanic and White students

since the enactment of NCLB. NAEP, however, is not the primary measure used for



NCLB accountability, for this purpose, state accountability assessments are used. Yet
according to Craft and Slate (2012) inconsistencies in individual state standards to which
these assessments are aligned do not provide an accurate picture of student achievement
across the United States. Nevertheless, results from individual state assessments confirm
NAEDP data that the achievement gap in reading continues to exist between Hispanic and
White students (Chudowsky, Chudowsky & Kober, 2009). These findings are important
in understanding the status of the gap, but do not help to understand the underlying
factors for the disparity in reading performance of adolescent Hispanic learners. Much of
the research in understanding the gap in reading achievement of adolescent Hispanic
learners has focused on language acquisition models with little attention given to
effective reading instruction and even less on the influence of learning contexts.

Federal policies that address English Learners (ELs) are limited to language
acquisition and accountability. Federal efforts aimed at closing the achievement gap in
reading have concentrated primarily on elementary students with the exception of the
Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program (SRCL) (Striving Readers Program,
2005; Striving Readers Program, 2009). However, appropriations awarded for the SRCL
are not focused on EL or Hispanic readers and are not intended solely for adolescent
literacy. Funding distribution for the SRCL requires that state education agencies (SEAs)
ensure that pre-K and elementary students receive 15 and 40 percent of the funding
respectively with at least 40 percent of the grant funds to be distributed to serve students
in middle and high school equally. For middle and high school students, SRCL has a

twofold purpose (1) to raise students' literacy levels, and (2) to build a strong research



base for identifying strategies that improve adolescent literacy skills (Striving Readers
Program, 2005; Striving Readers Program, 2009). In 2012, completed impact studies for
the first cohort of SRCL recipients reported mixed results of successes with regard to
interventions aimed at improving adolescent literacy achievement.

According to Craft and Slate (2012) the stagnant nature of the achievement gap is
a factor that contributes to the continued rise in dropout rates of ethnic minority students.
This is especially important for the Hispanic population with a dropout rate that is triple
the rate of White students and almost double the rate of African-American students (U.S.
Department of Education NCES, 2013c). When considering that students who drop out
of high school impact the future of the United States’ economy due to lost wages, taxes,
productivity and purchasing power (Craft & Slate, 2012; Neild & Balfanz, 2006), it
becomes increasingly important to attend to the needs of this growing population of
students.

This study will examine associations between the use of reading strategies,
learning contexts and reading achievement of adolescent Hispanic students in the United
States. What follows is: an overview of the changes in the population of Hispanic
students and the dropout rate in United States’ schools; a description of measures of
adolescent literacy; an explanation of adolescent literacy; a report of the gap in reading
achievement of adolescent Hispanic students; a brief description of the federal policies
and their impact related to ELs and adolescent readers, and lastly; implications of the
potential economic impact of not addressing the literacy needs of this growing population

of students in the United States. This chapter also includes a conceptual framework to



help frame the underlying foundation of this research project and concludes with four

research questions and definitions of the operationalized terms used in this study.

Population Changes and Dropout Rate

The changing demographics of the United States are reflected in the population of
United States’ public schools. According to the U.S. Department of Education National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2012a)
from 1980 to 2009 there was a significant increase in the number of children between the
ages of five and seventeen years of age who spoke a language other than English at
home. More specifically, the U.S. Census Bureau (2013) reports that between 1980 and
2010, the percentage of the school-aged population who speak a language other than
English in the home has increased 158 percent; for those whose other language spoken in
the home is Spanish, the increase was 232 percent. From 2001 to 2010, the percentage of
students participating in English Language (EL) programs rose from 8 to 9.7 and are
projected to make up 40 percent of the school-age population of the United States by
2030 (Aud et al., 2012; Thomas & Collier, 2002). An analysis of the 2009 Census
Bureau American Community Survey revealed that that 73.1 percent of ELs spoke
Spanish in their homes; this figure is supported by the trend evidenced in data from the
U.S. Department of Education specifying that from 1990 to 2010, within the United
States, Hispanic students enrolled in public schools in pre-K through twelfth grade grew
from 11.7 percent to 23.3 percent (Batalova & McHugh, 2010; U.S. Department of
Education NCES, 2009). These data make it clear that United States’ school

demographics are changing and are projected to continue to change in a manner that



should alert policymakers to address the educational needs of this group that will make
up an increasingly significant segment of the school population.

The EL population’s growing presence in the United States’ school system and
assumptions about the make-up of the population can lead to counterproductive dialogue.
Batalova, Fix and Murray (2007) report that 57 percent of adolescents who speak a
language other than English in the home are United States-born citizens; an important
fact in recognizing that ELs are not a transient population, but rather they are United
States’ citizens indicating that the United States’ education system must acquire the
capacity to serve this growing segment of citizens. Without developing the capacity to
adequately serve this population, there are some current data that indicate there may be
negative consequences. Kim (2011) reports a 25 percent dropout rate for EL students as
compared to a 15 percent dropout rate for non-EL students. The dropout population is
unevenly distributed with a bigger impact on Hispanic students than on other populations.
According to the U.S. Department of Education, the dropout rate is 15.1 percent for
Hispanic students, three times that of White students and almost double the rate of Black
students (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2013c, p.240). Without effective
measures to close this gap, dropout rates, coupled with projections that the EL population
will represent 40 percent of the student population by 2030, the United States can expect
a significant increase in the number of dropouts.

According to Hernandez (2012) reading is a gateway skill and there is an
association between reading and high school graduation. Students who do not read well

after third grade fail throughout their educational careers and nine percent of those



students will not graduate from high school by the time they reach the age of nineteen
(Hernandez, 2012). For Hispanic students, 28 percent of those who are not reading
proficiently by the third grade will not graduate from high school by the time they are

nineteen (Cantrell, Almasi, Carter, Rintamaa & Madden, 2010; Hernandez, 2012).

Measures of Adolescent Literacy

Researchers such as Pinkus (2008) report that ultimately students with low
literacy skills are likely to drop out of high school; without the ability to read and
comprehend high school level text these students begin to disengage from coursework
and from school, eventually leading to a decision to drop out of school. This leads to the
question of how the United States identifies students with low literacy skills and defines
skill level. In the mid-1960s the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) was
enacted to end the war on poverty by ensuring that all children had access to an equal
education through funding intended to support reading, writing and mathematics in
primary and secondary schools. If equal education was to be obtained, metrics and
instruments were needed in order to establish a baseline of educational attainment and to
measure changes.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). In the early
1960’s, the Commissioner of Education, Frank Keppel, proposed collecting information
on school children as a measure of the efficacy of the educational process (Beaton et al.
2011). Fulfilling Keppel’s vision, NAEP, now known as the Nation’s Report Card, was
first given in 1971 as a measure of the educational achievement of nine-, thirteen- and

seventeen-year-old students (Beaton et al.). The first data on the 1970-1971 reading



scores revealed a large gap in achievement between minority students and White students
(U.S. Department of Education NCES, 1983). Between 1971 and 1980, there were three
NAEP assessments administered in 1971, 1975 and 1980. Results showed that nine-year
old students scored significantly higher in both 1975 and 1980; however, there were no
significant changes found for thirteen- and seventeen-year old students during the same
time period, with no reported closing of the achievement gap between Hispanic and
White students (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 1983).

Standards-based education. Through this period, individual state scores were
not reported by NAEP. When the National Commission on Excellence in Education
released 4 Nation at Risk it drew a considerable amount of attention to the condition of
the United States’ education system and prompted then Secretary of Education, Terrence
Bell, to turn his focus to individual states to implement changes recommended in 4
Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). Despite data
limitations, Bell devised a wall chart that included, among other information, ACT and
SAT scores as measures of individual states’ performance, an innacurate measure as
these test scores generally assessed the abilities of college-bound students (Ginsburg, Jay
& Plisko, 1988).

Also during this time frame, a handful of governors began to appreciate the
importance of gathering more meaningful state level data, an action which eventually led
to developing national education goals in 1989 and 1990 (National Education Goals
Panel, 1999). The National Governors Association (NGA) mobilized to meet and discuss

education goals at the 1989 Education Summit in Charlottesville, Virginia. The intent of



the summit was to establish a vision for improving America’s education system. In 1990,
the National Goals Panel (1990) published six national goals, which established a
foundation for academic standards.

The details of the goals tied education to international comparisons, global
economic competitiveness and productive employment data (National Education Goals
Panel, 1990). Now that the goals were established, the next task was to measure states’
movement toward achieving these goals, some of the measures that were to be used
included NAEP test data and data from international testing. The baseline measures for
these goals were the 1990 NAEP data (National Education Goals Panel, 1990). In 1994,
the 103™ Congressed reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act as The
Goals 2000: Educate America Act (P.L.103-227). In doing so, Congress added two
additional goals, one related to teacher preparation and the other addressing literacy.
This law served to codify the national goals. These eight goals were intended to outline a
plan to identify world-class academic standards, measure student progress, and provide
supports for students in order to meet the established standards.

Standards-and assessment-based accountability. The enactment of NCLB
carried the concept of standards-based, outcome-based education further by mandating
measurable improvement in student achievement for all student groups (Craft & Slate,
2012). This required states to develop standards and assessments that could accurately
measure student achievement against the standards which individual states had

established (Superfine, 2005). The state measures for academic progress under NCLB



differ from the NAEP; state assessments are not aligned with regard to national
achievement standards but to various state standards.

Over the past century, important changes have occurred in the ways that literacy
instruction and attainment are viewed, delivered and measured giving rise to the
development of many different assessment tools. In the United States the most common
assessments used to measure progress on scores of reading performance and attainment
include NCLB-mandated annual state-level tests, the NAEP, Progress in International
Literacy Studies (PIRLS) and the Programme for Internationale Student Assessment
(PISA). These tests differ in purpose, format and testing cycle and as such, only two
assessments are relevant in assessing the progress of adolescent learners and provide data
that can be used to inform policy with regard to adolescent literacy - NAEP and PISA.
The shortcomings of the NCLB-mandated state tests and PIRLS as measures of
adolescent reading performance are highlighted briefly with detailed descriptions of
NAEP and PISA following the highlights

United States’ assessments. There are two primary assessments that are
administered in the United States to measure educational attainment, NAEP and NCLB-
mandated state assessments. The purpose of NCLB-mandated state tests is to measure
student proficiency against state standards. Because the definition of proficiency varies
from state to state, in addition to the state tests, students must participate in biennial
NAERP testing of fourth and eighth graders (No Child Left Behind: A Desktop Reference,
2002). According to Craft and Slate (2012), across the nation pass rates varied greatly

between state assessment measures and NAEP measures of reading and math due largely



to the flexibility of NCLB that allowed states to write their own standards, assessments
and set their own pass rates. The NCLB-mandated state tests are not intended to be used
as measures of adolescent literacy progress across the nation, but for accountability
purposes (Menken, 2009). Because of the variability of standards and how definitions of
proficiency vary from state to state, these would be poor instruments to use to inform
policymakers on issues of adolescent literacy.

According to the U.S. Department of Education NCES (2014a) NAEP is a
national test given to measure what students know and can do in various subject areas.
The subject area tests are administered to a representative sample of fourth and eighth
grade students biennially; prior to 2013, twelfth grade students were only included in
long term trend assessments which were given every four years. The long term trend
assessment is a longitudinal instrument which changes little over time and according to
the U.S. Department of Education (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2012c¢) by
administering a uniform assessment across states and one which varies little from year to
year, NAEP is positioned to provide an accurate representation of student progress across
the nation over time.

In addition to the long term trend data, stability of the test, and uniformity of the
test from state to state, learning context information is also collected via four
questionnaires that are completed either by students, teachers or school administrators
(U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2014a). These questionnaires collect information
about students' demographic characteristics, classroom experiences, and educational

support, data on teacher training, instructional practices, school policies and

10



characteristics, and information about students selected in the sample who have
disabilities or limited English proficiency (American Institutes for Research, 2013).
More specifically, the questionnaires collect information about learning contexts and
gather information on variables that contribute to the understanding of reading
achievement. These data are of the type that could be valuable to policy makers in
assessing the efficacy of adolescent literacy policies or to serve as policy levers.

The National Assessments Governing Board (NAGB) was established by
Congress in 1998 to oversee NAEP and to ensure fidelity to the intent of the testing
program, provide a blueprint for the NAEP test, establish achievement levels, and
communicate test results. American Institutes for Research (AIR) produced the reading
framework for the reading assessment and item specifications for the NAGB for the
2009, 2011 and 2013 NAEP assessments. According to AIR (2013) the definition of
reading for NAEP assessment purposes is “Reading is an active and complex process that
involves: understanding written text; developing and interpreting meaning; and using
meaning as appropriate to type of text, purpose, and situation” (p.37). Additionally,
“This definition of reading is derived from research on reading acquisition and growth and
reflects the definitions that guide the development of two international assessments of
literacy, the Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) and the Programme
for Student Assessment” (AIR, 2013, p. 37).

International assessments. There are two international assessments that measure
literacy skills, PIRLS and PISA. PIRLS is administered by the International Association

for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) with a focus on the international
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reading literacy achievement of young children. Young children, according to Mullis,
Martin, Kennedy, Trong and Sainsbury (2009) means that “the PIRLS target grade should
be the grade that represents four years of schooling, counting from the first year of
International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) Level 1 (p.60). This age
was chosen because it is a pivotal point in children’s learning process, the age that they
move from learning to read to reading to learn. In the United States the target age is the
fourth grade level, but in many countries students are still developing fundamental
reading skills. Because of the limited scope of testing age and the focus of literacy being
on young children, the PIRLS assessment data are most valuable for informing literacy
policy of students at the fourth grade level and below, not for informing adolescent
literacy policy.

The other international literacy assessment, PISA, is given every three years and
coordinated by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD).
Approximately sixty four countries participate in the testing, the majority of which are
OECD member countries (OECD, 2009). PISA is given every three years with one
subject (mathematics, reading or science) becoming the primary focus of study in each
cycle (Fleischman, Hopstock, Pelczar, & Shelley, 2010). To date, two PISA iterations
with a focus on literacy have been administered, in 2000 and 2009 (OECD, 2010b).
When the subject is the primary focus area, data are collected from students, parents and
school leaders to ascertain information about learning contexts and factors that influence
reading achievement. The PISA assessment is given to 15-year old students who are

nearing the end of their compulsory education. The 2009 PISA Framework (OECD,
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2009) gives the definition as “Reading literacy is understanding, using, reflecting on and
engaging with written texts, in order to achieve one’s goals, to develop one’s knowledge
and potential, and to participate in society” (p.23). Data that are collected from PISA
assessments could prove to be valuable in informing policymakers with regard to learning
contexts and literacy achievement of adolescent learners because of: the age of students
assessed and the information collected with respect to learning contexts and factors that
influence reading achievement. The data collected on learning contexts and reading
achievement factors are discussed in chapter three; limitations of this data set are

discussed in chapter five.

Adolescent Literacy

According to Haynes (2010) historically, the United States’ education system has
provided adequate literacy instruction up to the third grade; it is often said that through
third grade students learn to read, and from fourth grade forward they must read to learn.
Ruiz-de-Velasco, Fix and Clewell (2000) describe the phenomena as follows:

primary grades are dedicated to helping children develop English language and

literacy skills, good study habits, shared understanding about academic

expectations and appropriate student behavior. These primary skills make it

possible for students to master academic subjects when they get to secondary

school (p. 55).

An understanding of the term adolescent literacy is important in order to
understand that age is an important factor in literacy acquisition and instruction.

According to King-Shaver and Hunter (2009) the definition of adolescent literacy
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continues to be a subject of debate for educators and researchers. From an historic
perspective Thorndike’s (1973-1974) definition of adolescent literacy is presented in
terms of skills and age by suggesting that at about thirteen years of age (the onset of
adolescence) reading is not a problem of decoding or the use of a discrete set of skills but
instead a problem of reasoning. Chall’s (1983) learning stages differentiate the use of
these skill sets as the difference between learning to read and reading to learn, a phrase
that is often associated with the change in instructional practices that occur at the fourth
grade level. Moje, Overby, Tysvaer, and Morris (2008) add that the term adolescent
literacy applies to the age range from about 12 years to 18 years of age, an age range that
more accurately represents children who are experiencing the same social, cognitive and
physical changes in addition to changes that are associated with attending secondary
schools. Brozo and Simpson (2007) delineate the differences between the demands of
primary and secondary schooling by recognizing that as students continue through
school, they encounter increasingly difficult text coupled with more demanding content
curricular expectations. These varying definitions suggest that adolescent literacy is not a
unidimensional definition that includes only age range, but encompasses social aspects
and skill ranges that are associated with higher level cognitive demands related to the
increasingly broad set of text and other information sources that students encounter as
they move through the secondary grades.

According to the U.S. Department of Education NCES (2013b), 26 percent of
eighth-grade and 42 percent of twelfth-grade students read below the proficient level.

This is an ominous statistic because, according to Phillips (2005), many secondary
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teachers assume that all of their students arrive with the requisite skills to read and
comprehend grade-level text. Reports from NAEP (U.S. Department of Education
NCES, 2012b) indicate that United States’ students are not making significant gains,
especially at the secondary levels. Ruiz-de-Velasco, et al. (2000) also posit that for those
who are entering late in the process, educators must recognize that literacy programs that
are designed for elementary students, simply do not work and that there must be a set of
literacy development strategies embedded in the secondary schools that serve the same
function as those in elementary schools. According to Short and Fitzsimmons (2007)
adololescent learners as a group differ from other learners, they have both in and out of
school literacies, enjoy technology, assume some adult responsibilities and as such are
more inclined to engage with text that meets their interests and self-perceptions as
readers.

The increased literacy challenges presented in secondary schools exists for many
students. These problems are exacerbated for students who are not native English
speakers or are recent immigrants to the United States (Haynes, 2010). Much like their
native English speaking counterparts, ELs progress well until the fourth grade when
higher levels of comprehension and text engagement are required in order to access the
curriculum which is predominantly delivered in a language in which they are not fully
fluent (Olsen, 2006).

The Reading Achievement Gap
As measured by NAEP long term trend data (U.S. Department of Education

NCES, 2012c) there has been a reading achievement gap between White and Hispanic
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students since first measured in 1971. NAEP long term trend data (U.S. Department of
Education NCES) indicate that overall, student reading achievement for United States’
students has improved since 1971, but there have been no significant gains for 17-year
old students. Since 1975, the first year that the gap between Hispanics and White
students was measured, the gap has narrowed significantly, yet inconsistently, across age
levels (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2013a).

The NAEP framework defines differing achievement levels that include
expectations of student performance that are deemed essential for student comprehension
of text; these levels are denoted as Basic, Proficient and Advanced (see Appendix A).
These achievement levels vary by cut score and performance descriptors across grade
levels (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011a). As defined by the NAEP
achievement levels, students who score Below Basic lack prerequisite knowledge and
skills that are fundamental for proficient work at the intended grade level (U.S.
Department of Education NCES, 2012b). Struggling readers are those who are one grade
level or more behind in their reading proficiency, NAEP data clearly indicate that there
are a greater proportion of struggling Hispanic readers than there are of White readers
(U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2013a; U.S. Department of Education NCES,
2014b).

NAEP data (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2013a) indicate that the overall
trend for White and Hispanic, thirteen-year-old students has been an increase in the
number of students reading at or above the proficient level with 74 percent of White and

51 percent of Hispanic students scoring at or above this level. For older students, the
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trend differs, since 1999 there have been an increasing percentage of seventeen-year-old
Hispanic students performing below the proficient level contrasted by a decreasing
percentage of White students performing below the proficient level. For the 2012
assessment, 74 percent of seventeen-year-old Hispanic students scored below the
proficient level as compared with 53 percent of seventeen-year-old White students
scoring below the proficient level. For both populations as age increases, there is a
corresponding decrease in the percentage of students who read at or above the proficient
level (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2012c¢) indicating that adolescent literacy
continues to be problematic. These results are contrasted by the performance data of both
nine-year old White and Hispanic students. Although there is a gap in performance
between White and Hispanic nine-year olds students, for both populations, there has been
a consistent increase in the percentage of students who read at or above the proficient
level — again calling attention to the unique challenges of adolescent Hispanic learners as
compared to younger learners.

Like NAEP, the OECD also defines achievement levels. For the PISA
assessment, there are seven levels of proficiency (see Appendix A) as compared with the
three levels described for the NAEP assessment. The reading proficiency levels of NAEP
and PISA are not comparable in terms of equating those reading at a Basic level on the
NAEP assessment with those at a specific achievement level on the PISA assessment.
However, according to Fleischman et al. (2010) students at level three on the PISA

reading literacy scale are considered to be typically successful at reading tasks of
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moderate complexity while those reading at level two are considered as reading at the
baseline of proficiency.

Lemke et al. (2001) report that the combined reading literacy results reported by
race from the initial 2000 Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) are
similar to NAEP results. Specifically, White students outperform Hispanic students by a
statistically significant amount with the student group average score for White students
being 525 + 3.8 and the student group average score for Hispanic being 449 + 4.3
(Fleischman et al., 2010). The disparity in these scores also represents differences in
proficiency levels with the average scores of White students falling within proficiency
level three and the average score of Hispanic students falling within proficiency level
two. From the 2000 to the 2009 PISA assessment cycles, although the average group
score has increased from 449 to 466, Hispanic students are still performing below that of
White students - at a proficiency level two, which is considered a baseline level of
proficiency (Fleischman et al.).

A comparison of the 2000 and 2009 PISA data reveal similar trends. Data from
the OECD Learning Trends Report (OECD, 2010b) indicate that in 2000 and 2009 there
were statistically significant differences in reading performance between Hispanic and
non-Hispanic students in the United States. According to the U.S. Department of
Education NCES (2013a), 25 percent of Hispanic students scored below level two on the
PISA 2009 assessment as compared to 10 percent of white students and 58 percent of
Hispanic students scoring below level three as compared with 30 percent of White

students scoring below level three. This trend extends beyond the designation of
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Hispanic students. The OECD (2010b) also reports that between 2000 and 2009 there
was a statistically significant drop in the reading scores of United States’ students who
spoke a language other than the test language at home.

These data implicate that there are a significant number of adolescent American
students who lack adequate literacy skills and that there are a significant number of
Hispanic students who not only lack adequate literacy skills, but lack basic literacy skills.
This is especially notable in the secondary grades for Hispanic students as evidenced by
both NAEP and PISA data and the increase in the percentage of students who read below
basic literacy levels and decreases in the percentage that read at or above proficiency
level.

These historical data are important in establishing the relationship between
effective policy with gains, or lack of gains, in literacy achievement, but they are lagging
indicators. Policy makers need to identify and concentrate on data that will serve as
leading indicators to help inform policy by integrating past trending with expected
demographic changes in the population. Data are available from both the NAEP and
PISA questionairres that, if valid, contain the type of information that may be useful to
inform policy decisions related to adolescent reading. An overview of policies related to
addressing ELs and adolescent reading achievement of United States’ students will be
presented next. The purpose of this examination is to identify what has been done
historically to address the needs of the EL population and increase the reading

achievement of adolescent learners and to ascertain how data from PISA could be used to
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inform future policies directed at increasing the reading achievement of struggling
adolescent Hispanic EL readers.
Impact of Federal Policies Related to ELs and Adolescent Readers

NCLB. ELs are protected by Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 which
prohibits discrimination based on race, color, or national origin. More specifically, the
1970 U.S. Supreme Court case Lau v. Nichols (1974) required that states take steps to
help ELs overcome language barriers to ensure their full participation in their district’s
educational programs. These steps include alternative educational services that are based
on sound educational theory, which are adequately resourced and evaluated periodically
until such a time as the student is deemed proficient enough in English to transfer to a
regular program (U.S. Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights, 2005).

According to Payan and Nettles (2008) the dominant prevailing national policy
for ELs is NCLB which requires states to identify ELs, measure their English proficiency
and include them in tests that assess their academic skills. In addition to academic
content assessment, Title III of NCLB requires that states set and meet Annual
Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOQO) for English-Language proficiency. The
AMAUO:s are used in the determining whether or not schools have met Annual Yearly
Progress (AYP) and eligibility for ELs’ exit into regular programs.

According to researchers such as Menken (2009) and Menken and Solorza (2014),
the enactment of Title III of NCLB (20 U.S.C. § 3102), which sets English proficiency as
the funding objective, terminated Title VII - the Bilingual Education Act (1994).

Menken adds that the Bilingual Education Act (P.L. 103-382, 1994) was significant to
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ELs, by acknowledging that language could act as a barrier to access to an equitable
education and by providing support funding programs aimed at ameliorating these
inequities, not native language. In addition to the focus on English language acquisition,
AMAQOs were also built into NCLB to ensure that ELs exit language support programs
expediently (Menken).

Solorzano (2008) calls into question the validity of NCLB mandated tests that are
administered to ELs after a single year of language instruction. Solorzano adds that tests
given in a language in which students are not yet proficient, to measure academic
progress can compromise the high-stakes decisions that educators make based on these
test results. Menken (2009) further adds that it is unclear as to whether the mandated
assessments are a measure of academic progress or of English language attainment. This
is both a confounding and an unfortunate factor, as the scores from the tests are intended
to measure academic progress and the scores are used to make high-stakes decisions
which can have dire consequences on both students and schools.

The overall effect of NCLB testing mandates on ELs is dependent on many
factors. Researchers such as Abedi and Dietel (2004) argue that NCLB establishes high
expectations for a// students, including ELs and seeks to eliminate achievement gaps.
Other researchers such as Menken (2009) and Menken and Solorza (2014) argue that by
displacing Title VII of ESEA with Title III of NCLB, that the rapid reclassification of
ELs that is incentivized in the accountability provisions of NCLB (Title III, §3102), only
serves to further the achievement gap. Still other researchers such as Solorzano (2008)

argue that the tests are not valid measures of student academic progress and are therefore
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unreliable measures on which to base high-stakes decisions that can negatively impact
ELs, especially in instances of districts that serve a disproportionate number of ELs.

Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program (SRCL). The purpose of
the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Program is to provide funding
aimed at advancing literacy skills - including programs focused on adolescents, limited-
English-proficient students and students with disabilities (Ayers & Miller, 2009).
Beginning in 2006, roughly thirty million dollars per year for five years was allocated to
funding SRCL Programs, these projects were completed and reported on in 2010 (U. S.
Department of Education, Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program, 2012).
The 2005 SRCL Program had both a formula grant and a discretionary/competitive grant
component. Five percent of the funding for the SRCL Program was reserved for national
programs with the balance of the funds made available to state education agencies
through a competitive grant process. Of the monies received by the states five percent
could be reserved for state leadership activities, 15 percent for children from birth to age
five, 40 percent for students in kindergarten through grade five and the remaining 40
percent to be reserved for middle and high school students. The funds awarded were to
be used for research-based literacy practices including professional development and
instruction for students who were reading below grade level (Striving Readers Program,
2005).

The 2006 SRCL Program cohorts were divided into two primary program
components, school-wide interventions and intensive interventions aimed at meeting the

specific needs of each student. Impact studies from the initial 2006 cohort of eight
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participating districts show mixed results in terms of effectiveness (Ayers & Miller,
2009). In the Implementation and Evaluation of Targeted Interventions for Struggling
Readers Report, an overview of the programs shows that in year one of implementation
of the SRCL Program, high schools performed slightly better than middle schools on
reading test scores measured in percentile units (Abt Associates, 2010).

Abt Associates (2010) report that results of the impact studies of the 2006 cohort
of the eight participating school districts showed that few interventions demonstrated
statistically significant gains in the performance measures of sixth- through twelfth-
grade students. The statistically significant interventions included the Xtreme Reading
Strategic Instruction Model, Learning Strategies Curriculum and Chicago Striving
Readers English Language Arts Curriculum (Abt Associates, 2010); of these
interventions, Xtreme Reading Strategic Instruction Model and Learning Strategies
Curriculum are both variations of the Strategic Instruction Model (Deschler, Palinscar,
Biancarosa, & Nair, 2007).

In a review of adolescent literacy intervention programs Shanahan (2005)
examined components of some of the programs used in the 2006 SRCL cohorts. Of the
programs that were variations of the Strategic Instruction Model, Xtreme Reading
Strategic Instruction Model and Learning Strategies Curriculum, Shanahan reports that
both of these programs relied on the use of reading strategies and supportive instruction
that enabled students to access and utilize reading strategies independently. Simon et al.

(2011) report that the Chicago Striving Readers English Language Arts Curriculum also
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focused on supportive instruction in the use of comprehension based literacy strategies,
but additionally the instruction had a culturally responsive component.

Two hundred million dollars were provided for the Striving Readers
Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) program in 2009 for FY 2010 (Striving Readers
Program, 2009). According to the U.S. Department of Education the current program has
a formula grant component and a discretionary/competitive grant component. States can
apply for the formula grant to form literacy teams and then apply for the competitive
grants to actualize the plans devised by the state literacy teams (Striving Readers
Program, 2009). This differs from the previous SRCL in that state literacy teams write
the state literacy plans and allocate funding for district-generated projects aimed at
serving the needs of local education agencies. Currently there are six states funded under
the competitive grant which include, Georgia, Louisiana, Montana, Nevada, Pennsylvania
and Texas. For the FY 2016 budget, President Obama has requested $160,000,000 to
fund SRCL, which is currently unfunded (U.S. Department of Education, 2015).

In the United States performance on literacy assessments has been the focus of
attention for many years, more specifically, the gaps in performance achievement
between different groups has drawn a great deal of attention, especially since the
accountability measures associated with NCLB were enacted. According to Garcia and
Kleifgen (2010) Title IIT (20 U.S.C. § 3102) is a discretionary/competitive grant that is
aimed at ensuring that children who are LEP attain English proficiency. The focus of
Title III (20 U.S.C. § 3102) is aimed at attaining English language proficiency, not on the

skills that support progress within school such as literacy and mathematics. The SRCL
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program, although not solely intended for adolescent learners, is the only federal program
that funds literacy programs for adolescent learners with the flexibility for state literacy
teams to include literacy plans that incorporate culturally relevant components.

The model of reading to learn after third grade has been challenged by researchers
who now recognize that adolescents need specific literacy supports in order to navigate
the increasingly difficult content material which they encounter in order to progress
through the education system. The needs of adolescent readers differ from those of
primary school students (Short & Fitzsimmons, 2007). Policies that support adolescent
readers are currently unfunded in the federal budget leaving a gap that is unfilled by other
federal programs or policies. Data on literacy outcomes from national and international
data sets show declines in the performance of adolescent readers and especially
adolescent EL readers, the majority of whom read Below Basic literacy levels. The
achievement gap between ELs and other readers is not dissipating; without policy that is
directed at correcting these inadequacies in literacy instruction, the gap should not be
expected to close.

Implications and Potential Economic Impact

As discussed in a previous section of this chapter, one of the primary tenets of
moving toward goals- and standards- based education was to ensure that the United
States’ education system prepared its citizenry to maintain a globally competitive
economy and a productive labor force. Hanushek, Jamison, Jamison and Woessman
(2008) report that the governors participating in the Charlottesville Summit predicted that

the United States could expect significant gains on international test scores by setting
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educational goals. According to Hanushek et al. these international scores serve as a
proxy for increases in educational attainment, and that these gains would positively
impact economic growth. The expectations were not met, but according to Hanushek et
al., had the expected score gains been met the United States could have experienced a
four and a half percent increase in the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by the year 2015.

Using data from internationally based tests, Barro (2002) reports that the average
years of educational attainment at the secondary level has a positive significant effect on
the rate of subsequent economic growth and further adds that there is an indication that
reading scores also have a positive effect on economic growth. Barro studied a broad
panel of countries and compared the results separately. The comparative analysis
revealed that there were higher convergence rates (estimated coefficient on log(GDP))
associated with rich nations included in the study. Using data from 14 OECD nations,
Coulombe and Tremblay (2006) reported that international literacy test scores are more
accurate measures of the productive nature of an individual in contributing to economic
growth than other school data. Work of researchers such as Barro and Coulombe and
Tremblay bring additional significance to the findings of Hernandez (2012) who reports
that there is a strong relationship between literacy attainment and the dropout rate of
Hispanics students.

In addition to studies based on statistical predictions of economic growth, data
from the U. S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) (n.d.) reveal important information about
educational attainment, wages and unemployment. These are all factors of economic

growth and the BLS data support the findings Rumberger (2011) who posits that dropouts
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are less likely to find jobs that pay living wages. According to the U. S. BLS (2013), 30
percent of employed Hispanic persons over 25 years of age do not have a high school
diploma. Comparatively, nine percent of White, eight percent of Black and seven percent
of Asian employed persons over the age of 25 do not have a high school diploma. This is
an important factor, because according to U. S. BLS (2013), higher levels of education
are associated with higher paying jobs and a lower likelihood of unemployment. The
U.S. BLS (2013) reports on five major occupational categories. Of these categories, 21
percent of Hispanic workers are reported as working in the highest occupational category
as compared with 38 percent of White workers, 30 percent of Black workers and 49
percent of Asian workers. In contrast, 32 percent of Hispanic workers are reported in the
lowest two occupational categories as compared with 22 percent of White workers and 21
percent of Black workers.

Although Hispanic workers account for 15 percent of total employment, they are
overrepresented by a substantial amount in lower paying jobs (U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, 2013). The wage difference between the higher level and lower level
occupational categories is significant as reflected in the annual earnings of these
demographic categories. The median weekly earnings for full-time employed persons by
race/ethnicity is reported by BLS (2013) as $568 for Hispanic, $621 for Black, $792 for
White and $920 Asian workers. Educational attainment is also a factor in median weekly
earnings, with an average of 27 percent higher earnings for workers who are high school

graduates as compared with those who did not complete high school. For Hispanic
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workers, BLS reports 25 percent higher average weekly earnings for those who have
completed high school (U. S. BLS, 2013, p. 59).

Unemployment rates also vary across race/ethnicity and educational attainment.
The U.S. BLS (2013) reported that in 2012, the unemployment rate for Hispanics over
the age of 20 was 10.3 percent. For Hispanic workers between the ages of 16 and 19
years of age the unemployment rate was reported as 28.1 percent. Comparably, the
unemployment rate of Whites over 20 was reported as 7.2 percent and between the ages
of 16-19 was reported as 22.5 percent. The unemployment rate for Hispanics with less
than a high school diploma was reported by the U.S. BLS as 12.4 percent as compared
with those who were high school graduates with no college as 8.3 percent (BLS, 2013, p.
8). These data serve as indicators that increases in the percentage of Hispanic high
school dropouts could lead to higher unemployment for this growing demographic
population.

According to researchers such as Cantrell et al. (2010), 28 percent of Hispanic
students who are not reading proficiently by third grade will not graduate from high
school. For those who do not graduate from high school, U.S. BLS data indicate that
they will face higher rates of unemployment and receive less pay in lower level
occupations. With an increasing percentage of Hispanic students attending schools in the
United States and the disproportionate dropout rate of this population, the expected
earnings and employment rate will contribute less to economic growth of the United

States. According to Hanushek et al. (2008), a labor force that has the skills that are
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related to educational attainment measures is essential to survive in a technologically
driven economy and to achieve economic growth.
Statement of the Research Problem and Purpose

The largest demographic subpopulation of students enrolled in the United States
is Hispanic students (Batalova & McHugh, 2010; U.S. Department of Education NCES,
2009). The achievement gap between Hispanic students and White students continues
despite policy changes directed at closing the gap. Within the achievement gap, the
literacy gap between White and Hispanic adolescent students is still growing (U.S.
Department of Education NCES, 2013a), yet there are no national policies to address this
issue. Reading achievement is associated with dropout rate, and of those who are not
reading proficiently by third grade, nine percent will not graduate from high school
(Hernandez, 2012). According to Hernandez, the dropout rate is disproportionately
distributed, with Hispanic students experiencing a dropout rate that is three times the rate
of White students (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2013c). As reading
achievement and the dropout rate are related, attention as to how to meet the needs of the
growing population of Hispanic learners is warranted.

From NAEP data, information from researchers such as Hernandez (2012) and
information from the Census Bureau, four issues emerge that are unique to Hispanic EL
students within the United States’ school population. First, reading achievement and
being Hispanic affects high school completion considerably more than White students
(Hernandez, 2012). Second, the reading gap between Hispanic and White students still

exists and is not decreasing consistently. Third, the reading achievement gap between
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White and Hispanic students varies with age and has increased for older adolescents.
Fourth, the percentage of both White and Hispanic students reading at or above a
proficient level decreases inversely with age. Recognizing that the largest proportion of
EL students are Hispanic, it is incumbent upon educators and policy makers to maximize
the use of available resources in order to minimize the inequities that exist in both the
dropout rate and achievement gap.

Amid the absence of policies that address adolescent literacy there is a need to
explore learning contexts and practices that can be actualized in absence of these policies.
As presented in chapter two, research exists that demonstrates the effects of learning
contexts on student achievement, and the use of reading strategies on measures of reading
achievement. The purpose of this study is to build understanding of how learning
contexts and reading strategy use are associated with reading achievement of adolescent
Hispanic EL students.

Research Questions

Research presented in chapter two of this study indicates that Hispanic and EL
readers who access higher level reading strategies more frequently outperform those who
do not. Research is also presented in chapter two indicating that positive learning
contexts are associated reading achievement. Using student self-report questionnaire data,
principal/designee reported school questionnaire data and reading assessment results
from the PISA 2009 administration, this study will seek to answer the following research

questions:
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RQ1: How are adolescent Hispanic EL students clustered based on self-report data on
frequency of use of memorization, elaboration and control strategies and the
accuracy of their perceptions of the usefulness of the metacognitive strategies of

understanding and remembering and summarizing?

RQ2: Are there significant differences in the reading achievement levels of adolescent
Hispanic EL students based on the student clusters? If so, what differences
between clusters account for these differences?

Ho1: p1 = po= pk; There are no differences in the reading achievement scores
between student clusters.

Ha: Wi # ;s (ij = 1,2...K);There are differences in the reading achievement scores
for some i and ;j student clusters.

RQ3: Are adolescent Hispanic EL students’ perceptions of learning contexts predictive

of cluster membership?

RQ4: Are the principals’/designees’ perceptions of teachers’ expectations of students and

student-teacher relationships predictive of cluster membership?

Conceptual Framework

Despite the intent of NCLB, the achievement gap continues to exist between
Hispanic students and White students; for adolescent Hispanic students, the gap is
widening in reading achievement. Within NCLB there are no policies directed at
improving adolescent literacy and the only policies that address the needs of Hispanic

learners focus on English acquisition and accountability reporting. At the time of this
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writing there have been four bills proposed for reauthorization of ESEA. The first,
introduced by republican Senator Alexander, a discussion draft titled the Every Child
Ready for College or Career Act of 2015 (Every Child Ready for College or Career Act
of 2015, 2015), the second, proposed by republican Congressman Kline, the Student
Success Act (H.R. 5, 2015), and the third, democratic Congressman Scott’s substitute
amendment to H.R. 5 (Substitute Amendment to H.R. 5, 2015). To date, the U.S. Senate
Committee on Health Education Labor and Pensions has held three hearings on the
Alexander discussion draft, the Kline and Scott bills have been introduced and debated
and as of this writing, left as unfinished business. None of these bills include provisions
for comprehensive literacy, however there is promise in one of the proposed
amendments, the LEARN Act (H.R. 858, 2015).

The most recently introduced bill is a bipartisan effort by the Senate Health
Education Labor and Pensions (HELP) Committee republican Chairman, Senator
Alexander and democratic Ranking Member, Senator Murray. The draft bill titled the
Every Child Achieves Act of 2015 (2015) contains provisions for adolescent literacy.
The bill contains much of the language pertaining to adolescent literacy education as
explicated in the LEARN Act (H.R. 858, 2015). Specifically, within the bill provisions
for adolescent literacy are contained in Part D, Literacy Education for All, Results for the
Nation (LEARN) §. 2401 — 2405. The bill contains much of the language pertaining to
adolescent literacy education as explicated in the LEARN Act (H.R. 858). Without a
reauthorization of ESEA that includes programs aimed at improving adolescent literacy

achievement, there continue to be no universal programs aimed at improving adolescent
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literacy or improving adolescent literacy of ELs. The SRCL program, which at the time
of this writing, is still unfunded and has been serving only six states, remains the only
program that provides resources specifically targeted for adolescent literacy.

It is important to note that although language contained in ESEA reauthorization
bills contain language with regard to literacy education as contained in the LEARN Act
(H.R. 858, 2015), concerns have been raised about the LEARN Act. In a critique of the
LEARN Act Krashen (2010, January 31) raises concerns that the LEARN Act furthers
the intent of initiatives such as Reading First (NCLB, 2001) that are focused on lower
level reading skills. According to Richard Long, former Government Relations Director
for the International Reading Association and current President of Literate Nation, there
were a lot of lessons learned from Reading First and what was learned from these lessons
has been incorporated into the LEARN Act verbiage to ensure that mistakes are not
repeated. Specifically the language of the LEARN Act is written to provide states
flexibility to allow state literacy teams to determine the best scientifically valid
instruction and evidence based practices that should be employed to meet the literacy
needs of the individual state (personal communication, March 16, 2015).

Krashen further posits that the use of explicit instruction in reading does not
contribute to improved reading achievement, a statement that is contrary to the findings
of researchers such as Olson and Land (2010) in their work with Hispanic middle school
students in the Pathway Project. For example as part of the SRCL program (Striving
Readers Program, 2005) research of Cantrell et al. (2010) involving adolescent struggling

readers also showed that explicit strategy instruction focused on metacognitive awareness

33



of self-regulated strategy selection and use was associated gains in reading achievement.
According to Abt Associates (2010) SRCL Program grants that showed statistically

significant gains in reading achievement included programs focused on sustained,
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Figure 1. Systems analysis model of the political system. This figure illustrates the
interactions of educational political subsystems and the political system. Adapted from
Kirst, M.W. & Wirt, F.M. (2009). “The flow of influences and policy consequences in
the school’s political system” p. 63, in The Political Dynamics of American Education.
Richmond, CA: McCutchan Publishing Company.

systematic strategy instruction that included higher level strategies, and importantly a

culturally relevant component. Krashen brings legitimate concerns to the policy arena
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with regard to the LEARN Act; however, the assertions made are not universally
consistent with findings with regard to adolescent learners.

In order to contextualize how the literacy needs of a growing subset of the United
States education system’s population is integrated into current, relevant demands of the
United States’ education policy system; Easton’s Systems Analysis Framework (1965)
will be used. Within the Systems Analysis Framework, Easton presents the central idea
of subsystems of which our society is composed. These subsystems interact with each
other to create a culture which interacts with a political system. The subsystems interact
on various environmental issues. According to Easton, the political system, as the
legitimate allocator of values, provides either material or symbolic resources for these
subsystems of society. As all resources are never available to all subsystems at the same
time, stress exists within and between subsystems creating a system of inputs of demands
and supports of the political system. These demands and supports are then converted into
outputs by the political system. These outputs are then reintegrated into the subsystem
environment via a feedback loop. As the feedback enters into the subsystem
environment, a new cycle begins (see Figure 1).

As we examine this model, we will consider only a subset of subsystems that are
associated with stressors which are salient to education within the political system. Some
of the subsystems include, but are not limited to: parents, teachers, state education
agencies, school districts, local education agencies, advocacy groups, economic
conditions, political actors, unions, and special interest groups. Some of these

environmental stressors include, but are not limited to: continued failure to reauthorize
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ESEA, waiver programs, accountability issues, equity, perceptions of a failing public
education system, new standards, charter schools, the achievement gap, teacher
evaluation, a growing EL population, and a lack of systematic adolescent literacy
resources. All of these stressors create demands upon the political system which are
delineated into supports and demands. The supports and demands can either act in
tandem with or in opposition to each other. With respect to adolescent literacy for a
specialized population, it is important to consider how these inputs and supports can work
in tandem.

The subsystems are composed of various groups of political actors who overall
are working to ensure that education policies meet their competing needs in an
environment of dynamic tension. These needs, at times, may overlap or be at odds with
other subsystems causing various subsystems to coalesce when they share similar
philosophies and needs. These differing coalitions and subsystem groups act on various
environmental issues creating either demands or supports of the political system. It is at
this juncture that policies, such as adolescent literacy policies, aimed at improving
literacy instruction of adolescent Hispanic ELs enter the political system. The various
subsystems may recognize the overall need to improve literacy, but not all agree that
adolescent literacy is an issue which needs to be addressed by the political system.

Subsystems interested in improving literacy of adolescents join forces and at
times will seek support from sources outside of the immediate environment in an effort to
ensure that their demands enter the political system with enough prominence to be acted

upon favorably within the system. For example, a subsystem interested in literacy for
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Hispanic adolescents may seek support from groups such as Advocates for Literacy
Coalition, the International Literacy Association, the National Adolescent Literacy
Coalition, Literate Nation, NCTE, The Council of Great City Schools, La Raza and other
powerful advocacy groups. At the same time, subsystems in support of other types of
education policies coalesce to ensure that there exists adequate support of extant policies,
to ensure that the political system does not reduce resource availability or abandon
beneficial policies that are in place. It is important that subsystems which share common
foundational philosophies and needs do not undercut each other’s efforts through the
process of reallocation and/or reduction. This conceptual framework considers the
interaction between the subsystems, environment and political system and how these
elements must interact in order to introduce and incorporate policies aimed at improving

outcomes of adolescent Hispanic ELs.

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of this study, the following terms and corresponding definitions
were utilized.

Adolescent Literacy. The term adolescent literacy refers to the literacy education
of students who are appropriately aged for enrollment in secondary schools, grades six
through twelve.

Cognitive Reading Practices. These include active engagement and processing
strategies used in the reading process and include strategies such as setting a purpose for

reading, self-questioning and checking for understanding.
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Control strategies. These encompass higher level reading strategies which
actively involve the reader to monitor their own comprehension. Control strategies
include checking for understanding, questioning, monitoring comprehension, elaborating,
predicting, and summarizing.

Demographic. The term demographic is used in this study to describe
characteristics of the study population.

Elaboration strategies. These are strategies which the reader uses to connect to
prior knowledge and schema and integrate information with other text.

English Learners. English Learners (ELs) refers to students who are/were
categorized or have been historically categorized as English as Second Language (ESL),
Limited English Proficient (LEP) or English Language Learners (ELLs).

Hispanic. The term Hispanic refers to students who are of Latina/o, Central
American, South American, or European Spaniard backgrounds whose families report
speaking Spanish at home.

Learning Contexts. Learning contexts refers to conditions that extend beyond
pedagogical practice and include teacher behaviors, student-teacher relationships, teacher
expectations, and supportive instruction.

Memorization strategies. Memorization strategies are low level reading strategies
that when used in isolation do not lead to deep understanding. These include strategies
such as rereading text and repeating an idea over and over.

Metacognitive strategies. Metacognitive strategies include strategies that engage

the reader in thinking about their own comprehension and the process of integrating a
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broad range of strategies to comprehend text. These include strategies such as
summarizing, inferring, self-questioning, checking for understanding and monitoring
comprehension.

Student achievement. Performance as measured by large scale assessments that
include NAEP, NCLB state mandated accountability assessments and PISA assessments.

Supportive Instruction. Supportive instruction includes teacher pedagogical
behaviors that provide effective instruction that include explicit instruction for acquiring
learning strategies and instruction that enhances comprehension. The instruction is
prolonged, explicit, scaffolded and modeled and it includes opportunities for students to
practice and receive timely teacher feedback.

Target population. The target population in this study includes male and female
United States’ students who self-reported their race/ethnicity as Hispanic and were
between the ages of 15 years and three months old and 16 years and two months old at
the time of the PISA 2009 administration. The target population includes students who
were born in the United States and other countries and speak a language other than
English at home. Within this work the term target population and study sample are used

interchangeably.
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Chapter Two

Review of Literature

To better understand the needs of adolescent Hispanic readers requires an analysis of
the literature that has examined a variety of factors that influence reading outcomes of
this population of students. The literature included in this review was identified through
searches of Web of Science, Education Research Complete, internet searches of websites
of professional organizations, Google Scholar, library searches, policy organizations,
U.S. Department of Education websites and databases. Terms used to search for relevant
materials included “literacy policy”, “adolescent read*”, “read™* polic*”, “adolescent EL*
learners”, “EL* read* polic*”, “ELL literacy policy”, “marginalized read*”, “high

%% <¢

school read*”, “middle school read*”, “high school literacy”, “middle school literacy”,
“struggling ELL read*” ,“read™ strategy*, “large scale assessments read*, “Hispanic
lit*”, “adolescent Hispanic read*”’, Hispanic read*”, “ELL read*strat*”, ’ELL read*”,
“Hispanic read* strateg*”, “read™* strat® use”, “PISA read* strat*” “PISA read*”, and
“PISA lit*”.

The paucity of research for this specific population necessitates an examination of
the body of research that includes the entirety of English Learners (ELs) in addition to the

largest subpopulation of this group, Hispanic students. An analysis of the current

research for these populations can help contextualize factors that influence the reading
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achievement of both the EL and Hispanic population. Much of the extant research
related to EL and Hispanic readers includes nuanced information on reading strategy use
and factors related to reading strategy use that influence reading achievement.
Conversely, there is little research which considers the impact of learning contexts on
reading achievement or the unique challenges that are associated with adolescent
Hispanic readers. In this chapter, an examination of research that contextualizes the
impact of these factors is provided moving from strategic reading to the impact of
learning contexts and supportive instruction models.
Strategic Reading

Reading strategies. Many researchers concur that having high expectations, a
rigorous curriculum, and incorporating cultural aspects of diverse populations which
explicitly teach and scaffold reading strategies are important aspects of improving the
reading and writing achievement of adolescent ELs (Cantrell et al., 2010; Lopez, 2012;
Olson & Land, 2007). Lopez adds that higher level expectations require teachers to
support higher level instruction by helping students access and engage in the reading
process through the use of appropriate reading strategies. Researchers such as Rodriguez
(2012) report that many teachers of struggling adolescent EL students avoid explicitly
teaching and requiring students to read complex text and write analytical essays because
they feel that the skills necessary are too sophisticated for the population that they teach.
According to Olson and Land (2007) educators are doing a disservice to the adolescent

EL population when a non-challenging reading curriculum is employed that focuses on
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skill instead of the application and explicit instruction of skills and strategies in
conjunction with reading complex text.

In their seminal investigations of the role of metacognition in reading
comprehension, Palinscar and Brown (1984) reported that given the ability to decode
fluently, reading comprehension is strongly influenced by the compatibility of the
readers' background knowledge, text content, and activation strategies employed by the
reader to enhance understanding. According to Palinscar and Brown successful readers
proceed through text automatically until a triggering event alerts them of a
comprehension failure - this is when successful readers activate comprehension
strategies. Triggering events include situations such as increased frequency in
encountering unfamiliar concepts or when expectations about the text have not been
confirmed. Good readers react to these triggers by engaging in active processing
strategies; these are skills that struggling readers do not possess.

Palinscar and Brown (1984) identify the six most important active processing
strategies of readers as setting a purpose for reading, activating background knowledge,
focusing on the major content of text, questioning and evaluating content, monitoring
comprehension through questioning, and utilizing both predictive and conclusive
inferences. The authors group these six skills into four activities: summarizing, self-
review, questioning, and clarifying and predicting all of which require activation of
background knowledge and can act as either comprehension fostering or comprehension
monitoring activities. The skills identified by Palinscar and Brown reemerge in research

that is focused on adolescent ELs and Hispanic readers that is presented later in this
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chapter. These are not skills that are intrinsic to struggling readers, but require students
to be aware of a range of strategies, or declarative knowledge, as well as how and when
to employ the reading strategies, referred to as procedural and conditional knowledge
(Cantrell et al., 2010; Olson & Land, 2007).

Evidence from researchers such as Purdie and Hattie (1996) and Park (2010)
inform us that patterns of strategy use can differ among different populations of students.
Specifically, Purdie and Hattie found that general learning strategies can vary by student
cultural background and Park found that patterns of reading strategy use can differ by
language context. Examination of additional research that is focused on Hispanic and
Spanish-speaking students can help to better understand how patterns of reading strategy
use differ for the present study population.

Reading strategy use of Hispanic students and English learners. Researchers
such as Lopez (2012) and Hughes and Kwok (2007) indicate that reading achievement is
associated with student ethnicity/race. Researchers such as Padron and Waxman (1988)
and Pritchard and O’Hara (2008) indicate that the use of reading strategies is associated
with reading achievement. Expecting ELs to read and comprehend complex text is
crucial for academic success and according to Park (2010) there is a significant positive
correlation between reading strategy use and EL reading comprehension.

In order to study the associations between self-reported extent and use of
cognitive strategies on gains in reading achievement, Padron and Waxman (1988)
examined 82 Spanish-speaking elementary students. For this study, upper elementary

students were administered pre- and post- test reading achievement measures in English.
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Using standardized tests, students were assessed in January and again in April to
determine reading gains. In order to identify and assess the level of strategy use, students
were administered the Reading Strategy Questionnaire (RSQ) (Padron & Waxman, 1988)
after the post-test. Padron and Waxman used a stepwise multiple regression to determine
which reading strategies were predictors of post-test reading achievement when
controlling for pretest results.

There were seven strategies that were positively related to achievement which
included summarizing, underlining important parts, questioning, self-generated
questioning, recalling, questioning for understanding, note-taking and imaging; many of
the strategies that were also identified by Palinscar and Brown (1984) as important
strategies for comprehension. The researchers identified the most frequently cited
strategies that were positively related to achievement as, questioning, recall, visualizing,
and checking for word meaning. Of the most often cited strategies used, two of the
strategies had significant negative effects on reading gains between the pre-and post-test;
thinking about something else while reading and repeating the main idea over and over.
The authors posit that these strategies impede comprehension by limiting the ability to
use cognitive focus on making connections with and between elements of the text. The
authors noted that were large differences in the ways that students in this study reported
using strategies and indicated that higher achieving readers use more sophisticated
strategies whereas lower achieving readers use less sophisticated strategies that are

related to negative effects on reading achievement.
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Padron and Waxman (1988) propose that for these upper elementary Spanish
speaking students that inappropriate strategy use may interfere with reading
comprehension and therefore contribute to lower reading achievement scores. Though an
important finding, these are not generalizable to the population due to the relatively small
sample size with the participants being drawn from within a single school and therefore
does not consider differences in teaching/learning environments. The implication is that
teachers place primary importance on teaching metacognitive strategies focusing on the
specific strategies that are positively related to gains in reading achievement of upper
elementary Hispanic readers.

The findings of Padron and Waxman (1988) are affirmed in later studies which
involved comparative examination of EL students and reading achievement. Using an
integrative, synthesis approach Fitzgerald (1995) completed an in-depth review of
research in the United States examining EL cognitive reading processes. Fitzgerald
found that there was overlap in the habits of successful readers and successful EL
readers. Sixty seven published studies dating from 1989 to 1993 that included data-based
research, conference papers, technical reports, and dissertations were reviewed using a
systematic interpretive procedure. Multiple aspects of EL reading processes were
examined separately within the review.

Fitzgerald (1995) reported that with regard to EL reading strategies, more
proficient EL readers in the United States made use of vocabulary knowledge, used a
wider variety of metacognitive strategies more frequently, took action to identify

miscomprehension more often, used strategies that were meaning-oriented, used more
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schema knowledge, and made more/better inferences. The author also reported that the
cognitive processes of ELs and native English speakers were more alike than different
with a few exceptions. According to Fitzgerald, the differences are important with EL
readers using fewer metacognitive strategies, verbalizing metacognitive strategies less,
selecting metacognitive strategies that differ in frequency of use from native English
speakers. Additionally, ELs were found to monitor comprehension more slowly and
perform reading tasks more slowly. Struggling EL readers did less acoustic scanning and
focused more on text-level strategies such as checking for word meaning.

There are several limitations that need to be considered in the interpretation of
these findings that involve identification of participant characteristics in the study.
Because some of the studies included embedded research that predated 1989, certain
operational definitions were incongruent with the definitions established by the Fitzgerald
(1995) study. Some of the reviewed works did not delineate between native language
and EL status and for many studies included, the extent of literacy in the participant’s
native language was not reported. Fitzgerald’s findings that the cognitive reading
strategies of EL readers is substantively similar to successful strategies used by native
English language readers is important and brings to light differences both between and
within populations of EL and native English language readers. In the Fitzgerald research
review, the included research consisted of participants from various ethnic backgrounds
but relatively few of the studies included adolescent students.

Adding to the research of Fitzgerald (1995), Jimenez, Garcia, and Pearson (1996)

focused specifically on adolescent Hispanic students and compared the reading strategies
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of successful sixth- and seventh-grade Hispanic readers with less successful sixth- and
seventh-grade Hispanic readers and successful sixth- and seventh-grade White readers.
The authors identified 14 students from two different school districts, eight of whom
were successful Hispanic readers, three of whom were marginally successful Hispanic
readers and three of whom were successful native English readers. General criteria for
selecting the students included students’ self-report of successful reading ability and the
ability to think aloud while reading; for the Hispanic students, oral language proficiency
in both Spanish and English and the ability to read in Spanish was required. Students’
self-reported perception of reading ability was corroborated with teachers by examining
reading performance data available from extant results from standardized measures.

In the qualitative study by Jimenez et al. (1996) there were two stages of data
collection: group meetings and a series of three individual student sessions. During the
group meetings students completed background questionnaires and measures of prior
knowledge and practiced procedures that would be included in the individual sessions.
The procedure for the individual sessions was the same for both Hispanic and native
English students, with the exception that Hispanic students read texts in both Spanish and
English and could think aloud using their preferred language. During the individual
sessions, students read the provided texts using think-aloud procedures. Students were
interviewed before their last think aloud to discuss their reading strategy use. The
authors used a constant-comparative method to identify and code the strategies used by

the students.
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Jimenez et al. (1996) found that Hispanic readers used metacognitive processes in
a variety of ways to comprehend text. These included monitoring comprehension,
cognate use, questioning, rereading, activating prior knowledge and inferencing.
Additionally, successful Hispanic readers demonstrated more motivation in working to
comprehend text by actively engaging in problem-solving to make sense of text. The
authors also reported that when reading in Spanish, successful Hispanic readers
monitored their comprehension more frequently and reported that the strategies of
questioning, rereading, evaluating, and comprehension monitoring were transferable
across languages. These findings help to better understand differences in strategy use
between Hispanic students and native English students and the differences between
successful and unsuccessful Hispanic readers’ strategy use. Although the findings from
this qualitative study affirm some of the findings from Fitzgerald (1995), the small
number of students included in this study precludes generalizing these results to a larger
population.

Pritchard and O’Hara (2008) found that bilingual, native-Spanish speaking,
eleventh grade students also used metacognitive strategies more often when reading in
Spanish and that the use of strategies varied, but transferred from Spanish to English.
These findings were based on a study conducted by the authors that included twenty
participants who were randomly selected from a population of 100 bilingual, eleventh
grade students within the United States. Students selected for the study were proficient
readers in both Spanish and English as determined by district test scores and teacher

judgment. Participants were given science passages to read in both Spanish and English.
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To document patterns of strategy use, the researchers transcribed student responses to
prompts while reading parallel Spanish and English science texts. While reading,
participants stopped at predetermined points in the passages and described to the
researcher what they were doing and thinking as they read. The recorded student
responses were transcribed and examined to determine the cognitive operations that
students underwent when reading the cued sentence.

Three phases of analysis were used: first, a qualitative analysis that resulted in
four broad categories of strategy use; second, a quantitative analysis of categories of
strategies was done to determine statistically significant differences in strategy use, and;
third, a qualitative analysis of the processing strategies was done to understand how
strategy use varied across the passage. The Friedman test was used to test for statistically
consistent patterns in frequency of strategy use. Statistical significance was reported for
English (x> =11.51 p =.01), Spanish (x> = 11.51, p <.001), and differences in patterns
of frequency use between English and Spanish (y 2= 12.06, p <.01). Dunn’s post hoc
tests were run to determine where there was significance in pattern use for each of the
categories.

The authors found that native language strategy use plays a more important role in
second language reading than English proficiency. Whereas Purdie and Hattie (1996)
found that patterns of strategy use varied across cultures, Pritchard and O’Hara (2008)
examined whether or not patterns in strategy use were used to comprehend text and if the
patterns varied across passages written in Spanish and English. The authors found that

the readers reported four hierarchical, broad categories of strategy use including:
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monitoring comprehension, establishing intrasentential ties, establishing intersentitial
ties, and establishing intertextual ties. These broad categories included many of the
strategies identified in earlier works that specify effective strategies for Hispanic and EL
readers, specifically taking action to solve problems, questioning, inferring, rereading,
paraphrasing, summarizing, activating background knowledge and connecting to schema.
Similar to the findings of Jimenez et al. (1996) Pritchard and O’Hara (2008)
found no differences in the types and range of strategies used. Instead, the authors found
that students relied on the same strategies used across the passages in both the native
language and English and reported differences in the frequency of strategies used,
consistent with the findings of Fitzgerald (1995) and Jimenez et al. The authors also
reported that more strategies were used when students read the Spanish passages than
when reading English passages. Like Jimenez et al., the authors reported that when
reading English passages students were more likely to use significantly fewer
metacognitive strategies and relied more heavily on lower level, text-based strategies
such as rereading. When reading Spanish text, the study participants were more likely to
use metacognitive strategies more frequently and relied more heavily on higher level
strategies that included inferring, paraphrasing, summarizing, making intertextual
references and connecting to schema. The authors suggest that when students are reading
in their native language they are better able to integrate information throughout the body
of the text and that when reading English passages readers tend to resort to less effective

text-based strategies.
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Findings of researchers such as Jimenez et al. (1996), Fitzgerald (1995) and
Pritchard and O’Hara (2008) serve to inform that although readers were able to access
and utilize an array of strategies to aid comprehension of text, whether reading in their
native language or English, it was reliance on metacognitive strategies that allowed
readers to continue to construct meaning, yet these differed in range, frequency and
patterns of use between successful and unsuccessful EL readers. Importantly, Pritchard
and O’Hara report that native language strategy use played a more important role than
English proficiency in comprehending text. The authors posit that readers in this study
were more likely to integrate higher level strategies more frequently when reading in
their native language partly because of their use of comprehension monitoring strategies.
The authors’ findings suggest that teaching students metacognitive strategies should be
an instructional priority for Spanish speaking students when they are reading in English.
This work also implies that it cannot be assumed that proficient readers automatically
transfer strategy use from Spanish to English. Furthermore, teachers need to employ
practices that explicitly instruct students how to transfer the use of effective reading
strategies from one language to the other.

Many of the characteristics identified in these works have been affirmed by more
recent research involving adolescent struggling readers, ELs and the subpopulation of
Hispanic ELs (Cantrell et al., 2010; Ferlazzo, 2012; Lopez, 2012; Olson & Land, 2007).
The overlap between findings of these studies indicates that strategy use is important to
Hispanic readers and that strategies transfer across language of text, but that patterns and

frequency of use differ. Specifically, less capable readers tend to utilize fewer strategies
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and employ lower level strategies when reading in their second language whereas more
capable readers access a greater number of metacognitive strategies, make an effort to
solve problems, and connect text to relative schema. These works indicate that the
strategies of activating prior knowledge, questioning, inferencing, engaging in problem-
solving, summarizing, and monitoring comprehension are key strategies on which
teachers of Hispanic and ELs should provide explicit supportive instruction.

Researchers such as Padron and Waxman (1988), Fitzgerald (1995), Jimenez, et
al. (1996), and Pritchard and O’Hara (2008) provide evidence that there are a variety of
factors which influence reading strategy use within the population of Hispanic and EL
students. More specifically, there is overlap in the research findings providing evidence
that the use of metacognitive strategies is positively associated with reading achievement
of Hispanic and EL students. The metacognitive strategies most often cited by these
researchers include strategies such as connecting to schema or activating background
knowledge, and strategies such as summarizing, self-questioning, comprehension
monitoring, predicting, and inferencing. Although the authors frequently cite student use
of lower level strategies which include memorization and text-level strategies, the authors
agree that more frequent use of metacognitive are associated with higher reading
achievement.

The important contributions of Jimenez et al. (1996) and Pritchard and O’Hara
(2008) have added significantly to understanding the strategies used and patterns of
strategy use of adolescent Hispanic learners. Although the findings from these

researchers are consistent with findings of other researchers such as Fitzgerald (1995) and
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Palinscar and Brown (1984) the small sample sizes which were focused on such a
specific target population should be noted when interpreting results of these studies. The
Pritchard study included only proficient readers, which is not generalizable to all readers.
In the Jimenez et al. study, Hispanic students came only from Central American
countries, so we do not know if the findings are generalizable to a larger community of
Hispanic students. The findings of Fitzgerald (1995), Jimenez et al. (1996), Pritchard and
O’Hara (2008) and Padron and Waxman (1988) in identifying the range and pattern of
strategies that are used by successful EL readers help strengthen the notion that strategy
use varies within cultural context. However these studies are focused on a range of ages
and strategy use, necessitating an examination of the relationship between student age
and strategy use.

Reading strategy use and age. It is important to understand that reading is a
developmental process, and that readers at different developmental stages may employ
reading strategies with varying frequency, patterns, and levels of effectiveness across
languages and cultures (Jimenez et al., 1996; Padron & Waxman, 1988; Pritchard &
O’Hara, 2008; Purdie & Hattie, 1996). Readers move along a continuum beginning with
early childhood when they first acquire word level skills and then, as suggested by
Palinscar and Brown (1984), they form the ability to decode, readers begin to engage in
reading processes that assist them in comprehending text. As they become increasingly
adept at those skills, they are better able to expend more cognitive energy in finding
deeper meaning in text which is in agreement with Padron and Waxman’s (1988)

assertion that attending to low level literacy tasks through the use of inappropriate
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strategies can impede comprehension. Researchers such as Cantrell et al. (2010) report
that as they move into early adolescence, students have higher levels of knowledge about
text structure and a growing body of background knowledge, as they continue through
adolescence, they become increasingly adept at monitoring their own cognitive process
increasing their ability to utilize metacognitive processes.

By the end of the sixth grade, most students begin using a range of strategies to
comprehend complex text (Cantrell et al., 2010). Understanding that these skills are
required to become good readers, teachers should consider incorporating systematic,
explicit strategies instruction to help struggling, adolescent and Hispanic EL readers.
This type of instruction is needed to ensure that these students attain metacognitive
control of specific reading strategies embedded within a positive learning context in order
for them to be able to select appropriate cognitive strategies and apply them to construct
meaning (Olson & Land, 2010; Pritchard & O’Hara, 2008).

The situation is complicated when considering the unique characteristics of
adolescent learning in conjunction with EL status. According to Olson and Land (2010)
very little comprehensive strategy instruction occurs in schools, especially for ELs. In
addition to differences reported in the types of strategies used by varying cultures,
effective selection of strategies and language in which students read (Jimenez et al.,
1996; Padron & Waxman, 1988; Pritchard & O’Hara, 2008; Purdie & Hattie, 1996) there
are reported differences in the response to reading strategy use and reading achievement

gains between sixth- and ninth-grade students.
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Cantrell et al. (2010) attribute these differences to developmental differences
associated with age and suggest that in order to enhance strategy use for older adolescents
strategy instruction should include aspects that help them to go beyond the text and
connect to schema. In a study that was part of the Striving Readers Literacy Grant,
Cantrell et al. examined the impact of the Learning Strategies Curriculum (LSC) on
adolescent struggling readers. The LSC is a comprehensive set of reading strategies
focused on metacognitive awareness of self-regulated strategy selection and use.

Students included in the study were 302 sixth- and 353 ninth- grade who were from 12
middle schools and 11 high schools within a rural state. The students selected for the
study were classified as struggling readers as measured by the Group Reading and
Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE). Approximately 90 percent of the students in the study
were Caucasian and approximately 49 percent received free or reduced lunch. In order to
determine if students were to be placed in the treatment or control group, the authors used
a stratified, within-school iterative random sampling process.

For the LSC, the researchers hired intervention teachers for each of the schools to
teach the intervention classes and to work with the teachers. In addition to the
intervention teacher, 24 teachers received intervention training from a certified LSC
specialist. There were six intervention strategies taught during the training: word
identification, visual imagery, self-questioning, vocabulary strategy, sentence writing and
paraphrasing. The strategies were taught sequentially and teachers followed the methods
for instruction as outlined in instructional manuals over the course of the school year.

Students’ pre- and post- reading achievement scores were ascertained using a norm-

55



referenced standardized test of reading achievement, GRADE. In addition to the
GRADE results, the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI)
(Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002) was used as a self-report measure of three broad categories
of strategy use: global, problem solving and support strategies. To validate the effects of
the self-report MARSI, think-alouds were constructed and used as a secondary data
source. To ensure fidelity to treatment, intervention classroom observations were done
and followed with teacher interviews as a secondary data source to the observations.

Cantrell et al. (2010) used hierarchical linear modeling to assess the impact of the
intervention strategies and reported that sixth-grade students in the intervention group
significantly outperformed those who did not receive treatment as measured by GRADE.
Socioeconomic status, pretest scores and special education status were significant
variables at the school-level. In contrast, there were no significant differences between
treatment and control groups for the ninth-grade students, again SES and pretest scores
were significant school-level effects. The intervention had a positive effect on sixth-
grade students reading comprehension and reported use of problem-solving strategies.
These problem-solving strategies included strategies such as visualizing, rereading,
adjusting speed and trying to find the meaning of unknown words when there was a
problem comprehending text.

The same was not true for ninth graders. The authors posit that these results
suggest there are differing developmental needs between older and younger adolescents
and add further that older adolescents need instruction that focuses on effectively

integrating their knowledge, experience and context for a range of purposes. This
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supports the idea that adolescent readers must be explicitly taught how to be responsive
to text by monitoring their progress toward understanding within a framework of
comprehension at the three levels identified by the authors: using visual information to
obtain evidence from text, using background knowledge to assist in deeper
understanding, and lastly constructing a situational model that helps the reader integrate
information.

Importantly, the work of Cantrell et al. (2010) informs how developmental
differences attributed to age can impact the effectiveness of reading strategy use. There
are some limitations that need to be considered regarding the findings of this research.
First, the participants of this study were predominantly Caucasian students and therefore
these findings may not be generalizable to other populations. Second, although the
treatment group received instruction in using the LSC, the instruction did not include
explicit instruction on declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge aspects of
reading strategy use. Third, the materials used in classrooms were not kept constant, and
may have impacted the effective application of strategies being taught in different
classrooms and grade levels. Lastly, the teachers’ experience in teaching reading differed
greatly between the sixth and ninth grade, with sixth grade teachers having an average of
five years of experience and ninth grade teachers having an average of one year of
experience which may have influenced outcomes.

According to researchers such as Olson and Land (2007), in order to construct an
effective situational model, readers must first acquire three levels of knowledge of

reading strategies which include (1) declarative knowledge — what the strategies are (2)
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procedural knowledge — how to use the strategies, and (3) conditional knowledge — when
and why to use specific strategies. Cantrell et al. (2010) add that these three levels of
strategy knowledge are essential for effectively employing reading strategies. According
to Olson and Land, metacognitive strategies, which involve the knowledge of one’s own
cognitive processes, include two dimensions, knowledge and regulation of cognition and
that these two dimensions can be more accurately described as what we know about our
own cognition and sow we regulate it. The what includes declarative knowledge,
procedural knowledge, and conditional knowledge; the ~ow involves planning (Olson &
Land, 2007). According to Iwai (2011) declarative and procedural knowledge and use of
metacognitive strategies by EL readers involves planning, controlling, and evaluating
understanding to help the reader: (a) set a purpose for reading, (b) predict, (c) summarize,
(d) question, and (e) self- monitor with the strategies of questioning. Predicting,
rereading, summarizing and monitoring were identified as particularly useful to Hispanic
and EL readers (Fitzgerald, 1995; Jimenez et al., 1996; Padron & Waxman, 1988;
Pritchard & O’Hara, 2008).

Educators who work with Hispanic ELs should consider focusing on explicit
instruction in the declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge in employing
strategies that are effective for Hispanic readers to help them access and apply these
strategies effectively. According to Huang, Dotterweich and Bowers (2012) “Schools
and teachers can no longer afford to think that ELs can learn to read once they master
English” (p. 38); student success depends on a confluence of factors that support student

learning. In addition to pedagogical knowledge, other factors that influence student
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achievement include academic rigor and educational supports which should embrace
positive student-teacher relationships, high expectations of student achievement, and
supportive instruction (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Jussim & Harber, 2005; Wentzel,
1999).

Learning Contexts

Previous studies have examined the achievement of ELs that have focused on
language acquisition models in absence of learning contexts (Gandara & Rumberger,
2009; Genessee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders & Christian, D., 2005; Lopez, 2012; Slavin
& Cheung, 2005). Teacher beliefs can also influence student academic development and
achievement. These beliefs can manifest as classroom behaviors that are distinctly
different from pedagogical practice and can influence, either positively or and negatively,
the learning environment; when these behaviors are positive they can serve to ameliorate
student obstacles to learning (Brophy, 1986; Good & Brophy, 2008; Jimenez, Smith &
Teague, 2009). According to Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) teacher beliefs encompass a
range of teacher behaviors that include student-teacher relationship, expectations,
academic support, and positive or negative reinforcement.

Student-teacher relationships. Teacher behaviors are a critical part of teaching
effectiveness and should be considered as seriously as content knowledge and
pedagogical knowledge because they can affect classroom dynamics in ways that
improve or impede learning. For example, in a study of 995 predominantly Spanish-
speaking third-, fourth- and fifth- grade students, Lopez (2012) examined teacher

behaviors and student level characteristics as predictors of student reading achievement.

59



Three broad categories of teacher behaviors were examined, emotional warmth,
classroom organization and instructional support. Using hierarchical linear modeling,
Lopez confirmed established findings that emotional warmth and instructional support
were positively correlated to positive student outcomes for elementary students at risk of
failure. More specifically, Lopez found that when teachers value elementary students’
social and cultural knowledge, their students have increased levels of achievement.

According to Lopez (2012), teacher behaviors that include promoting autonomy
and responsibility, providing instructional opportunities that support higher level
thinking, and applying learning to real-life applications create learning contexts that can
help Hispanic students perform as well, or better than non-minority students.
Researchers such as Ferlazzo (2012) have been urging educators to take a different view
of ELs by viewing the assets they bring to school, rather than viewing them as having
deficits. Teachers who help students access the assets they bring to school can help them
improve reading and higher-order thinking skills. Ferlazzo identifies five steps in what
he terms the organizing cycle to help tap into EL's intrinsic motivation; at the top of the
list is building strong student-teacher relationships.

It is well established that the quality of student-teacher relationships affects
academic outcomes (Hamre & Pianta, 2001; Hughes, Cavell & Wilson, 2001). Ferlazzo
(2012) adds that teachers who pursue positive relationships with students tend to value
students’ background knowledge and use this information to help students connect their
life experiences to reading. Minority students and low SES students are among those

who are most affected by quality of relationship with teachers, and the quality of these
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relationships can be predictive of reading skills based on minority status (Hamre &
Pianta, 2001; Silver, Measele, Armstrong & Essex, 2005).

Hughes and Kwok (2007) studied first grade students with low literacy skills
using latent variable structural equation modeling to examine the predictive value of
ethnicity and gender in measures of student-teacher relationship and teacher parent
relationships. The diverse group of 443 student participants included in the Hughes and
Kwok study was comprised of 39 percent Hispanic, 36 percent Caucasian, and 25 percent
African-American students. The researchers examined how student-teacher relationships
and teacher parent relationships acted as mediators between classroom engagement and
background characteristics. According to the researchers, there was a direct effect of
reading achievement related to supportive relationships with students and teachers as well
as a direct effect of reading achievement related to supportive relationships with parents
and teachers. They also reported differences associated with ethnicity, with ethnic
students being less likely to experience supportive student-teacher relationships.
Although most measures used in this study were standardized instruments, reliance on
author-developed questionnaires, modified standardized measures, and the use of
portions of standardized measures are limitations that must be considered when
interpreting results from this study. This study does not include students from any other
grade level, and therefore is not generalizable to other age populations.

In a later work, Hughes, Wu, Kwok, Villarreal, and Johnson (2012) examined a
cohort of 690 elementary students of varying abilities to study the correlation between

student-teacher relationships and student motivation, and student-teacher relationships
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and reading and math achievement. Many of the participants of this study also
participated in the Hughes and Kwok (2007) study described previously and therefore the
racial/ethnic composition was similar consisting of 38 percent Hispanic, 34.3 percent
Caucasian, 23 percent African-American, and 4.7 percent other. The researchers found
that children’s perceptions of their teacher relationships were strongly predictive of
reading achievement across all ethnicities. Of the two dimensions of student-teacher
relationship studied, teacher conflict was a better predictor of engagement than the other
relationship constructs examined. The authors found that there is a stronger effect for
negative versus positive relationship aspects on both engagement and achievement. The
research reviewed does not include grade levels outside of the elementary grades and
therefore is not generalizable to secondary level students. However, from the studies
reviewed in this section, it is evident that student-teacher relationships can affect student
achievement of ELs in the elementary grades. In addition to student-teacher
relationships, other teacher behaviors, including teacher expectations and supportive
instruction will be examined in the following sections.

Teacher expectations. According to Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) within the
range of teacher beliefs that impact student achievement, teacher expectancy effects - a
communicative process in which teacher beliefs translate into behaviors - can also
influence student achievement. Researchers such as Tenenbaum and Ruck and Gandara
and Rumberger (2009) agree that inequitable educational opportunities endure when EL
instructional needs do not include the contextual nature of learning to promote EL

achievement. On the other hand, ELs are most successful when teachers have high
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expectations and offer a challenging curriculum. In researching barriers to Hispanic
academic achievement, Becerra (2012) found that 27.8 percent of survey respondents
reported that lower teacher expectations was a major perceived barrier that hindered
academic achievement of Hispanic students. Lopez (2011) and others posit that although
higher expectations can have positive effects on academic outcomes, not all teacher
behaviors are generalizable to Hispanic students and teachers’ expectations of students
vary across ethnic minorities (Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968; Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007).
Lack of academic rigor and expectations in EL classrooms have been characterized by
teacher statements such as “They just can’t do it” and “These kids will never go to
college” (Rodriguez, 2012, p. 29).

To better understand how teachers’ expectations, beliefs, interpersonal
interactions and academic referrals differ across ethnic minorities, Tenenbaum and Ruck
(2007) conducted multiple meta-analyses building on prior works that included studies
dating back to the 1960s. More specifically, the meta-analyses examined differences
between ethnic minority and European American students with respect to teachers’
expectations, differences in teachers’ referral rates and teachers’ positive and neutral
speech patterns. Studies conducted in the United States ranging from 1969 to 2003 that
included both experimental and non-experimental design were included in the meta-
analyses. For all of the meta-analyses performed a positive Cohen’s d (1988) of
computed effect size was related to more positive behaviors being directed toward

European American students.
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Findings from the 39 studies included in the first analysis indicated that teacher
expectations are lowest for Hispanic students (d = .46) as compared with African
American students (d = .25), and the other populations studied. Additionally, expectancy
effects decrease as grade level increases, with the greatest differences occurring in
elementary school (d = .28) and the greatest disparity occurring between high school (d =
.26) and university level (d =.12). Additionally teacher expectations vary with
geographic location of the study with the greatest differences occurring in the South (d =
.39). In contrast, studies conducted in the West indicate that teachers held higher
expectations of ethnic minority children over European American students (d = -.14)

The second analysis, which included a total of 15 studies, indicated that
elementary, ethnic minority children received negative referrals more frequently (d = .46)
as compared with high school students (d = .00) and that referral rates to gifted programs
were found to favor European American students as compared to ethnic minorities (d =
.92). With a small, but significant effect size of d = .21, the third analysis, which
included 11 studies, revealed that teachers directed more positive and neutral speech
toward European American students than minority students.

Collectively, the findings from Tenenbaum and Ruck’s (2007) meta-analyses
indicate that teachers continue to hold higher expectations of European American
students over ethnic minority children with the greatest disparity between expectations of
European American and Hispanic students. Positive behaviors, such as referrals to gifted
programs and positive speech, tend to be directed toward European American students

more than ethnic minority children. Teacher behaviors that reflect lower expectations,

64



more negative referrals and less positive referrals for ethnic minority students are not
insignificant as they can have a direct impact on student achievement. That these
negative teacher behaviors are occurring more frequently in elementary school is also of
concern as it may impact student attitudes toward schooling when considering the
research of Hughes et al. (2012) who report the stronger effect of negative versus positive
interactions on both engagement and achievement.

These results of the Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) study of teacher expectancy
effects are important, but with the majority of the studies included in these analyses,
teacher rater instruments were not standardized measures, but instead author created.
Additionally, studies were duplicated for use within some of the analyses potentially
biasing these findings toward the authors’ hypotheses. Although important to examine
study publication date as a moderator, reliance on early studies, may include research that
included uncharacteristic design and analyses (Park, 2010). Additionally, the
categorization of students at the elementary, high school, and university level does not
allow for detailed analyses that can aid in understanding how teacher expectations vary
with age and differing developmental stages.

In examining learning contexts, researchers such as Becerra (2012), Lopez (2012)
and Hughes and Kwok (2007) help to build understanding of the ways in which
incongruent cultural backgrounds can influence teacher behaviors. This incongruence is
associated with less positive student-teacher relationships and a lack of understanding the
funds of knowledge that students of diverse backgrounds bring to the school

environment. In addition to student-teacher relationships, teacher expectations can affect
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student outcomes (Gandara & Rumberger, 2009; Olson & Land, 2007) and these also
differ across cultures with the lowest teacher expectations associated with Hispanic
students. Huang et al. (2012) are explicit in their assertion that learning contexts matter
and can affect student engagement and student achievement. In addition to student-
teacher relationship and teacher expectations supportive instruction is another facet of
teacher behavior that can influence student academic development and achievement
(Jennings & Greenberg, 2009; Jussim & Harber, 2005; Wentzel, 1999).

Supportive instruction. Cantrell et al. (2010) suggest that the ability to learn and
apply declarative and procedural knowledge precedes the ability to apply conditional
knowledge which results in the effective use of reading strategies. They add that
knowledge alone does not ensure effective strategy use to improve reading achievement.
For this to happen, teachers must use supportive instructional practices in order to
transfer knowledge of cognitive strategies and the responsibility of comprehension to
students. In a quasi-experimental design study, Olson and Land (2007) studied how these
challenges are unique to ELs by studying a predominantly Hispanic adolescent
population in the Pathway Project. The Pathway Project was an eight year, intensive
professional development program designed to reinforce reading and writing connections
for ELs.

Members of the California Writing Project partnered with a large, low SES, urban
California school district with a population comprised of approximately ninety percent
Hispanic students to conduct the study, referred to as the Pathway Project. From 1996 to

2004, 94 teachers and approximately 2000, sixth through twelfth grade students per year
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participated in the project. The students were from nine middle schools and four high
schools. The focus of the study was to determine the effectiveness of providing EL
students with supportive instruction which included explicit, prolonged instruction on
declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge of cognitive strategies that included
practice, scaffolding and modeling. Both qualitative and quantitative data were collected
for analysis which included: pre- and post- tests, student metacognitive logs, teacher
reflections, standardized test scores, GPA, and English placement rates at a local
community college.

During the course of the study teachers modeled think-alouds, invited student
discussions and held group brainstorm sessions to help students identify appropriate
reading strategies to aid in understanding complex academic text and to illustrate when to
apply declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge of strategy use. Once students
had become familiar with a number of strategies and their purpose, metacognitive
reflection was used to enhance their conditional knowledge of strategy use. Explicit,
scaffolded instruction was used to illustrate the metacognitive monitoring process during
reading. According to Olson and Land (2007) the emphasis on the goal of effective
strategy use versus declarative knowledge of the strategy was the critical component of
scaffolding.

As compared to the control groups, the average effect size for gains in pre- to
post- test scores over the course of the study ranged from A =.34 to A =.64 (Glass,
McGaw & Smith, 1981) or a 32 percent greater success gain than those in the control

group. The average post-test scores of those in the intervention group were 6.7 as
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compared with 5.51 for the control group. The number of students scoring above the
fortieth percentile, the cut-off level that triggers intervention, on the standardized
measures of SAT-9 Reading and SAT-9 Total Language also favored the Pathways
students. Forty six percent of the intervention group scored above the fortieth percentile
on the SAT-9 Reading assessment and 62 percent scored above the fortieth percentile on
the SAT-9 Language assessment as compared with the control group with 27 percent
scoring above the fortieth percentile on the SAT-9 Reading assessment and 45 percent
scoring above the fortieth percentile on the SAT-9 Language assessment.

For the qualitative measures, over 700 student logs were analyzed. From the
analysis, three themes emerged: first, students recognized and appreciated the exposure to
a rigorous curriculum and high expectations; second, students recognized that by
developing and using appropriate cognitive strategies their ability to read and write
analytically had improved; and third, students reported an improvement in motivation and
confidence in reading and writing about complex academic text. Twenty teachers’
reflection logs were also analyzed and were in agreement with the themes generated from
the analysis of the student logs. According to Olson and Land (2007) supportive
instruction aids adolescents as they progress along the continuum of the developmental
reading process and helps them to focus more cognitive energy on comprehending text by
utilizing a range of reading strategies. This important work helps to contextualize the
importance of supportive instruction on the declarative, procedural and conditional
knowledge of strategies for Hispanic adolescents to help them improve reading

achievement.
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Although the participants were identified as predominantly Hispanic, the data
were not disaggregated on the basis of demographic information, so it is hard to
determine if these methods of instruction are comparatively more beneficial for
adolescent Hispanic learners, or if they differ across populations. The methodology for
selecting the qualitative metacognitive journals for review was not discussed, and lacked
rationale for the number of journals selected for review and did not include a description
of the methodology of the review. Additionally there was no information given to
indicate how these metacognitive reflections changed over time, therefore we cannot
assess at which grade level students found these instructional methods to be most
beneficial, which we recognize as important based on the work of Cantrell et al. (2010)
with regard to how effectiveness of strategy instruction varies with age.

Culturally responsive supportive instruction. In addition to examining student-
teacher relationships and teacher expectations, consideration of how these translate to
supportive learning environments that can positively impact reading achievement of
Hispanic students, and particularly adolescent Hispanic learners, is needed. According to
the National Research Council (NRC) (2011) attributes of effective instruction that are of
particular benefit to ELs include explicit instruction for acquiring learning strategies and
instruction that enhances comprehension. The role of teachers in helping students
comprehend text involves not only good teacher-student relationships, high expectations
but also supportive instruction that includes culturally responsive instruction.

Jimenez et al. (2009) recommend the use of transnational literacies as a means of

incorporating culturally relevant instruction in high school classrooms. Transnational
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literacies, as defined by Jimenez et al., are “Written language practices of people who are
involved in activities that span national boundaries” (p.17). The authors add that by
incorporating transnational literacies into the classroom four goals can be accomplished.
First, it builds better student-teacher relationships by helping teachers better understand
the cultural backgrounds from which their students come. Second, it helps students
connect and engage in authentic learning opportunities with each other by building
background knowledge of diverse cultures. Third, it allows students to build on their
own prior knowledge as opposed to always being tasked with building new background
knowledge. Fourth, adolescent ELs become more engaged with their learning.
Incorporating culturally relevant instruction can help teachers connect to and engage
learners, but researchers concur that the effective use of reading strategies is a common
characteristic of successful adolescent readers and as such, supportive instruction should
be included in strategic reading instruction that incorporates culturally relevant
information.

Teachers should make students aware of strategic reading behaviors and provide
supportive instruction on how and when to access those behaviors. The work of Cantrell
et al. (2010) indicates that struggling adolescent readers need explicit strategy instruction
that includes scaffolding and modeling in order to facilitate the transference of
responsibility from teacher to student. According to Brown and Broemmel (2011)
scaffolding in reading is an integral part of supportive reading instruction and essential to
the success of EL students’ reading comprehension, but it is not consistently included in

classroom instruction.
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In order to be successful in scaffolding EL students, teachers must first recognize
and value the competencies which ELs have acquired in their native language and their
experiences (Jimenez, et al., 2009). Brown and Broemmel (2011) explain that deep
scaffolding involves raising the comprehensibility of text by removing language barriers
and engaging students by activating relevant cultural background knowledge to connect
to texts that may otherwise have little or no cultural value to ELs, much as Jimenez et al.
(2009) use transnational literacies. The value of this type of supportive instruction can
affirm that teachers value the voice of culturally diverse students. Brown and Broemmel
reframe the idea of before, during and after in traditional scaffolding models to priming,
navigating, and amplifying to emphasize the importance and functionality of the three
traditional phases of scaffolding. Each of the phases has a specific purpose: priming is
intended to help ELs activate culturally relevant prior knowledge; navigating is intended
to help ELs identify and apply reading strategies, and; amplifying is intended to help
students make connections to the text.

Limitations of Research and Implications for Future Research

The increasing number of adolescent Hispanic and EL struggling readers adds to
the numerous challenges which educators face. Current reading policies are focused
primarily on early elementary literacy instruction with limited resources allocated to
adolescent literacy programs, especially those which target Hispanic ELs. The purpose
of this study is to explore factors associated with the reading strategy use of Hispanic EL
readers and how these factors are related to achievement and learning contexts in order to

better understand factors that may contribute to the gap in achievement. Although over
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the past four decades there has been considerable research focusing on reading
comprehension and reading strategy use, little of this research has examined the unique
needs of adolescent readers, and even less focused on struggling adolescent EL and
Hispanic readers.

In this review and analysis of the literature, reading strategy use was examined
from the perspective of identifying reading strategies and how reading strategy use varies
across and within ethnicity/race and age as well as how supportive instruction can be
used to transfer strategy use to Hispanic students. The review illuminates how
metacognitive strategies are associated with higher reading achievement and that the
frequency and patterns of use vary across age and ethnic background. According to
OECD (2009) “Metacognition in reading refers to the awareness of and ability to use a
variety of appropriate strategies when processing texts in a goal oriented manner” (p. 72);
this means that students who are metacognitively engaged in reading self-regulate their
reading behaviors and take an active role in the reading process. Readers must both be
aware of appropriate cognitive strategies and apply these reading strategies to aid in
comprehension.

The role of learning contexts has not been examined in conjunction with reading
strategy usage among the adolescent Hispanic EL struggling reader population. In this
review, the research indicates that learning contexts that include cultural awareness,
positive teacher behaviors (which include student-teacher relationships and rigorous
expectations) and supportive instruction are related to positive student learning outcomes

and reading achievement. The research examining learning contexts was focused on both
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EL and Hispanic students, the majority of which included elementary students or a range
of participants in which adolescents were not disaggregated, making it difficult to assess
the effect of learning contexts on adolescent students.

This chapter also presents evidence that supportive instructional practices focused
on transferring declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge of metacognitive
reading strategies to adolescent Hispanic readers is associated with improved reading
achievement. As with learning contexts, the limitations associated with the studies that
were reviewed for reading strategy use, serve to inform where additional research is
needed. As discussed earlier, there is a paucity of research in the area of reading strategy
use and adolescent Hispanic EL students. Studies examined for this review were varied
in methodology, and included a range of culture and age. Of the studies reviewed, the
small sample sizes, low number of Hispanic participants, lack of adolescents included or
lack of disaggregated data does not allow for generalizability of the findings to larger
populations indicating a need for focused research in this area.

Research that is associated with teacher behaviors indicates that it is important for
teachers to value and try to understand the cultural background of students within a
culturally responsive supportive instruction model. Additionally the student-teacher
relationship and teacher expectations vary across cultures and languages and are related
to reading achievement in EL populations. This variance may influence usage of reading
strategies that are associated with these differences in reading achievement. This

confluence of factors may offer insight into identifying attributes of effective programs
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that are specifically aimed at improving reading outcomes for adolescent Hispanic

readers.
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Chapter Three

Research Methodology

In this chapter the rationale for the study is outlined, the research questions are
presented and the methodology that was used to answer the questions is described. This
study involves secondary analysis of extant data, and as such, the data collection
instruments and procedures for the primary data source are briefly described followed by
a detailed description of the primary study participants and data treatment as it pertains to
the extant data set. Following this description, the present study participants, variables to
be accessed, and data analysis procedures are explicated.
Rationale

There is an abundance of data that indicate that adolescent reading achievement in
the United States has not been improving since the introduction of measures designed to
assess educational progress (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 1983; U.S.
Department of Education NCES, 2011a; U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2012a).
Furthermore, the achievement gap between Hispanic and White adolescent students in
reading has increased rather than decreased (U.S. Department of Education NCES,
2013a). Historically, reading instruction has focused on students through the third grade,
but there is evidence that reading instruction designed specifically for adolescent learners

is needed. There have been many studies to support that strategy use, and more notably,
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the use of cognitive strategies, can improve the reading achievement of adolescent
students, and also research that indicates the use of these same strategies can improve the
reading achievement of adolescent Hispanic students (Olson & Land, 2007). The PISA
2009 administration focused on reading and specifically collected data related to the use
of reading strategies used by adolescent learners.

The literature presented in chapter two, suggests that in addition to the use of
cognitive strategies, there is evidence that supportive learning contexts, which include
student-teacher relationship, teacher expectations and supportive instruction behaviors,
can also have a positive impact on reading achievement (Lopez, 2012). The research also
proposes that there is an association between specific learning contexts and elementary
students, but not of adolescent learners or adolescent Hispanic ELs. Likewise, the
research offers that strategy use varies across cultures and that teacher behaviors can also
vary according to student cultural background (Huang et al., 2012; Hughes & Kwok
2007, Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007). Therefore, based on the literature reviewed, the
purpose of this study is to examine the association of learning contexts, reading
achievement and reading strategy use of adolescent Hispanic ELs in United States’
schools.

Research Questions

Research presented in chapter two highlights how reading strategy use is an
important factor in reading achievement and patterns of reading strategy use can differ
across age and cultural background (Cantrell et al., 2010; Fitzgerald, 1995; Jimenez et al.,

1996; Padron & Waxman, 1988; Park, 2010). In addition to reading strategy use,
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learning contexts also play a role in reading achievement (Becerra, 2012; Brown &
Breommel, 2011; Cantrell et al., 2010; Lopez, 2012; Olson & Land, 2007; Tenenbaum &
Ruck, 2007). The research findings and analysis presented in the previous chapter
indicate that Hispanic ELs differ from students of other cultural backgrounds in their
experiences with learning contexts, the use of reading strategies and response to
supportive instruction. Understanding that these differences play a role in student
reading outcomes gives credence to studying the study population in order to better
understand how students who are adolescent, Hispanic ELs perceive learning contexts
and their use of reading strategies.

Learning contexts include student-teacher relationships, teacher expectations, and
supportive instruction; according to Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) these characteristics
can be described as teacher behaviors. The findings and analysis of research presented in
chapter two suggest that teacher behaviors differ across student cultures, with ethnically
diverse students being less likely to experience positive student-teacher relationships
(Lopez, 2012; Hughes & Kwok, 2007; Hughes et al., 2011) and teachers holding lower
expectations for Hispanic students as compared with students from other cultural
backgrounds (Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007). With regard to supportive instruction, the
research suggests that adolescent Hispanic students benefit from supportive reading
strategy instruction and, as with positive student-teacher relationships and high teacher
expectations, these factors are positively associated with reading achievement (Olson &

Land, 2007).
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Additional research analyzed in chapter two proposes that native culture, native
language and age are associated with patterns and frequency of reading strategy use
(Cantrell et al., 2010; Park, 2010; Purdie & Hattie, 1996) and these are also associated
with reading achievement (Fitzgerald, 1995; Jimenez et al., 1996; Padron & Waxman,
1988). Hispanic and EL readers who access higher level reading strategies more
frequently outperform those who do not (Fitzgerald, 1995; Jimenez et al., 1996; Padron &
Waxman, 1988). These higher level reading strategies are often referred to as
metacognitive strategies. Palinscar and Brown (1984) and other researchers (Fitzgerald,
1995; Padron & Waxman, 1988; Pritchard & O’Hara, 2008) identify higher level reading
strategies such as setting a purpose for reading, monitoring comprehension, elaborating,
questioning, predicting, and summarizing as types of metacognitive strategies. These
metacognitive strategies can be further subdivided into more specific types of reading
strategies that have to do with understanding and remembering and summarizing. Lower
level strategies associated with less successful readers include strategies such as
memorization, rereading, underlining and recitation (Purdie & Hattie, 1996) and text-
level strategies.

Using student self-report questionnaire data, principal/designee reported school
questionnaire data and reading assessment results from the PISA 2009 administration,
this study sought to answer the following research questions:

RQ1: How are adolescent Hispanic EL students clustered based on self-report data on

frequency of use of memorization, elaboration and control strategies and the
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accuracy of their perceptions of the usefulness of the metacognitive strategies of

understanding and remembering and summarizing?

RQ2: Are there significant differences in the reading achievement levels of adolescent
Hispanic EL students based on the student clusters? If so, what differences
between clusters account for these differences?

Ho1: p1 = po= pk; There are no differences in the reading achievement scores
between student clusters.

Ha: Wi # ;s (ij = 1,2...K);There are differences in the reading achievement scores
of for some i and j student clusters.

RQ3: Are adolescent Hispanic EL students’ perceptions of learning contexts predictive

of cluster membership?

RQ4: Are the principals’/designees’ perceptions of teachers’ expectations of students and

student-teacher relationships predictive of cluster membership?

In order to answer these questions, a subset of the PISA 2009 data set was accessed. The
rationale for using PISA data in this study is discussed in the Measures of Adolescent
Literacy section of chapter one.
Primary Data Source

This study is a secondary analysis of PISA 2009 data. The databases for this
study were downloaded from the OECD website. The data used were extracted from the
entirety of the PISA 2009 database which is maintained by the Australian Council for

Educational Research (ACER) (OECD, 2012). In order to familiarize the reader with the
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primary data source, a brief overview of the school level testing process, the 2009 PISA
participants and the data source instruments used by OECD for data collection is given.
Following this overview, descriptions of how study participants were accessed from the
database, the variables accessed for this study, and treatment of the data associated with
the variables accessed are discussed in detail.

Overview of the testing process. Data for the 2009 PISA data set were obtained
from a sampling of schools from across the United States. Not all students within the
sample schools took the PISA assessment. In the first stages of the PISA sampling,
districts and schools were identified by region and were sent letters by an official at the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) asking them to support the international
testing effort. For schools who agreed to participate, a PISA school coordinator was
assigned to work with the school (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b).

Approximately six weeks prior to the assessment, PISA school coordinators
worked with individual schools and nominated test dates within a specified testing
window. Once the test date had been determined, two weeks prior to the assessment,
teachers, students and parents were notified of the assessment via letters, brochures and
other promotional materials (OECD, 2008). The notification materials included a
consent letter which gave parents the opportunity to opt their children out of the
assessment. If parents allowed their children to participate, no action was required, for
parents who did not want their children to test; the signed letter had to be returned to the

PISA school coordinator (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b).
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On the test day, students identified by PISA to be included in the student sample
were notified of their participation in the assessment. Selected students reported to a
predetermined testing area where the tests and student questionnaires were administered.
Prior to testing, trained test administrators spent approximately ten to fifteen minutes
distributing the test materials and reading the general directions (OECD, 2008). The
trained test administrators oversaw the test administration. Of the distributed test
materials, students were given one of thirteen different versions of the 2009 test booklet.
The number and types of questions to be answered varied according to the booklet; all
test booklets were designed to be completed within a two hour testing window. Of the
questions to be answered, 51 percent of the questions were multiple choice and 49
percent were constructed response questions (U.S. Department of Education NCES,
2011b).

The total time allotted for the assessment and student questionnaire was three
hours and fifteen minutes. The assessment was given in two one-hour blocks with a five
minute break in between the two blocks. Once the tests were completed, students were
given a 15 minute break. After the break, students were reconvened and given
approximately 35 minutes to complete the student questionnaire which contained 46
multiple choice questions. After approximately 35 minutes, the session was brought to a
close and the test materials were collected (OECD, 2008). All materials were accounted
for and sent to the data processing center (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b).

PISA participants. PISA used a two-stage stratified design to select students for

participation in the PISA assessment sample; the first stage included the sample of
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schools and the second stage included the sample of students. Participants considered as
PISA eligible included students who had completed at least six years of formal schooling
and were between the ages of 15 years and three months and 16 years and two months of
age at the time of the assessment administration. Students included in the sample
attended either full- or part- time public, private or foreign schools or vocational
programs within the United States (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b).

PISA school sample. In an effort to include all PISA eligible students, the school
sample frame was developed using data from the 2005-2006 NCES Public Schools —
Common Core of Data (CCD) and the 2005 - 2006 data from the Private School Survey
(PSS) (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b). There were 67,309 schools eligible
in the United States’ school sample frame; this included schools with grade seven or
higher which operated within the fifty United States and the District of Columbia. A total
of 1,251 schools were excluded from the sample. Schools excluded from the sample
included homebound schools, correspondence schools, schools in hospitals and special
education schools for students with physical limitations and detention centers. Schools
were stratified by Census region (Northeast, South, Midwest and West) and school type
(public or private). Schools were sorted within each stratum by grade range, locality, zip
code, minority percentage and enrollment. A total of 167 schools were selected for the
sample.

PISA student sample. From the 167 sample schools, 56,221 students within the
United States were identified as PISA eligible (U.S. Department of Education NCES,

2011b). A sample of 6,677 students was extracted from this subsample. Of these 6,677
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students selected, there were a total of 6,065 students who were coded as students to be
assessed (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b). Of the 6,065 students to be
assessed, a total of 5,233 students within the United States were assessed for the PISA
2009 administration; the difference in the numbers between the students to be assessed
and those actually assessed was attributed to absence and parent refusal to allow testing.

Instrument design. Beginning in 2000, the PISA assessment has been given
every three years with one subject (mathematics, reading or science) becoming the
primary focus of study in each cycle. To date, two PISA iterations with a focus on
literacy have been administered, in 2000 and 2009 (OECD, 2009). When the subject is
the primary focus area, in addition to the assessment, questionnaires are also given to
collect data from students and school leaders to ascertain information about student
learning, student characteristics and school characteristics germane to the focus area. For
the 2009 assessment, literacy was the area of focus consequently the student
questionnaires were focused on gathering data pertaining to literacy.

Test instrument. Test materials for the United States” administration of PISA
2009 included 13 versions of test booklets, a student questionnaire, a school
questionnaire, a test administrator’s manual, a school coordinator’s manual, and three
coding guides, one for each of the content areas assessed (OECD, 2012). The PISA 2009
reading assessment items consisted of both multiple choice and constructed response
questions. For the 2009 PISA assessment, reading performance was reported as a
combined literacy scale with scores ranging from 0 to 1,000 with a mean of 500 and a

standard deviation of 100 (OECD, 2009). There were seven proficiency levels with
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student proficiency levels reported to indicate the percentage of students who scored
within a given range of defined knowledge and skills of increasing complexity (see
Appendix A).

Questionnaires. According to OECD (2009) questionnaire information was
collected to address relevant policy concerns with regard to effective learning contexts in
reading and classroom characteristics that were incorporated into the learning
environment. The PISA questionnaires were designed to gain information that could aid
in understanding how the educational practices at the classroom level were linked with
student achievement (OECD, 2009). There were two questionnaires which were
administered with the United States’ PISA assessment; a student questionnaire and a
school questionnaire (see Appendix B).

Student questionnaire. Students were given approximately 35 minutes to
complete the student questionnaire after completion of the assessment (U.S. Department
of Education NCES, 2011b). .Within the questionnaire, students were asked to provide
background information on their educational career, family context and resources,
individual engagement in reading, instructional time, classroom and school climate,
access and use of libraries and strategies in reading and understanding text, attitudes
toward learning and engagement and motivation (OECD, 2009). One of the features of
particular interest for the 2009 study was the student questionnaire information that was
collected regarding learning contexts.

In the questionnaire, the learning context information was referred to as classroom

context and included information about the teacher, curriculum and instructional
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strategies (OECD, 2009). Salient dimensions of the questionnaire with regard to
classroom context included teacher attitudes toward students and instructional
approaches. Of these instructional approaches, the questionnaire sought to gather
information on metacognition and how teachers directed students to utilize metacognitive
strategies to broaden their approaches to learning. According to OECD (2009) in
addition to experience, subject and pedagogical knowledge, teachers’ attitudes toward
students, and setting high expectations are also important contributors to student success.
The specific measures and coding of each variable accessed from the student
questionnaire are presented in a later section of this chapter.

School questionnaire. The school questionnaire was answered within the test
administration window by the principal or other designated school leader (U.S.
Department of Education NCES, n.d.). The school questionnaires were designed to take
approximately 35 minutes to complete and gathered information on four broad areas, the
entirety of the educational system, school level information, instructional settings and
information at the individual student level. The principal or designee provided
information on the structure and organization of the school, student and teacher
characteristics, school resources, school curriculum and assessment, school climate,
school policies and practices, and characteristics of the principal or designee completing
the questionnaire. Salient dimensions of this questionnaire included questions related to
learning contexts, specifically, student-teacher relationship and teacher expectations.
Questions posed in the questionnaires were generally in a Likert scale format in which

respondents either agreed or disagreed with a statement, or reported on frequency of
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occurrence. The specific measures and coding of each variable accessed from the school
questionnaire are presented in a later section of this chapter.
Study Participants

As this study is a secondary analysis of extant data, I will describe the subset of
participants to be accessed for this study. In this section I will describe the parameters
for the selection of study participants which includes the study school sample and the
study student sample. Additionally, I will describe the school and student population to
assist the reader in better understanding the profile of the participants in this study.

Participants in this study were limited to students enrolled in United States
schools who were administered the PISA 2009 student questionnaire and self-identified
as Hispanic and speaking a language other than the language of the test at home. The
participants were accessed from the entirety of the 2009 PISA data set of approximately
470,000 students who completed the assessment (OECD, 2010c). Students from the
United States were extracted from the PISA data set. For this study, of the 5,233 students
within the United States assessed by the 2009 PISA administration, 1,204 self-identified
as Hispanic (n = 1,204) of the 1,204 students who self-identified as Hispanic, there were
a total of 491 (n = 491) who reported that they speak a language other than English at
home. As defined under NCLB (20 U.S.C. Title 9(A) § 9101 (25)), these students can be
categorized as English learners or ELs. Other participant variables were obtained from
principal responses to the school questionnaire which was administered to 167 school
principals or their designees. Of the schools completing the questionnaire there were a

total of 90 schools containing the sample study population of Hispanic ELs (n = 90).
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After completing a missing value analysis of the cases that contain the study sample
population, adjustments were made resulting in the number of cases included in the study
analyses. A detailed description of the missing value analysis and case adjustments are
discussed in a later section of this chapter. The adjusted case numbers to be considered
in this study include a total of 455 Hispanic ELs (n = 455) and 89 schools containing the
study sample population (n = 89).

Study school sample. For this study, the school study sample was extracted from
the PISA 2009 data set. A total of 167 schools and 5,233 student records comprise the
entirety of the United States’ data set. Of the 167 schools from the PISA 2009 data set,
90 schools contained the study sample population. A description of how these data were
extracted is described in a later section of this chapter. As explained previously,
adjustments to the cases due to missing data reduced the number of schools to be
considered within this study to 89. Within the 89 identified schools, the number of
students participating in the PISA assessment ranged from 14 to 42. There was an
average of five students per school within the 89 schools self-reporting as being both
Hispanic and speaking a language other than English in the home. The number of
students within each of the schools ranged from 1 to 27 students or from 2.5 percent to 75
percent of the tested population within the 89 sample schools.

The schools included in this study had varying percentages of EL student
populations. This is important to recognize as Fry (2008) posits higher concentrations of
ELs within a school are associated with lower achievment scores. The school

questionnaire asks principals/designees to categorize the percentage of students within

87



their school whose first language was a language other than the language of the test.
Within the 89 schools identified in the study sample, the highest percentage of
principals/designee’s (48.9 percent) reported that between 0 and 10 percent of their
school population’s first language was not the language of the test, this was followed by
17 percent reporting that between 10 up to 20 percent of students’ first language was a
langague other than the language of the test. Other principals/designee’s reported
percentages of students speaking a language other than the test for the ranges of 20 up to
40 percent, 40 up to 60 percent and greater than 60 percent as 10.2 percent, 9.1 percent
and 8 percent respectively. The lowest percentage (6.8 percent) of principals/designees
reported that their schools did not contain students whose first language differed from the
test and the greatest percentage of principals/designees reported that between 0 up to 10
percent of students’ first language was a language other than the test. Using the school
level questionnaire data regarding percentage ELs within the schools was accessed to
allow for analysis to determine if this factor had any discriminatory influence on how
students clustered with respect to the use of reading strategies.

Study student sample. Using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)
software version 22.0 (Chicago, I1.), I extracted United States’ students by the country
code and filtered the data for cases which did not meet the criteria for the sample
population as described previously. A description of how these data were extracted is
described in a later section of this chapter. Of the 5,233 students within the United States
participating in the 2009 PISA administration which were included in this study, a total

of 455 (n = 455) did not contain missing data and met the criteria for the study sample
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population of self-identifying as Hispanic and as speaking a language other than English
at home.

Characteristics of the student population. The majority of students in the sample
population were male (51.1 percent). According to OECD (2010a) there are statistically
significant differences in the reading performance of United States’ students on measures
of reading achievement that are attributable to gender with girls outperforming boys on
the 2009 PISA assessment by an average of 25 points. Additionally, OECD (2010a)
reports that there are major differences between boys and girls in their knowledge of
reading strategies with girls having greater knowledge of reading strategies. This
information was accessed as it is useful in the analysis of the characteristics of cluster
membership and factors which discriminate between the clusters.

Immigrant status among the sample population varied between three status
categories. The three categories of immigrant status within the PISA data set include (1)
native students, students with at least one parent born in the United States, (2) second-
generation students, students born in the United States but their parent/parents were born
in another country, and (3) first-generation students, students who were born outside of
the United States and with parents who were also born outside of the United States
(OECD, 2012). For the study sample population, 11.5 percent of students have a native
immigrant status, 31.3 percent have a first-generation immigrant status and 57.2 percent
of students have a second-generation immigrant status. This compares with the full
United States PISA participant sample which contained 78.8 percent native, 12.6 percent

second-generation, and 6.2 percent first generation immigrant status.
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According to Schnepf (2004) United States students with an immigrant status are
ten percent more likely to score at or below the PISA reading proficiency level two than
native students. Schnepf also reports that students who self-report that one or both of
their parents were born abroad on average score 15 percent lower on PISA than students
whose parents were born in the country of the test. In addition to parents’ country of
birth, Schnepf reports that the time that immigrants live in the home country is also
associated with achievement and that second generation students fare much better than
those who were not born in the country of the test. Understanding that immigrant status
and time spend in the United States can influence reading achievement; these data were
accessed to better understand how these factors provided discriminatory influence
associated with cluster membership.

Students who are PISA eligible are between the ages of 15 years and three months
and 16 years and two months of age — the age at which students would be expected to be
in their second year of high school. The average age of students in the study sample was
15.79 + .30 years of age. In the study sample students reported having spent an average
of 2.14 + .86 years at their current school, commensurate with the expectation that in a
traditional high school model, they have been in the same school for two years. The
relevance of this number relates to student mobility as researchers such as Audette and
Algozzine (2000) and Scherrer (2013) report that student mobility is negatively
associated with overall student achievement and more specifically, reading achievement.
This suggests that students who reported being in their school less than two years may

have transferred high schools. It is important to note that this number only suggests this
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notion and as such the information will be used only to guide exploratory analysis of
cluster membership as it does not account for students who have repeated a grade, who
attended non-traditional high schools and other anomalies.

Variables

Although the assessment items are the same for all countries, the United States’
data contain both international variables as well as United States specific variables. This
section identifies each of the variables accessed from the United States’ data set for this
study. There are two types of variables that are derived from the questionnaires, simple
indices and scale indices (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b). Simple indices
are transformations or recoding of items. Scale indices variables are constructed through
scaling of multiple items. Reliability and validity of the questionnaire data were obtained
from full-scale field trials which included a representative sample of participants from all
participating countries (OECD, 2012, p. 52). The student questionnaire variables are
described first, followed by the school questionnaire variables, and lastly the assessment
variables are described. Each variable is identified as either simple indices or scale
indices and where applicable, reliabilities are reported.

Student questionnaire variables. The purpose of the student questionnaire is to
collect information about students' demographic characteristics, classroom experiences,
educational support, instructional practices and information on student reading
engagement and strategy use (American Institutes for Research, 2013). More
specifically, the questionnaire collects information about learning contexts and gathers

information on variables that contribute to understanding of reading achievement with a
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focus on reading engagement and metacognition. There are thirteen variables that were
accessed from the student questionnaire for this study; these included race/ethnicity,
home language, sex, immigrant status, country of birth age, reading strategy use
variables, classroom climate variables and reading strategy usefulness variables. The
scale variables for summarizing, understanding and remembering, control, elaboration
and memorization, strategeis were compiled by OECD. These variables have been
standardized for this study with the standardized variables preceded by the letter Z within
the data set. Table 1 summarizes variable source (student questionnaire, school
questionnaire, or assessment), variable type (simple or scale), variable descriptor and
valid values within the study data set.

Demographic variables. There are six variables accessed to better understand the
demographic characteristics that make up the study sample (see Table 1). These include
race/ethnicity, home language, sex, immigrant status, country of birth age, and
perecentage of students speak a language other than test. The first demographic variable,
Race/Ethnicity is a simple indices variable collected from question five of the student
questionnaire. In the United States’ questionnaire, question five asks about the students’
ethnic background, specifically if the student is Hispanic or Latino. This variable was
used solely to extract participants from the full data set and is central to the answering all
of the research questions as it identifies student data that are associated with
race/ethnicity being reported as Hispanic. The variable is a nominal measurement with a
numeric value of one assigned to students who report being Hispanic or Latino and a

value of two assigned to students who report as not being Hispanic or Latino. There were
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a total of 1,204 students within the United States who reported as being Hispanic or
Latino.

The second demographic variable accessed was home language; as with
race/ethnicity, this variable was used only to extract the sample from the full data set.
Home langage is a nominal, numeric value with values being reported as either one or
two. A value of one is assigned to students who report that the langage at home is the
same as the language of the test (English) and a value of two is assigned to students who
report the language at home as being other than the language of the test. The importance
of this variable is to identify which students in the data set can be categorized as ELs in
accordance with the definition of ELs in NCLB (20 U.S.C. Title 9(A) § 9101 (25)). A
total of 4,466 students indicated that English was the language at home with 669 students
responding that the language at home was a language other than English.

The third demographic variable accessed was sex. Sex is a nominal, numeric
value with values being reported as either one or two. A value of one is assigned to
students who report that they are female and a value of two is assigned to students who
report the that they are male. Within the United States’ sample, 48.7 percent of students
were female as compared with 48.9 percent of the sample study population. A total of
51.3 percent of the United States’ study sample population reported as being male and
51.1 percent of the target population reported as being male.

The fourth demographic variable that accessed was immigrant status. This

numeric, ordinal value is derived from question 21 of the United States’ student
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Table 1

Variable Source, Coding, Descriptors and Values

Source Coding Description Values
Student
questionnaire
Race/ethnicity STOSA01 Student reported 1= Hispanic
race/ethnicity 2= Not Hispanic
Home language ST19Q01 Language spoken in 1= English
home 2= Other language
Sex ST04Q01 Gender 1= Female
2= Male
Country of birth ST18Q01 Age student entered US 0 to 16
age
Years at current ST02A01 Years student attended 1-8
school test school
School SCHOOLID OECD assigned school 1 to 164
identification identifier
number
Immigrant status IMMIG Differentiates student’s 1= Native
and parent’s birth nation 2 = Second generation
3 = First generation
Summarizing METASUM Accuracy of usefulness -1.62 to 1.56
of summarizing
strategies
Understanding UNDREM Accuracy of usefulnees -1.58 to 1.73
and of understanding and
remembering remembering strategies
Control CSTRAT Frequency of use of -2.90 to 2.40
strategies control strategies
Elaboration ELAB Frequency of use of -2.21102.80
strategies elaboration strategies
Memorization MEMOR Frequency of use of -2.70 to 2.52
strategies memorization strategies
Stimulation of STIMREAD Teachers’ stimulation of -3.28t0 2.40

reading
engagement

reading engagement
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Source Coding Description Values

Structuring and STRSTRAT Teachers’ use of -3.72 t0 2.30
scaffolding structuring and
strategies scaffolding strategies
Student-teacher STUDREL Quality of relationship -3.27t0 2.30
relationship with teacher
School
questionnaire
Student-teacher TRELEXP Principal/designees -1.70 to 1.67
relationship/ perception of student
expectations teacher relationship and
expectations
Language other SC08Q01 Perecentage of students 1to6
than test speaking language other
than test
Assessment
Reading PVREAD3 Third plausible value of 204.56 to 741.44
achievement reading achievment
score

questionnaire which asks the student to designate whether their mother and/or father were
born in the United States or in another country. The simple indices variables for the
country of birth are coded for the counrtry of birth for the student, mother and father
respectively. A value of one is assigned to students who have a native status, a value of
two is assigned to second generation students and a value of three is assigned to
firstgeneration students. As compared with the United States’ PISA population, within
the study sample population there are fewer students with a native immigrant status, and
more students with both a second and first generation immigrant status with the highest
percentage of students reporting a second generation immigrant status. These are
students who were born in the United States, but their parents were born in another

country.
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The fifth demographic variable accessed was country of birth age. This variable
is a numeric, scale value. Students were asked to respond to the question “If you were
not born in the United States, how old were you when you arrived in the United States?”
Students were instructed to fill in the blank “  years” and instructed to write zero if
they were less than 12 months of age when they arrived in the United States or skip to the
next question if they were born in the United States.

Reading strategy variables. There are three primary reading strategy variables in
PISA related to students’ use of self-regulated learning strategies, these are
memorization, elaboration and control strategies. According to OECD (2010a)
memorization strategies are strategies that are used to memorize details of text or content
such as repeated reading; elaboration strategies are strategies that are used to transfer new
information to the student’s existing background knowledge and schema, and; control
strategies are those which aid the student in formulating questions about the purpose of
text, task and content, and help the student self-supervise his/her own reading activities.
These variables are used to measure the frequency of use of the strategies not how the
strategies are perceived as being useful.

Questions 31a through 31m on the United States’ student questionnaire were used
by OECD to construct three scale indices variables. The questions are categorized
according to three reading strategies: memorization, elaboration and control. According
to OECD (2010c) this series of questions seeks to find how students learn by using
reading strategies. This series of questions are ordinal, numeric values that range from

one to four with values of seven to nine assigned to missing values. The stem question
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for question 31 reads “When you are studying, how often do you do the following?”
(OECD, 2010a, p. 270). Students are instructed to select one of four choices on a Likert-
type scale that best describes the frequency with which they use the particular strategy
described in each of the items 31a - 31m. The choices and coded values are: almost
never, coded as one; sometimes, coded as two; often, coded as three, and; almost always,
coded as four. Higher values are associated with higher importance given to the strategy
as being useful (OECD, 2010a).

The three indices used to report the relative importance of strategies which OECD
derived from question 31 reflect the frequency with which students reported using the
strategy. These latent constructs were derived using item response theory (IRT) and
include memorization, elaboration and control strategies. The significance of these
variables is to identify the frequency of use of the different strategies as reported by
Hispanic ELs. These data exist in the data set as continuous variables which have been
standardized with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. Reliabilities for the
PISA population for the indices were reported by OECD (2012) and Héndel, Artelt, and
Weinert (2013); reliabilities were calculated for the United States’ and study sample
population. When examining the reliabilities of all of the indices, the study sample
population’s reliability was equivalent to or above the reliabilities for either the entirety
of the PISA population or the United States’ population and never below either of the
populations’ reliability measures (see Table 2).

The index of memorization was derived from four items within question 31 of the

student questionnaire. The statements which pertain to the index of memorization
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include four statements about memorization of text, rereading and reciting (OECD,
2010c). For example, item 31e reads “When I study, I read the text so many times that I
can recite it.” The values for the memorization indices are derived from the frequency
with which students report using these strategies with higher values associated with
greater frequency of use reported for the strategy. For the questions associated with
memorization, there were a total of 0.4 percent missing values for the study sample (see
Table 2). For the scale indices of memorization, the study sample reliability, although
equivalent to the total PISA population (o = .76), is below the United States’ population
(o =.82) reliability measure (see Table 2).

The index of elaboration was derived from four statements from question 31 of
the student questionnaire. As with the memorization index, the value for the elaboration
index is derived from the frequency with which students reported strategies as useful,
with the higher values associated with strategies that are most useful or important.
Statements that were presented regarding elaboration indices included statements about
relating information to background information, personal experiences and schema. For
example, item 31j reads “When I study I try to understand the information better by
relating it to my own experiences.” For statements associated with elaboration, there was
a total of 0.6 percent missing values for the study sample (see Table 2). Reliability for
the elaboration index for the target population was o = .82 (see Table 2).The index of
control strategies was derived from five items from the student questionnaire. Higher

values in the control strategies index are associated with more
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Table 2

Reliabilities and Percentage of Missing Values of PISA Questionnaire Items for United
States and Target Population

PISA? U.Sp Study sample °
(N =470,000) (n=2,533) (n =455)
a  Missing a Missing o  Missing
Questionnaire item values® values values
Reading strategy indices
Memorization 76 - .82 i .76 4
Elaboration 81 - .86 9 .82 .6
Control strategies 75 - .86 i .84 .6
Classroom and climate
indices
Student-teacher .87 - .92 1.1 .94 1.4
relationship
Stimulation of .87 - .94 1.9 .94 1.6
reading
engagement
Structuring and .89 - .96 2.5 .96 2.2
scaffolding
strategies
Metacognition indices
Understanding and .84 - .82 4.5 .83 3.7
remembering
Summarizing .84 - .86 4.9 .87 3.7
School variables
Student-teacher -4 - -4 - .84 0
relationship and
expectations

2QECD (2012) and Hindel, Artelt, and Weinert (2013). ° These values were calculated
using SPSS. ©These values are reported by individual OECD country not for the entirety
of the PISA data set. ¢ This variable was calculated for use exclusively for the study
population suing school questionnaire data.
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frequent use of the strategies as reported by the student. Questions pertaining to the
control strategy indices include statements about higher level reading strategies such as
checking for understanding, self-questioning and connecting to other text. For example,
item 31f states “When I study I try to figure out which concepts I still haven’t really
understood.” For the questions associated with control strategies, there were a total of
0.6 percent missing values for the study sample (see Table 2). Reliability for the control
strategies index for the study sample was a = .84 (see Table 2).

Metacognitive strategy variables. Metacognitive strategies are strategies that
enhance the understanding, analysis and control of cognitive processes (OECD, 2010a).
Metacognitive strategies are broadly categorized by OECD (2010a) as elaboration,
summarization, control, and memorization strategies with each of the categories
including discrete strategies. For example, discrete strategies associated with (a)
elaboration strategies include tasks that are intended to connect text to the reader’s
schema and integrating the information with other parts of the text, (b) summarization
strategies involve the identification and of primary themes, important information, and
content detail, (c) control strategies involve the processes of self-questioning,
comprehension monitoring and addressing difficulties in dealing with text (OECD,
2010a; p. 47).

Within the PISA 2009 framework, there are two metacognition indices which are
intended to assess the degree to which students are aware of the strategies they employ
while reading. The two metacognition indices assessed are summarizing (METASUM)

and understanding and remembering (UNDREM); these metacognitive indices differ
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from the reading strategy variables. The indices are used to measure the perceived
effectiveness of the metacognitive processes of summarizing and understanding and
remembering. As the reading strategies measure frequency of use, the metacognitive
indices measure the accuracy of perceived usefulness of these strategies which embody
“the extent to which students can store information, integrate it into a prior knowledge
base and elaborate on it so that it can be applied to novel situations” (OECD, 2010a,
p.79).

Two scaled indices were derived from questions 45 and 46 of the student
questionnaire to report the accuracy of students’ perceptions of the usefulness of the
strategies of understanding and remembering and summarizing. To derive these values,
within the student questionnaire, students were presented with two separate reading tasks,
one for understanding and remembering and the other for summarizing. For
understanding and remembering, the task and question was: “You have to understand
and remember the information in a text. How do you rate the usefulness of the following
strategies for understanding and remembering the text?” An example understanding and
remembering strategy for this index was item 45b, “I quickly read through the text
twice.” For the index of summarizing the task and question was: “You have just read a
long and rather difficult two-page text about fluctuations in the water level of a lake in
Africa. You have to write a summary. How do you rate the usefulness of the following
strategies for writing a summary of this two-page text?” An example of a summarizing
text for this index was item 46¢ “I try to copy out accurately as many sentences as

possible.”
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For each index, after reading the task an question, students rated the usefulness of
the listed strategies between one and six on a Likert-type scale. On the scale, a score of
one indicated that the strategy was not useful at all and a score of six indicated that the
strategy was very useful. Both of these indices were scored using a rater-scoring system.
The preferred ordering of the strategies was agreed upon by reading experts and national
centers according to their effectiveness (OECD, 2009). Students were assigned a score
that was based on student ordering as a proportion of the expert pairwise relations, and
then the scores were standardized across OECD nations. These data exist in the data set
as continuous variables which have been standardized with a mean of zero and a standard
deviation of one. Higher values on both of these indices indicate better accuracy of the
students’ perception of the usefulness of the strategy. For both variables understanding
and remembering and summarizing there were a total of 3.7 percent missing values
within the study sample with a reliability for these indices of o =.83 and a = .87,
respectively (see Table 2).

Classroom and school climate variables. Classroom and school climate variables
are scale indices variables that are collected from questions 38, 41 and 42 in the United
States’ student questionnaire in order to collect information on classroom and school
climate (U.S. Department of Education NCES, 2011b). There are three indices of
classroom and school climate. These include teachers’ stimulation of students’ reading
engagement, use of structuring and scaffolding strategies, and student-teacher

relationship.

102



The variable for teachers’ stimulation of students’ reading engagement is intended
to measure the extent to which teachers interact with students in order to engage them in
both reading and discussing text. The variable for the use of structuring and scaffolding
strategies is designed to measure the extent to which teachers convey expectations,
provide explicit instruction, assist in in helping students make connections and provide
feedback to students. The variable for student-teacher relationship measures the extent to
which teachers listen to students, are interested in students’ well-being, and respond to
student needs. These data exist in the data set as continuous variables which have been
standardized with a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one. Values for these
indices were derived from student responses to a question stem using a Likert-type scale.

The teacher stimulation of student reading engagement scale contained seven
items from the student questionnaire; the seven items included statements related to the
extent to which teachers interact with students in order to engage them in reading and
discussing text. The stem question asks how often students report their teachers
employing instruction that supports the engagement of reading and are then given seven
statements. For example, item 41b says “The teacher asks questions that challenge
students to get a better understanding of a text.” Student responses and coded values are
as follow: never or hardly ever, coded as one; in some classes, coded as two; in most
classes, coded as three, and; in all classes, coded as four. Higher values indicate higher
teachers’ stimulation of students’ reading engagement. For the questions associated with
stimulation of reading engagement, there were a total of 1.6 percent missing values for

the target population with a reliability of a = .94 (see Table 2).
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The use of structuring and scaffolding strategies variables are also scaled indices
the scale included nine items related to the extent to which teachers convey expectations,
provide explicit instruction, assist in in helping students make connections and provide
feedback to students. Students are asked to respond to the question stem “In your English
classes, how often does the following occur?” and are then presented with nine
instructional practices that would indicate supportive or scaffolded instruction. For
example item 42e states “The teacher asks whether every student has understood how to
complete the reading assignment.” Students are to respond to each of the statements and
select a response. Student responses and coded values are as follow: never or hardly
ever, coded as one; in some classes, coded as two; in most classes, coded as three, and; in
all classes, coded as four. Higher values indicate higher teachers’ stimulation of
students’ reading engagement. For the questions associated with the use of structuring
and scaffolding strategies, there were a total of 2.2 percent missing values for the target
population and a reliability of a = .94 (see Table 2).

The index of student-teacher relations is derived from five statements intended to
gage the level of student agreement related to the extent to which teachers listen to
students, are interested in students’ well-being, and respond to student needs. Students
are asked to respond to the stem question “How much do you disagree or agree with each
of the following statements about teachers at your school?”” Students are given five
statements and asked to select one response that best pertains to their relationship with
their teacher. For example, item 38b states “Most of my teachers are interested in my

well-being.” The responses and coded values are: strongly disagree, coded as one;
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disagree, coded as two; agree, coded as three, and; strongly agree, coded as four.
Positive student teacher relationships are indicated by higher values on the indices. For
the questions associated with student-teacher relationship there were a total of 1.4 percent
missing values for the target population with a reliability of a = .96 (see Table 2).

School questionnaire variables. The school questionnaire is administered to
school principals or their designees. The purpose of the questionnaire is to gather school
level information on the structure and organization of the school, school resources,
student and teacher body, school curriculum, instruction and assessment, school climate,
school policies and practices and principal characteristics (OECD, 2009). Within the
school questionnaire, principals or their designees are asked to answer questions about
their perceptions of teacher behaviors as well as school demographic characteristics
including the percentage of students who speak a language other than the test within their
school population.

In order to address RQ4, five items from the scaled indices of teacher behavior
from the school questionnaire data set were accessed. These data were accessed to create
the variable student-teacher relationship/expectations which is intended to measure the
perception of student-teacher relationship and teacher expectations. It is important to
note that teachers were not directly asked the questions that were used to create this
variable and as such these data provide a proxy for teacher behaviors that actually occur
in the classroom. The variables of interest which were used to derive student-teacher
relationship/expectations variable include school questionnaire items that relate to

teachers’ expectations of students, student-teacher relationship, teachers meeting
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students’ needs, students’ respect for teachers, and students being encouraged to achieve
their full potential.

More specifically, the index for these items was derived from question 17 from
the school questionnaire where principals or their designees were asked to respond to the
question “To what extent is the learning of student hindered by the following
phenomena?” Principals rated the degree to which these teacher behaviors occurred. An
example of the phenomena posed was “Students not being encouraged to achieve their
full potential.” Principals selected one response on a Likert-type scale for each of the
behaviors described. Responses and coded values for the responses were as follows: not
at all, coded as one; very little, coded as two; fo some extent, coded as three, and; a lot,
coded as four. The items used to derive the scaled values were reverse coded for this
index; therefore, higher values are associated with more positive teacher behaviors.

These five items are of particular interest because they specifically address
teacher expectations of students and student-teacher relationship. A Pearson’s » was used
to test for a statistically significant correlation between these items. After examination of
the correlation matrix, an exploratory factor analysis was performed to explore whether
these questionnaire items could be used to create a scale for the variable student-teacher
relationship/expectations.

Regarding the school characteristics pertaining to the percentage of students who
speak a language other than English in the school, principals/designees were asked to
respond to the question “About how many students in the tenth grade in your school have

a first language that is not English?” Principals/designees were instructed to select
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responses that described a range of students within the school whose first language was
not English. The ranges and codings for these responses were as follows: between 0 and
10 percent of students, coded as five; between 10 up to 20 percent of students, coded as
four; between 20 up to 40 percent, coded as three;between 40 up to 60 percent, coded as
two, and, greater than 60 percent coded as one.

Assessment variables. As discussed earlier in this chapter, each student was
given a student booklet that contained test items in multiple domains with an emphasis on
literacy assessment items. There were five item formats, standard multiple-choice,
complex multiple-choice, closed-constructed response, short response items and open-
constructed response. A total of 131 cognitive items were available for the literacy
assessment, and each student received a booklet containing a sampling of the literacy
assessment items. Overall reliability of the reading scales are reported as Cronbach’s o =
.92 for the United States (OECD, 2012) and a = .92 for the study sample.

Because every student is not administered every assessment item, student
proficiencies are not observed values. Because each item has missing student responses
it is impossible to estimate scores for individual students, to accommodate this, PISA
used imputation methodology described in a later section of this chapter. The individual
student scores are aggregated to produce scores for groups of students; these scores are
called plausible values. For each student a set of five plausible values was generated in
the literacy domain, these scores are intended to represent the distribution of similar
students based on both assessment items and background questionnaire item responses.

The United States’ population reliabilities for generated plausible values for the reading
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scale are reported as o = .92 (OECD, 2012). The plausible value score that will be
accessed in this study is the third plausible value.
Data Procedures

There are three sources of data, student questionnaire data, school questionnaire
data, and assessment data. This section contains information on the procedures that were
used to prepare the data for analysis. This section contains a description of how the data
were parsed to include only data that met the criterion for selection, how the data were
prepared for analysis and how missing values were addressed.

Parsed data. As the study sample population in this study is United States’
Hispanic EL students, cases that did not meet these three criteria were deleted from the
data set. First, SPSS was used to sort the data by country code. All cases that did not
contain the country code 840 for the United States were deleted, leaving 5,233 cases that
met the condition of United States’ students. Next, SPSS was used to sort cases for
students who self-identified both as being Hispanic and speaking a language other than
the language of the test at home. There were 1,204 students who self-identified as
Hispanic (n = 1,204) of the 1,204 students who self-identified as Hispanic, there were a
total of 491 (n =491) who also reported that they speak a language other than English at
home. Cases which did not meet both conditions were deleted from the data set. Schools
which did not contain the target population were identified and parsed from the data set
by filtering the data for students who did not self-identify both as Hispanic and as
speaking a language other than English in the home. Of the cases that remained, there

were a total of 90 (n = 90) schools containing cases that met these conditions. As
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explained previously, these numbers were adjusted to account for missing values to n =
455 for the student sample and n = 89 for the school sample. The analysis of the missing
values is discussed in a later section of this chapter.

Data preparation and cleaning. Variables in the data set were standardized and
examined for the presence of outliers. Both student and school questionnaire variables
accessed from the data set were standardized with a mean of zero and a standard
deviation of one. Likewise, the reading achievement variables are standardized with a
mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100. For the reading achievement variable, Z
scores were calculated for analysis of univariate outliers.

As will be described later in this section, the cases containing missing values were
omitted using listwise deletion. All variables for the remaining cases were analyzed for
both univariate and multivariate outliers. Individual variables were examined to detect
the presence of univariate outliers. The standardized scores were sorted in ascending
order to identify cases which contained Z scores > 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).
There were no Z scores which exceeded this value for any of the variables (see Table 3).

To detect the presence of multivariate outliers, variables were grouped according
to the method of analysis, specifically the five variables that were accessed for cluster
analysis were grouped for outlier analysis and the three student questionnaire variables
used for multinomial logistic regression were grouped for analysis of outliers.
Probabilities associated with the Mahalobonis D? and Cook’s D were calculated using

SPSS. Cases were identified as multivariate outliers if the probability was <. 001. There
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was one case, case 429, associated with the school questionnaire data with a p value of

<.001. As suggested by Dimitrov (2009), Cook’s distance should be used to

Table 3

Analysis of Univariate Outliers

Z-scores
Variable by Source n Minimum Maximum

Student Questionnaire
Summarizing 455 -1.62 1.56
Understanding and remembering 455 -1.58 1.73
Use of control strategies 455 -2.91 2.40
Use of elaboration strategies 455 -2.21 2.80
Use of memorization strategies 455 -2.70 2.52
Use of stimulation of reading engagement 455 -3.28 2.40
Use of structuring and scaffolding strategies 455 -3.73 2.30
Teacher student relationship 455 -3.26 23
Valid n (listwise) 455

School Questionnaire
Student-teacher relationship/expectations 89 -1.7 -1.67
Valid n 89

Assessment
Reading achievement score -3.08 3.09
Valid n 455

examine the influence of this case, and that a Cook’s D > 1.0 indicates an influential data

point. The Cook’s D for this case is .01, well below the threshold value of 1.00

suggested by Dimitrov (2009) and as such, the case was retained for analysis.
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Plausible values. The reading achievement scores for the participants in the
study are not observed values and according to OECD (2012):

As with all item response scaling models, student proficiencies (or measures) are

not observed; they are missing data that must be inferred from the observed item

responses. There are several possible alternative approaches for making

this inference. PISA uses the imputation methodology usually referred to as

plausible values (PVs). PVs are a selection of likely proficiencies for students that

attained each score. (p. 140).
The use of plausible values produces a data set for student achievement that does not
contain missing values as these fields are populated with the imputed plausible values.

Analysis of plausible values. The student achievement variables are imputed
values that are reported as a set of five plausible values for each student. Recall that
plausible values are not test scores, but instead random draws from the latent distribution
of similar students and, as such, require special analysis of the scores. According to
OECD (2012) because scores contain random error variance components, analysis
involving achievement results should be run five times, one for each plausible value and
then the scores must be averaged and significance tests adjusting for variation between
the five sets of results must be computed (OECD, 2012). Alternately, OECD (2012)
proposes an unbiased shortcut in which “analysing one plausible value instead of five
plausible values provides unbiased population estimates as well as unbiased sampling
variances on these estimates” (p. 129).” According to Judith Cosgrove, Research

Associate at the Educational Research Centre of St. Patrick’s College, this unbiased
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method of analysis is commonly used when performing secondary analysis of PISA 2009
data involving plausible values (personal communication, July, 2010). As this study is a
secondary analysis of PISA 2009 data, for the purpose of this study, I have made a
random choice to use the third plausible value for reading achievement for this study.
Missing Data

There are a limited number of variables from the entirety of the PISA data set that
were accessed for this study, and as such, a discussion of missing data as it pertains to the
variables which were accessed for analysis follows. There are three primary areas of
interest which pertain to this study, student questionnaire data, school questionnaire data
and reading achievement data. These will be discussed in this order followed by a
discussion of reading achievement data and plausible values and lastly, a discussion of
treatment of missing data in this study.

Student and school questionnaire missing data. PISA does not impute missing
information for questionnaire variables. Missing data occur when a respondent is
expected to answer an item but no response is given. Within the data set, the variables
that were accessed from the student questionnaire included answers to Likert style
questions about frequency of reading strategy use and usefulness of reading strategies, as
well as questions about classroom and climate. From the school questionnaire, the
variables that were accessed pertain to teacher behaviors. These Likert style questions
have valid response codes ranging from one to six and missing values that are coded from

seven to nine.
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The Likert items that were of interest in this study were designed to be combined
to measure latent constructs that cannot be observed directly (OECD, 2012). For these
items, scaling procedures were needed to construct meaningful indices, including indices
that were used as variables in this study. These indices included (a) strategy use indices
(memorization, elaboration and control strategies) reported as frequency of use on a four
point Likert scale, (b) classroom and climate indices (student-teacher relationship,
stimulation of reading engagement, and structuring and scaffolding strategies) also
reported as frequency of use on a four point Likert scale, (c) metacognition indices
(understanding and remembering and summarizing) reported as usefulness of strategy on
a six point Likert scale, and (d) school variable indices (teacher behavior) reported as the
extent to which learning is hindered by teacher behaviors on a four point Likert scale. A
summary of the response rates to these questions pertaining to these indices can be found
in Appendix D.

Within the extant database, the scale indices variables were derived using Item
Response Theory (IRT) methodology, specifically, the partial credit model (OECD,
2012). Weighted Likelihood Estimates (WLE) were used to obtain individual student
scores. OECD transformed these latent dimensions to scales with an OECD average of
zero and a standard deviation of one; these constructs exist in the data set as the
continuous variables that were accessed in this study. The latent constructs of interest in
this study contained missing values that were coded in the data set as 9999.00. Treatment

of these missing data will be described later in this section.
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Student achievement missing variables. Because there were multiple versions
of test booklets with varying subsets of items contained within, a common scale was
established by OECD for all students using IRT to estimate scores for reading,
mathematics and science. Through the use of IRT, statistical models are able to predict
the probability of a student answering an item correctly based on the student’s ability of
answering other questions within the item bank correctly. The use of IRT allows for a
sample of students’ performance to be summarized using a scale or series of scales even
though students are given different assessment items and generate plausible values, and
as such, there are no missing data for plausible values of student achievement. For the
literacy scale, the mean of the scale for the plausible values is 500 and the standard
deviation is 100 (PISA, 2012).

Treatment of missing data. Like the international and the U.S. PISA data sets,
the study sample data set contains missing data that necessitate investigation. Recall that
both the student and school questionnaire data include observed data which were
designed to be combined to measure latent constructs (OECD, 2012). For these items,
four separate indices were derived using IRT methodology (a) strategy use indices, which
includes the latent constructs memorization, elaboration and control strategies (b)
classroom and climate indices which include the latent constructs student-teacher
relationship, stimulation of reading engagement and structuring and scaffolding strategies
(c) metacognition indices which includes the latent constructs understanding and
remembering and summarizing, and (d) school variable indices which, includes the latent

construct teacher behaviors.
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For the study sample, missing response rates for the student questionnaire ranged
from 0.6 to 3.7 percent and from 0.0 to 1.1 percent for the school questionnaire as
compared with missing response rates for the United States’ population student
questionnaire which ranged from 1.4 to 4.5 percent and from 0.0 to 1.2 percent for the
school questionnaire items that will be accessed. Missing values for these latent
constructs are coded in the data set as 9999.00.

According to OECD (2010c¢) an increased amount of missing and non-response
values occur toward the end of the student questionnaire booklet implying that these data
are not missing completely at random (MCAR). To contextualize the missing response
rates, recall that the student questionnaire is given after the two hour test administration
and that by the end of the questionnaire, students have been in the test session for
approximately three hours and fifteen minutes. Additionally, the fact that students did
not complete the questionnaire may be related to their reading ability or the use of
reading strategies. The OECD reports (OECD, 2010c) that these missing data are instead
missing at random data (MAR) which OECD defines as “missing values on an observed
variable which are not dependent on that variable but may be a function of other
variables” which is in agreement with the SPSS software manual’s definition of MAR
“whether a value is missing does not depend upon other values” (IBM, 2013, p.1) These
definitions were applicable to the constructs of interest in this study, and as such the
missing data were considered MAR.

A missing value analysis of the study sample data was conducted to gage the

significance of the data that were missing from the target population data set and assess
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procedures for handling the missing data (see Table 4). Results of the missing value
analysis indicate that 36, or roughly 7.3 percent of the 491 cases in the target population
data set contain missing values, with a total of 455 cases containing complete data for
analysis. A discussion of how the cases containing missing data were handled is
explained later in this section.

Missing values for the pertinent school questionnaire data included one school.
The school identified as containing missing data was school 0057. Of the variables of
interest within the teacher behavior construct, school 0057 was missing 60 percent of the
data. An examination of the data revealed that school 0057 contained only one student
who met the criteria for inclusion in the study sample. Graham (2009) states that missing
values of less than five percent are considered small and that listwise deletion of this
small amount of data is generally considered inconsequential. Because there were less
than five percent missing values for the school population, school 0057 was deleted from
the data set resulting in and adjusted population of n = 89 for the school population.

The missing value analysis was performed using SPSS multiple imputation
pattern analysis function and the entirety of the missing data was examined for the degree
of missing-ness in the student questionnaire data. The highest percentage of missing
values were for the variables understanding and remembering and summarizing, both
with 18 missing values, or 3.7 percent of the responses containing missing values. This is
of particular interest, because these items are constructed of the last two sets of questions
as they appear in the student questionnaire, consistent with the OECD observation that

there are more missing and non-response items that occur near the end of the student
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Table 4

Missing Value Analysis: United States and Study Population

U.S. missing values Study missing values
Variable n % Valid n n % Valid n
Summarizing 255 4.9 4,978 18 3.7 473
Understanding and 234 4.5 4,999 18 3.7 473
remembering
Use of structuring and 130 2.5 5,103 11 2.2 480
scaffolding
strategies
Teachers’ stimulation 98 1.9 5,135 8 1.6 483
of reading
engagement
Student-teacher student 55 1.1 5,178 7 1.4 484
relationship
Elaboration strategies 46 0.9 5,187 3 0.6 488
Memorization 37 0.7 5,196 2 04 489
strategies
Control strategies 36 0.7 5,197 3 0.6 488
Teacher behavior 2 1.2 163 1 1.1 89

questionnaire. The overall pattern of missing-ness follows the ordering of the questions
and the related constructs in the student questionnaire. An examination of the summary
of missing variables indicates that all variables that were accessed in this study missing
values with a total of 36 cases containing missing values and a total of 70 values (1.78
percent) that were missing from the data set. Results of the analysis are shown in Table 4

and in Figure 2. In addition to the frequency of the missing values, the pattern of
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missing-ness was also examined to determine if there were additional patterns to the

missing-ness (see Figure 3).

Variables Cases Values

Figure 2. Graphical summary of missing values in the study sample. This figure
graphically illustrates the percentage of missing variables, cases containing missing
variables and percentage of missing values within the study sample.

These missing data for the target population school questionnaire were assumed to be
MAR, and as such, an appropriate method of handling these missing data was used.
According to Graham (2009) listwise deletion can be a useful approach to handling
missing data. Graham states that the primary problem with listwise deletion is twofold,
the loss of statistical power due to the unused partial data and biased parameter estimates.
Allison (2000) concurs and further adds that “the estimated standard errors associated
with listwise deletion are accurate measures of the true standard errors” (p. 76). Allison
states that listwise deletion is preferable to conventional imputation methods because
listwise deletion is not prone to Type I errors and that imputation methods often lead to

underestimates of standard errors and p-values.
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Figure 3. Missing value patterns from PISA 2009 student questionnaire responses on
reading strategy variables. This figure graphically illustrates the comparative patterns of
missing values of the United States and study sample populations.

Graham (2009) further posits that the loss of power is most likely inconsequential

if the loss of cases due to missing data is smaller than five percent. For this study the
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percentage of missing data is 7.3 percent, which will result in 455 cases remaining for
analysis, if the cases containing missing values are deleted. The required sample size
varies by analysis method, so in the following paragraph sample size requirements by
analysis method are discussed.

First, for cluster analysis, Mooi and Sarstedt (2011) suggest that the required
sample size is dependent on the number of variables that will be used in the cluster and
that there needs to be a sample size of at least 2™, where m is equal to the number of
clustering variables. In this study, five clustering variables were accessed, making the
required sample size n > 2° or n > 64. I consulted Hinkle and Oliver (1983) for an
estimation of sample size for a one-factor ANOVA analysis that would be needed in
order to reject the null hypothesis. For three clusters, the estimate of sample size as
presented by Hinkle and Oliver with a level of significance (o = .01), statistical power (P
=.99), number of groups (K = 3) and effect size (d =.5) a sample size of 222 would be
required for this analysis under these extremely conservative conditions. With respect to
logistic regression, Schwab (2002) suggests sample size guidelines of a ten to one
minimum ratio of valid cases to independent variables for logistic regression. For this
study analysis, there were three predictor variables accessed from the student data
questionnaire, which would necessitate an estimated 30 cases required for valid logistic
regression. For the study analysis related to the school questionnaire data, there was a
single predictor variable accessed as a predictor variable, indicating that ten cases would
be required to satisfy the sample size requirement. For each type of analysis, the sample

size of n = 455 satisfies the size requirements where student questionnaire data were
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accessed and the sample size of n = 89 satisfies the sample size requirement where school
questionnaire data are accessed.
Data Analysis

An examination of the relationships between the use and accuracy of perceived
usefulness of reading strategies, reading achievement and classroom contexts may
provide a lens for better understanding how policies intended to improve reading
achievement can be tailored to meet the needs of Hispanic ELs. Using available self-
report and reading achievement data from the PISA 2009 data set, a combination of
statistical methods were used to explore the existence and significance of these
associations. The subset of the PISA 2009 data set accessed included 455 students (n =
455) within 89 schools (n = 89). In order to analyze these data SPSS was used. Both
exploratory and explanatory statistical methodologies which included hierarchical and -
means cluster analyses, discriminant function analysis (DFA), one way ANOVA
multinomial logistic regression (MLR) and exploratory factor analysis (EFA) were used
in the analyses. In this section, the methodologies and rationale for the use of the
methodologies are described.

Analysis methods. The following paragraphs provide a detailed description of
the methodologies used to answer the research questions. The methodologies are
presented in the order in which they were used to answer the research questions. The
methodologies described herein include two cluster analysis methods, DFA, one way

ANOVA, MLR and EFA.
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Cluster analysis. Patrick, Mantzicopoulos, Samarapungavan and French (2008)
used self-report and observational data to conduct a cluster analysis to identify
motivational learning profiles of children and explore the association with observed
teacher-child relationships. Similarly, in this study cluster analysis was used to identify
reading strategy use profiles of United States Hispanic ELs and (a) explore whether the
clusters were associated with reading achievement and (b) if perceptions of learning
contexts were predictive of the clusters in which the students belong. The Patrick et al.
study used multiple types of cluster analysis to ensure stability of the results. In this
study, hierarchical cluster analysis (HCA) was used in the exploratory steps of cluster
analysis and then k-means and DFA were used for further analysis to better understand
and describe the differences between the cluster groups and to validate and explain the
cluster solutions.

To answer RQ1, the statistical process of cluster analysis was used to explore the
patterns of strategy use of United States Hispanic EL students on the standardized latent
constructs of memorization, elaboration, control strategies and the accuracy of the
perceived usefulness of the metacognitive strategies of summarizing and understanding
and remembering. As this was an exploratory process, different clustering procedures
were used to determine the optimal clusters in order to answer RQ1. These methods
included hierarchical and A-means clustering. Because k-means clustering requires the
researcher to know in advance the number of clusters in which the data will be grouped

(Norusis, 2005) Mooi and Sarstedt (2011) suggest a common practice of using a
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hierarchal procedure to first determine the number of clusters and then apply the k-means
cluster approach; this was the approach used in this study.

In deciding which clustering methodology to use, there were several factors to be
considered. Mooi and Sarstedt (2011) suggest that consideration should be given to
whether the relative magnitude of the variables within the group or across groups matters
more. This study was aimed at delineating differences across the groups where
dissimilarity or distance measures were more appropriate in answering the research
questions. The Euclidean distance measure, a measure of dissimilarity, is suitable for
continuous variables (Egan, 1984). As there was no evidence of significant
multicollinearity (Norusis, 2005), Ward’s method and the squared Euclidean distance
measure were used in the HCA.

Hierarchical cluster analysis. For each of the cluster solutions, descriptive
statistics were generated and the cluster means and standard deviations for each variable
within the clusters were examined. In addition to an examination of the standardized
cluster means, a one way ANOVA was run for each of the cluster solutions to examine
the significance and F-values associated with each of the cluster variable values based on
the number of clusters; information from this analysis was used to inform the number of
optimal clusters to be used in the A-means analysis.

According to Norisus (2005), the determination of the optimal number of clusters
is subjective and must be guided by theory as well as the purpose of the research. In
deciding the optimal number of clusters to use in the k&~-means cluster analysis,

consideration of theoretical information with regard to reading strategy use was given in
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addition to the statistical analysis. Within the groupings, clusters which delineated the
students’ frequency of strategy use and accuracy of the students’ perception of the
usefulness of the metacognitive strategies were sought.

Prior to performing the k-means cluster analysis, the HCA solution was examined
more closely in order to validate the solution. According to Mooi and Sarstedt (2011) to
ensure stability of the cluster solution, multiple clustering procedures should be run on
the same data set which should yield the same results that are not dependent on the order
of the data. In order to validate the HCA cluster solution, HCA was repeated using the
same process of reordering of the files as in the initial HCA, this time specifying the
number of clusters. In addition to reordering the cases for HCA, the analysis was run
using different methods including the centroid clustering method and the between groups
clustering method. These were run using the squared Euclidean distance measure of
similarity ordered on the descending values of the student identification number.

Descriptive statistics and one way ANOVA were performed for each of these
orderings to assess the stability of the cluster solution. Analysis of these groups was
performed to examine the grouping patterns of the means and significance of the variable
contributions. These repeated clusterings were compared with the initial HCA solution
and examined for similar grouping characteristics and similar F-values of the analyzed
variables. When this analysis indicated that the solution was a stable, valid solution, the
number of clusters to be analyzed using k-means cluster analysis was determined.

K-means cluster analysis. Having established the number of clusters needed to

perform a k-means cluster analysis, the analysis was run using the same standardized
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variable values as were used in the HCA. Thirty iterations were run for the analysis.
Descriptive statistics and a one way ANOV A were run to examine the cluster centroid
means and the F-values associated with each of the variables. This information was used
to compare the characteristics of the clusters to the HCA cluster solution.

The next step of the k-means analysis was to validate the cluster solution.
According to Norisus (2005), a common approach to validation is to split the file into two
halves and analyze the two halves using the same parameter settings, if the two halves do
not differ significantly, then it is safe to presume that a stable solution has been achieved.
In order to validate the solution, fifty percent of the cases in the data file were randomly
selected to be used for comparison with the other 50 percent of cases in the file.
Randomness of the split was tested using an independent samples z-test and a chi-square
test to compare the sample halves. Following these tests, a k-means analysis was run on
each half of the sample. The resulting clusters were examined for consistency between
the two halves of the file. Having verified that the two halves were consistent, cluster
stability was established. The patterns of the clusters were examined holistically and
clusters were assigned descriptive names based on characteristics and patterns of strategy
use and accuracy of perceived usefulness of reading strategies.

Having established cluster stability, statistics and frequencies were run for each of
the clusters to examine the demographic make-up of the clusters and to better understand
student characteristics of membership within each of the clusters. Additionally, post hoc
tests and DFA were employed to further understand the contributing factors to

differences between the clusters and to validate and explain the cluster solution. In order
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to identify the appropriate post hoc tests to be used with the data, a Levene’s Test of
homogeneity of variance was run. Both Tukey and Games-Howell (Howell & Games,
1973) post hoc tests were used to determine where differences between the clusters
existed.

Discriminant function analysis. A discriminant function analysis was performed
to examine additional variables that were not used in the cluster analysis to better
understand how these additional variables helped discriminate between the clusters.
Additional variables used in the DFA included both student and school characteristic
variables as well as learning context variables. The student and school characteristic
variables included the number of years at the current school, gender, the age of the
student, the age at which the student moved to the United States, immigration status, and
percentage of students who speak a language other than the test in school. As discussed
in an earlier section of this chapter, these factors have been associated with lower student
achievement. Research presented in chapter two indicates that learning contexts which
include student teacher relationship and supportive learning strategies, such as teachers’
stimulation of reading engagement and teachers’ use of structuring and scaffolding
strategies, are also associated with student achievement and as such, the discriminatory
value of these variables could be useful in validating and explaining cluster membership.
The structure matrix of the canonical functions that emerged from the analyses was
examined to better understand each variable’s contribution to the canonical functions.

Additionally, the standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients, and the
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territorial map were analyzed to better understand how these functions discriminated
between clusters.

One way ANOVA. An important design factor was to understand where the
differences between the clusters existed. This study was focused on understanding the
differences between these groups rather than the similarities within these groups. A one
way ANOVA was used to determine whether there were significant differences between
the groups on the third plausible value of reading achievement. In this ANOVA analysis,
the independent variable (IV) was the cluster designation and reading achievement was
the dependent variable (DV).

To further understand differences between the clusters on the measure of reading
achievement required the use of post hoc tests. Levene’s test of homogeneity of
variances was used to determine the appropriate post hoc test to be used. Results of the
post hoc test were examined to determine where there were statistically significant
differences between the clusters.

Multinomial logistic regression. According to Dimitrov (2009) the use of
multinomial logistic regression is used to predict the chances of belonging to specific
categories based on a set of predictors. In order to better understand the role of learning
contexts, multinomial logistic regression analysis was used to determine if Hispanic EL
student’s perceptions of learning contexts were predictive of cluster membership.
Similarly, multinomial logistic regression was used to explore whether the
principals’/designees’ perceptions of teachers’ expectations of students was predictive of

cluster membership. Multinomial logistic regression has been used to analyze data from
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a large scale international assessment by researchers such as Oliveri, Ercikan and Zumbo
(2013). These researchers used data from PIRLS 2006 to investigate sources of latent
class (LC) differential item functioning using self-report data related to instruction and
teacher related variables and the averaged plausible values of student reading
achievement. Although the focus of this study differs from that one there are also
similarities in the data set and rationale for the use of the methodology.

Multinomial logistic regression was used to answer RQ3 and MLR used in
conjunction with EFA were used to answer RQ4. More specifically, for research
question three, a three predictor logistic model was fitted to the data to ascertain the
predictive value of student perceptions of student-teacher relationship, teachers’
stimulation of reading engagement, and teachers’ use of structuring and scaffolding
strategies, on the likelihood of cluster membership. For research question four, a single
predictor logistic model was fitted to the data to ascertain the predictive value of
principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher relationship/expectations on the
likelihood of cluster membership.

Exploratory Factor Analysis. In addition to MLR, exploratory factor analysis was
used to determine whether or not a reliable composite variable could be obtained to serve
as the indices of student-teacher relationship/teacher expectations. Prior to performing
the EFA, the factorability of the five PISA 2009 school questionnaire items of interest
was first examined. Criteria included for the correlation factorability included

examination of Pearson’s r, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy,
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Bartlett’s test of sphericity, communality values and factor loadings. The Principal
component analysis method was used was used in this factor analysis.

For both RQ3 and RQ4, the dependent variables were the nonmetric cluster
designations. The independent variables were continuous in nature and as such were
entered as covariates in the model. For research question three, these include the
standardized variables for student perceptions of student-teacher relationship, teacher’s
stimulation of reading engagement, and use of structuring and scaffolding strategies for
research question four, this included principal/designee perceptions of teacher

relationship/expectations.
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Chapter Four

Results

This study was conducted to investigate how patterns of self-reported reading
strategy use and accuracy of perceptions of usefulness of metacognitive strategies of
Hispanic ELs are related to reading achievement as measured by PISA 2009. The study
also attempted to determine if students’ and principals’/designees’ perceptions of learning
contexts were predictive of the patterns of reading strategy use and accuracy of
perceptions of usefulness of metacognitive strategies. A better understanding of how this
specific population uses reading strategies and how learning contexts relate to the use of
these strategies in this national subpopulation could help inform future policy related to
improving reading instruction and reading achievement of adolescent Hispanic EL
students.

This chapter details the results of a quantitative study that examined a sample of
455 students in 89 schools across the United States. A specific focus was on the
association between patterns of self-reported reading strategy use and reading
achievement and whether students’ and principals’/designees’ perceptions of learning
contexts were predictive of reading strategy use patterns. The research questions guided
the study and analysis of the data. Comprehensive considerations about policy

implications will be considered in the final chapter.
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Research Question One

How are adolescent Hispanic EL students clustered based on self-report data on
frequency of use of memorization, elaboration and control strategies and the accuracy of
their perceptions of the usefulness of the metacognitive strategies of understanding and
remembering and summarizing?

The first research question was created in an attempt to better understand the
differences in the student profiles based on self-report data on the frequency of reading
strategy use and the accuracy of the perceived usefulness of metacognitive reading
strategies as determined through a rater-scoring system. Hierarchical cluster analysis and
k - means cluster analyses were performed to obtain groupings. Discriminant function
analysis was performed to validate and explain cluster membership. Prior to the analysis
assumptions of cluster analysis were tested.

Cluster Analysis

Assumptions of cluster analysis. Prior to performing the analysis assumptions
associated with performing cluster analysis were examined. According to Norusis (2005)
in using cluster analysis, assumptions about the underlying distribution of the data are
often unnecessary, however; the presence of multicollinearity can unequally weight
closely correlated constructs and thus distort results by giving the closely correlated
constructs more weight. In choosing a hierarchical methodology for determining the
number of clusters, the data were tested for multicollinearity using a bivariate correlation
analysis for the five standardized variables that were accessed for clustering. A Pearson’s

r was calculated for the standardized variables, of memorization, elaboration, control
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strategies, summarizing, and understanding and remembering. The output was examined
for Pearson correlation values that exceeded .9, as according to Norusis (2005),
correlations above this threshold value can be problematic in HCA. An examination of
the correlation matrix revealed that there were no values that exceeded this threshold and

as such, the data are assumed to be noncollinear (see Table 5).

Table 5

Correlation Matrix for Cluster Analysis Variables

Variable ZMETASUM ZUNDREM ZCSTRAT ZELAB ZMEMOR

Summarizing -
(ZMETASUM)

Understanding and 43"
remembering
(ZUNDREM)

Use of control 21"

strategies 19
(ZCSTRAT)

Use of elaboration .04 .
strategies (ZELAB) .07 .64 -

Use of memorization 10"

strategies 07 72 55 -
(ZMEMOR)

*p<.05. ¥*p<.0l.

Hierarchical cluster analysis. Having established that the assumptions
associated with cluster analysis had been met, an initial HCA was run on the standardized
variables using Ward’s Method and the squared Euclidean distance measure of similarity

to determine the optimal number of clusters to be used in the k-means cluster analysis.
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Analysis of the agglomeration schedules and dendrograms resulting from the HCA
indicated a need to reevaluate the cluster analysis for two, three, four and six clusters.
Further analysis of the two, three, four and six cluster solutions was performed to
examine characteristics of these various solutions.

The cluster solutions that contained four and six groups contained groups with
nondescript delineation with regard to use and accuracy of perception of usefulness of
reading strategies. Specifically, within these groups there were multiple clusters which
contained similar mean values with regard to the grouping variables. The cluster solution
that contained only two distinctive groups (1) students who reported very low use of
strategies and did not understand the usefulness of the strategies and (2) students who
reported high use of strategies and understood the usefulness of the strategies contained
useful information; however, this all or nothing model did not appear to provide the most
meaningful information for further analysis. The cluster solution with three clusters
produced groups with means that differed on both frequency of strategy use and accuracy
of the perceived usefulness of strategies. Analysis of the third group could help provide
contrast information for this study to better understand the influence of learning contexts
as related to the use of reading strategies.

Results of the analysis indicated that the HCA three cluster solution would
provide the most meaningful information. Prior to further analysis of the three cluster
solution, the validity and stability of the solution needed to be established. In order to
establish the validity and stability of the solution, three random number variables were

created to allow for reordering of the cases. Using these random number variables, a
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reordering of the data set and reanalysis using both the centroid and between groups
clustering methods was performed specifying a three cluster solution. The cases were
reordered on ascending and descending values for the three random number variables and
also on the ascending and descending student identification numbers. These repeated
analyses for both reordering the data set and for alternate clustering methods produced
similar grouping characteristics as the initial three cluster solution, that is three clusters of
students who can be broadly described as having (1) all positive mean values, (2) all
negative mean values, or (3) mixed mean values on the frequency of use of reading
variables and the accuracy of perceived usefulness of the metacognitive reading
strategies. Additional analysis of the HCA three cluster solution indicated that this
solution would be optimal for further analysis using k-means clustering procedures.
Specifically, results of the HCA indicated that the three distinct groups of students
differed on reading strategy use and accuracy of perceived usefulness of metacognitive
strategies as determined by the cluster means on each of the variables analyzed (see Table
6). More precisely, the three groups were characterized as (1) students with very low
reported usage of reading strategies and with a mix of very low and moderately low
accuracy of the perceived usefulness of metacognitive reading strategies (see Table 6,
Cluster 1, low strategy use), (2) students who reported both moderate to high use of
reading strategies with moderate accuracy of perceptions of metacognitive strategy
usefulness (see Table 6, Cluster 2, moderate strategy use), and (3) students who reported

high use of reading strategy use with very low accuracy of perceived usefulness of
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metacognitive strategies (see Table 6, Cluster 3,high use/low accuracy). The standard

deviations for the variables within these clusters indicate that the groupings were fairly

Table 6

Means and Standard Deviations for HCA Clusters on Reading Strategy Variables

Cluster
Low strategy Moderate High strategy
use strategy use use/low accuracy
(n=122) (n=289) (n=44)
Variable M SD M SD M SD
Summarizing -.88 .70 .55 .68 -1.18 .67
Understanding and
remembering -.51 .84 34 93 -.85 71
Control strategies -91 .90 1.02 .82 1.02 .82
Elaboration strategies -85 .86 1.24 .85 1.24 .85
Memorization -.81 .96 18 78 1.08 .84
strategies

homogeneous. Additionally, within the ANOVA analysis of this solution, examination of
the p-values and F-values revealed that each of the variables contributed significantly to
differences between the clusters (see Table 7).

To validate the stability of the HCA three cluster solution the data were resorted,
reordered and reanalyzed on three random variables and two alternate analysis methods.
The repeated analyses produced similar grouping characteristics as the initial three cluster
solution, thus validating the stability of the solution. As the three cluster HCA solution

was both stable and could provide meaningful information with regard to student use of
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reading strategies, k-means analysis was performed designating three clusters for

analysis.

Table 7

One Way ANOVA of HCA Three Cluster Solution

Variable Source SS df MS F p
Summarizing  Between 241.90 2 120.95 257.76**  <.001
Within 212.10 452 47

Total 454.00 454
Understanding  Between 97.31 2 48.66  61.66%* < .001
and ~ Within 356.69 452 79
remembering ... 45400 454
Control Between 162.67 2 81.33 126.19** < 001
strategies Within 29133 452 65

Total 454.00 454
Elaboration Between 164.45 2 82.23 128.36** <.001
strategies Within 289.55 452 64

Total 454.00 454
Memorization Between 139.29 2 69.65 100.03** <.001
strategies Within 314.71 452 70

Total 454.00 454
** < .001.

K-means cluster analysis. A k-means cluster analysis was run for a three cluster
solution specifying a maximum of 30 iterations. The iteration history indicated that the
clusters stabilized after fourteen iterations with minor adjustments made in the final steps.

The clusters that emerged from the analysis were composed of 110 students in cluster
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one, 208 students in cluster two, and 137 students in cluster three. The characteristics of
the three clusters were consistent with the HCA solution. When examining the clusters,
the variables were first examined with regard to positive and negative values and then
assigned a descriptive value of high, medium or low based on the mean value of the
strategy variable. For negative mean values, the values were termed as average to low
average for values between 0 and -.30, very low for variables below -.80 and moderately
low for variables with values in between these values. For positive variable means, these
were considered average to moderate if the value of the mean was between zero and .30,
and high if the value of the mean was above .8 with variable means in between being
termed as moderately high.

The k-means analysis produced three clusters with the same patterns that were
evident in the HCA three cluster solution. Although the order of the clusters were
different, the ~—means clusters can be described similarly, specifically within cluster one,
students had high reported use of reading strategies and moderately low accuracy of
perceived usefulness of metacognitive reading strategies (strategy users/poor perceivers).
Within cluster two, students had average to moderately high mean values for reading
strategy use and moderately high values for accuracy of perceived usefulness of
metacognitive strategies (strategy users/accurate perceivers). Lastly, students within
cluster three had very low mean values for reading strategy use and moderately low
values for the accuracy of perceived usefulness of metacognitive strategies (minimal
strategy users/poor perceivers). Further analysis was required in order to validate cluster

membership of the three cluster solution.
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As suggested by Norisus (2005) a common method for validating the stability of a
cluster solution is to split the file and compare the cluster results from the two halves of
the file. If significant differences are not detected, then it is safe to assume that a stable
solution has been established. In order to establish the stability of the solution, a random
sampling of 50 percent of the data file (first half) was selected for comparison with the
remaining 50 percent of the data file (second half). The halves were checked for
randomness of the sampling prior to performing k-means analysis on each half for
validation.

An independent samples 7 -test and a chi-square test were performed to confirm
randomness of the 50 percent of cases (first half). Results of the independent sample ¢ -
test indicated that there were no significant differences between the means of the halves
of the file on any of the variables included in the cluster analysis (see Table 8)
Additionally, a chi-square test of goodness-of-fit was performed to verify that the
categorical variable gender was equally distributed between the two halves of the file.
Having verified that the 50 percent sampling was random, as suggested by Norisus
(2005), a k-means analysis was run on each half of the file using the same parameter
settings.

Results of the cluster solutions for each half of the file were examined. In order
to validate the solution, consistency between the file halves needed to be established
(Norisus, 2005). The cluster means for each file half were examined on each variable to
establish whether there was consistency both between the file halves and as compared

with the initial k~~-means solution. Examination of the resulting cluster solutions and
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related descriptive statistics revealed that the characteristics and patterns of the cluster
solutions were consistent between each half of the sample and consistent with the
patterns in the initial ~~-means solution. Results of this analysis indicated that a stable

cluster solution had been reached.

Table 8

Results of t-test and Descriptive Statistics for Randomness of Sample

First half* Second half
(n=220) (n=235) 95% CI
Variable M SD M SD Lower Upper 1(453)
Summarizing .05 97 -.04 1.02 -.28 .09 -.98
Understanding .01 .97 -.01 1.03 =21 .16 -23
and
remembering
Control -.05 1.01 .05 .98 -.08 .29 1.10
strategies
Elaboration -.03 1.04 .03 .96 -.13 24 .63
strategies
Memorization .01 1.04 -.01 .96 -.20 17 -17
strategies

dFirst and second half of data file differ significantly, p <.05.

Examination of the means and standard deviations of the stable three cluster
solution in Table 9 highlight the distinct patterns evident within the clusters. These
values represent important differences between the clusters; clusters were named based
on patterns within the clusters. Members of cluster one have mixed values, that is

members of this cluster have high positive self-report values associated with the
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frequency of use of reading strategies, yet moderately low values associated with the
accuracy with which they perceive the usefulness of metacognitive reading strategies.
This cluster was the smallest cluster (n = 110) and was named strategy users/poor
perceivers because of their knowledge of strategy use, but poor accuracy of the
perceptions of the usefulness of strategies. Members of cluster two, the largest cluster (n
= 208) had average to moderately high average values on the self-report frequency of
strategy use variables and moderately high values on the accuracy of their perceived
usefulness of metacognitive strategies. This cluster was named strategy users/accurate
perceivers. Lastly, the members of cluster three (n = 137) had very low values on the
self-report frequency of use of reading strategies and moderately low use on the accuracy
of perceptions of usefulness of metacognitive strategies. This cluster was named minimal
Strategy users/poor perceivers.

Having established stability of the three cluster solution and cluster names based
on the patterns of cluster membership, the ANOVA for the three cluster solution was
examined. The ANOVA analysis revealed that all of the variables contributed
significantly to the differences between the clusters on reading strategy use and accuracy
of perceived usefulness of metacognitive strategies variables (see Table 9). To better
understand how the clusters differed on the strategy variables, post hoc tests were
performed.

In order to identify appropriate post hoc tests, Levene’s Test of homogeneity of
variances was run. With the exception of the understanding and remembering variable,

all other variables included in the cluster analysis violated the homogeneity of variance
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assumption. For the understanding and remembering variable, a Tukey post hoc test was
used. For the remaining variables, the Games-Howell post hoc test (Howell & Games,

1973) was used.

Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations for K-means Three Cluster Solution on Reading Strategy
Variables

Cluster
Minimal
Strategy Strategy users/ strategy
users/poor accurate users/poor
perceivers perceivers perceivers
(n=110) (n =208) (n=137)
Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)
Summarizing -.55% (.83) T3 (.62) -66%  (.84)
Understanding and b .
remembering -45° (.87) .62 (.82) =57 (.79)
Control strategies 858 (.79) 18%  (.63) -95¢ (.84)
Elaboration strategies 892 (.79) 66°  (.72) -81°  (.86)
Memorization
a b -81°¢ .93
strategies .92 (.74) .05 (.67) (.93)

Note. Means with differing superscripts within rows differ significantly, p <. 001.

The post hoc tests indicated for the variables which measured accuracy of
perception of usefulness of strategies (summarizing and understanding and remembering)
there were significant differences between the strategy users/poor perceivers and the
strategy users/accurate perceivers. The differences between the strategy users/poor
perceivers and the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers clusters were not significant.

For the variables that measured the frequency of strategy use (control, elaboration and
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memorization strategies) there were statistically significant differences between all three
clusters.

Specifically, with regard to the variables which measured accuracy of perception
of usefulness of strategies (summarizing and understanding and remembering), results of
the Games-Howell post hoc test indicated that both members of the strategy users/poor
perceivers and the strategy users/accurate perceivers, (MD = -1.29 + .09, p <.001) and
the strategy users/accurate perceivers and the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers
differed significantly (MD = 1.39 £+ .08, p <.001) on the variable summarizing. The
larger difference occurred between the strategy users/accurate perceivers and the
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers. The Tukey post hoc test indicated that strategy
users/poor perceivers and strategy users/accurate perceivers also differed significantly
(MD =-1.07 £ .11, p <.001) on the understanding and remembering variable. Also the
strategy users/accurate perceivers and minimal strategy users/poor perceivers differed
significantly (MD = 1.88 £ .09, p <.001) on the same variable with the larger difference
occurring between the strategy users/poor perceivers and the minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers.

The post hoc test results also reveal that overall, for the frequency of use variables
(control, elaboration and memorization strategy variables), the largest overall mean
difference occurred between strategy users/poor perceivers and minimal strategy
users/poor perceivers on the control strategy variable (MD = 1.79 £ .10, p <.001) with
the smallest mean differences occurring between strategy users/poor perceivers and

strategy uses/accurate perceivers (MD = -.67 + .09, p <.001). For elaboration, the
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largest difference also occurred between the strategy uses/poor perceivers and minimal
strategy users/poor perceivers (MD = 1.70 + .11, p <.001) with the smallest differences
occurring between strategy users/poor perceivers and strategy users/accurate perceivers
(MD = .82 £.09, p <.001). On the memorization variable, the largest mean difference
occurred between the strategy users/poor perceivers and minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers (MD =1.70 = .11, p <.001) with the smallest mean difference between
strategy users/accurate perceivers and minimal strategy users/poor perceivers (MD = .86
+.09, p <.001).

In addition to strategy use, other variables were accessed to better understand
differences between the clusters. These variables were accessed in order to examine their
discriminatory value in validating and explaining cluster membership. Table 10 displays
descriptive statistics by cluster membership that includes the additional demographic
variables accessed to perform a discriminant function analysis. The differences in the
means of these variables aid in understanding the student and school characteristics of
each cluster. The minimal strategy users/poor perceivers contain the greatest percentage
of males, native born students, second generation immigrant status students, and the
highest average years at current school. The strategy users/poor perceivers cluster is the
smallest cluster and contains the highest percentage of students with first generation
status and the highest average age at which immigrant students entered the United States.
The strategy users/accurate perceivers is the largest cluster and contains students with

the highest average student age and the highest percentage of females.
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Table 10

Demographic Variables by Cluster

Cluster
Minimal
Strategy Strategy Strategy
Users/Poor Users/Accurate Users/Poor
Perceivers Perceivers Perceivers
Variable (n=110) (n=208) (n=137)
Age of student 15.8 15.8 15.8
Sex
Female % 44.5 58.2 37.2
Male % 55.5 41.8 62.8
Immigrant status
Native 8.3 11.2 12.0
2™ generation 51.4 58.0 65.4
1% generation 40.4 30.7 22.6
Years at current school 1.9 2.2 2.2
Country of birth age® 7.0 6.9 6.4

2 Applicable only to 1 generation status students

With regard to school characteristics, members of the strategy users/accurate
perceivers cluster contained the highest percentage of schools which reported greater
than 60 percent of the school population containing students whose first language is not
English. This cluster also contained the highest percentage of schools which reported
that between 0 and 10 percent of the school’s population contained students whose first
language is not English. In contrast, the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster
contained the lowest percentage of schools which reported greater than 60 percent of the

school’s population containing students whose first language is not English and the
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lowest percentage of schools reporting that between 0 and 10 percent of the school
population contained students whose first language is not English.

Discriminant Function Analysis. A discriminant function analysis (DFA) of the
student and school characteristic descriptors examined in conjunction with the learning
context variables can help to discriminate cluster membership and validate the cluster
solution. As these additional variables associated with students, individual teachers and
individual schools are entered into the analysis, it is important to recall the nested nature
of the PISA sampling structure as it relates to the present study population. Within the
PISA sample design, schools are selected by region and then students are selected within
schools. The PISA sampling methodology does not stratify the sample within schools by
classroom or teacher and therefore the study sample is not nested.

Using these additional variables, a DFA was performed to better understand how
these student and school characteristic variables in conjunction with the learning context
variables help to discriminate between the strategy users/poor perceivers, the strategy
users/accurate perceivers and the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers. Additional
variables added for this analysis included: the number of years at the current school,
gender, the age of the student, immigration status, the age at which the student entered
the United States, percent of students in the school who speak a language other than the
test at home, and the learning context variables including student perceptions of teachers’
stimulation of reading engagement, teachers’ use of structuring and scaffolding strategies,

and student-teacher relationship.
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Results of the DFA revealed that there were two statistically significant canonical
functions at the o = .05 level. An examination of results from the Wilks’ Lambda test of
functions indicated that the first linear discriminant function (LDF) was statistically
significant, A = .82, y*(18) = 83.37 p <.001). The second linear discriminant function
(LDF>) was also statistically significant, A = .96, ¥*(8) = 19.01, p <.02).

An examination of the Eigenvalues table show that the first linear discriminant function
(LDF1) accounts for 78.1 percent of the total variance for the set of nine variables across
the three clusters. The remaining 21.9 percent is accounted for by the second linear
discriminant function (LDF>).

An examination of the discriminant function structure matrix (see Table 11)
revealed that student perceptions of teacher behaviors (stimulation of reading
engagement, structuring and scaffolding strategies, and student-teacher relationship),
immigration status and age at which the student immigrated to the United States correlate
with LDF;. Gender, years at current school, student age and percent of students in school
who speak a language other than the test correlate with LDF,. The standardized
canonical discriminant function coefficients were also examined to understand the
relative magnitude of the contributions among the variables within LDF; and LDFo.

A comparison of the standardized coefficients which are correlated with
LDF;show that LDF is primarily defined by the three variables that are related to
students’ perceptions of learning contexts including teachers’ stimulation of reading
engagement (.40), teachers’ use of structuring and scaffolding strategies (.40) and

student-teacher relationship (.38) because these coefficients are much higher than the
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coefficients for immigration status (.19) and age at which the student immigrated to the

United States (-.19). Similarly, the coefficients correlated with LDF> exhibit large

Table 11
DFA Structure Matrix
Function
Variable investigated 1 2

Use of structuring and scaffolding Tt -.14
Teachers’ stimulation of reading engagement 66T -.80
Student-teacher relationship 59T -.07
Immigration status 347 17
Country of birth age =321 -.10
Gender -.26 1T
Years at current school -23 -.581
Age of student -.07 -.241
First language not language of test -.03 -.097

Note. T Indicates largest absolute correlation between each variable and any
discriminant function. Variables ordered by absolute size of correlation within
function.

differences in the values of the coefficients with LDF, largely defined by gender (.76)
and years at the current school (-.61). The dimensions which these two functions
represent can be characterized for LDF; as teacher behaviors and LDF; as gender and
years at current school. These two dimensions provide the greatest separation between
the clusters.

To understand how these functions discriminate between clusters, I will first
address the location of the clusters on the territorial map coordinate plane and then

explain the discriminatory value of the canonical functions (see Appendix E). On the
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territorial map, LDF> is represented on the horizontal axis and LDF is represented on the
vertical axis. Students who have high scores on both LDF; and LDF; are located in the
first quadrant of the coordinate plane and are associated exclusively with membership in
the strategy user/poor perceivers cluster. Students with high scores on LDF; and low
scores on LDF; are located in the second quadrant and are almost exclusively associated
with membership in the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster with a small
representation of the strategy users/poor perceivers cluster. Students with low scores on
both LDF; and LDF; are located in quadrant three and are predominantly associated with
membership in the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster, with a small
representation of the strategy users/accurate perceivers cluster. Lastly, students with
low scores on LDF; and high scores on LDF; are located in the fourth quadrant and are
approximately equally associated with membership in the strategy users/accurate
perceivers or the strategy users/poor perceivers.

A holistic examination of the territorial map suggests that LDF; weakly separates
both the strategy users/accurate perceivers and the strategy users/poor perceivers from
the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers on the vertical axis. Because teacher
behaviors are positively correlated with LDFj, the territorial map suggests that the
strategy users/poor perceivers and strategy users/accurate perceivers perceive more
positive teacher behaviors than members in the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers
cluster. More simply, LDF; discriminates between the clusters which report using
strategies moderately and the cluster that reports using strategies minimally. With

respect to LDF», the strategy users/accurate perceivers were almost exclusively
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associated with lower score values of LDF,. Because LDF; is characterized by gender
and the number of years at the current school, this confirms that this cluster contains
proportionally more females than the other two clusters, and more members that have
been at their current schools longer than students in the strategy users/poor perceivers
cluster, and shorter than students in the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster
with regard to the other clusters.

The results of the DFA are in alignment with research presented in chapter two
regarding the positive association of both student-teacher relationship and supportive
learning contexts on reading achievement and strategy use. More precisely, the DFA
indicates that LF; functionally divides moderate strategy users clusters with minimal
strategy users/poor perceivers on the constructs of learning contexts with those who
perceive being more frequently exposed to positive learning contexts using strategies
more frequently. Additionally, the strategy users/accurate perceivers cluster is
associated with lower score values of LF indicating that this cluster contains more
females. The cluster membership supports the discriminant analysis.

Consideration of the characteristics of cluster membership based on reading
strategy use, student and school characteristics within each cluster examined in
conjunction with the results of the DFA help to validate the cluster solution. An ANOVA
analysis revealed that there were statistically significant differences across clusters on the
student variables of gender ¥*(2) = 33.79, p < .001, immigration status F(2, 444) =3.78 p

= .02 and years at the current school *(2) = 155.53, p < .001. Descriptions of the
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variables that differ significantly across clusters are discussed in the following paragraphs
in relation to validation of cluster membership.

As presented earlier in chapter three, female students would be expected to be
associated with the highest performing cluster and male students with the lowest
performing cluster. More specifically, males would be expected to be associated with the
lowest strategy users because of the gender differences with respect to strategy
knowledge (OECD 2010a). This is clearly evident in the student characteristics of this
cluster analysis. The strategy users/accurate perceivers which would be expected to
contain the highest performing students contains the highest percentage of females and
the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster, which would be expected to contain
the lowest performing students, contains the highest percentage of males. The other
variables that differ significantly across clusters do not provide this clear association.

For example, with regard to immigration status, the minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers cluster contains the largest percentage of second generation immigrant status
students which Schnepf (2005) associates with lower reading achievement on the PISA
assessment. Also in this analysis, the strategy users/poor perceivers cluster contains the
largest percentage of students with a first generation immigrant status, which Schnepf
also posits would also be associated with students with lower reading achievement — this
is not contrary to the cluster solution as the largest percentage of this group of students
does not belong to the group that would be expected to be the highest performing group.

Additionally, although the frequency of strategy use differed significantly between these
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clusters, the accuracy of perceptions of strategy use for these two clusters did not differ
significantly.

The cluster that contains the average lowest number of years at the current school
would be expected to be the lower performing group (Scherrer, 2013) as this may be
associated with higher student mobility. This variable is hard to interpret as it does not
delineate between types of schools and whether or not the student has repeated a grade
which could impact the number of years at the school. Within this analysis, this variable
provides confounding results with regard to cluster membership. For example, the
strategy users/poor perceivers contain the students with the lowest average of years at the
current school (M = 1.93, SD = .79) and the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers
contain students with the highest number of years at the current school (M =2.20, SD =
94).

Research Question Two

Are there significant differences in the reading achievement levels of adolescent
Hispanic EL students based on the student clusters? If so, what differences between
clusters account for these differences?
One Way ANOVA

The second research question was created to determine if and where there were
differences in reading achievement based on the student clusters. A one way ANOVA
was used to determine if there were significant differences on the reading achievement

variable between clusters. Post hoc tests were performed to determine where there were
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significant differences between the clusters on the reading achievement variable. Prior to
the analysis, assumptions of ANOVA were tested.

Assumptions of ANOVA. Assumptions of ANOVA require that the data are
normally distributed, that there is homogeneity of variance between the subgroups and
that the population samples are independent. Violations of these assumptions can have
negligible to severe consequences (Dimitrov, 2009). Specifically, violations of normality
can be significant if the data are skewed or the population sizes are very small, or if the
population distributions are skewed. Violation of the homogeneity of variance
assumption can impact the ease or difficulty with which the null hypothesis is rejected
and violations of the assumption of independence can have serious consequences on the
accuracy of the ANOVA results.

Using SPSS, the data file was split on cluster membership and analyzed to explore
data in each of the three clusters for normality, skewness and kurtosis on the reading
achievement variable. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov and the Shapiro-Wilk tests were used
to check for normality with both tests indicating that the data were normally distributed.
The descriptive statistics were examined and calculations were performed to determine
the presence of significant skewness or kurtosis by calculating the ratio of the skewness
statistic to the skewness standard error and the kurtosis statistic to the kurtosis standard
error. Results of these analyses revealed that although the data were normally distributed
for the three clusters, the distribution of the strategy users/poor perceivers cluster was

kurtotic with a value of 4.5 for the kurtosis statistic to the kurtosis standard error ratio.
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As the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and the Shapiro-Wilk tests affirmed that the data
were normally distributed, the ratio tests indicated that the strategy users/poor perceivers
cluster distribution is kurtotic. According to Dimitrov (2009) for ANOVA “Violations of
the normality assumption have negligible consequences on the chances for Type-I and
Type-I1I error in testing the null hypothesis unless (a) the population distribution is highly
skewed, (b) the n’s (sample sizes of the groups) are very small, and/or (c) one-sided tests
are used [which applies only in the special case of ANOVA with two groups (K=2)].”
None of these conditions described were extant indicating that Dimitrov’s assertion
should be accepted, that absent these conditions, there should be negligible consequences
of using ANOVA for this analysis. With regard to homogeneity of variance, the
Levene’s test of homogeneity of variances was performed. Results indicated that the
reading achievement in each cluster met the homogeneity of variance assumption, F(2,
450)=.17,p=.18.

ANOVA analysis. Results of the one way ANOVA indicated that there were
statistically significant differences between the clusters on the reading achievement
variable, F(2,452)=17.73, p <.001 and as such, the null hypothesis was rejected:

Ho1: p1 = po= pk; There are no differences in the reading achievement scores
between student clusters.

and the alternate hypothesis that there were significant differences on reading
achievement scores between the clusters was supported:

Ha: Wi # wi; (ij = 1,2...K);There are differences in the reading achievement scores
of for some i and j student clusters.

153



The means and standard deviations for each the three clusters on the plausible

value score of reading achievement are presented in Table 12. Levene’s test of

Table 12

Group Means and Standard Deviations on Reading Achievement Score

Cluster n M SD Maximum Minimum

Strategy users/ 110 448.47** 83.49 682.19 215.38
poor
perceivers?

Strategy 208 485.43** 83.37 719.23 257.87
users/accurate
perceivers®

Minimal strategy 137  435.47** 73.36 741.44 204.56
users/ poor
perceivers®

Scores differ significantly from Strategy users/accurate perceivers. ° Scores differ
significantly from Strategy users/poor perceivers and Minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers. © Scores differ significantly from Strategy users/accurate perceivers.
skek

p <.001.

homogeneity of variances indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was
met, and as such Tukey post hoc tests were used to determine where there were
significant differences between the clusters on the reading achievement variable.
Results of the Tukey post-hoc test reveal that the strategy users/accurate
perceivers reading scores were significantly higher than the minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers scores (MD = 49.86 & 8.86, p <.001) and the strategy users/accurate
perceivers reading scores were significantly higher than the strategy users/poor

perceivers scores (MD = 36.95 £ 9.49, p <.001). There were no statistically significant
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differences between the reading achievement scores of the strategy users/poor perceivers
and the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers clusters (p = .42). To summarize, on the
mean reading achievement scores, the strategy users/accurate perceivers scored
significantly higher (p < .001) than both the strategy users/poor perceivers and the
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers with no statistically significant difference (p =
42) in mean reading scores between the strategy users/poor perceivers and the minimal
strategy users/poor perceivers clusters (see Table 12).

The ANOVA analysis and post hoc tests reveal that there are important
differences between the clusters on both frequency of use and accuracy of perceived
usefulness of reading strategies that can help account for differences in reading
achievement. Specifically, the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster, as
expected from the literature presented in chapter two, is the lowest performing cluster,
reporting both very low use and low understanding of reading strategies. The strategy
users/accurate perceivers also cluster as the literature presented would imply, with
average use of reading strategies with the least reported use of the lowest level strategy
yet an understanding of the usefulness of the higher level strategies.

Lastly, the strategy users/poor perceivers although they report the very high
frequency of use of reading strategies, they do not holistically understand the importance
of the most useful strategies as evidenced their higher reliance on the low level strategy
of memorization as compared to elaboration and control strategies. More importantly, as
demonstrated by the ANOVA analysis, the differences in the frequency use of reading

strategies between the strategy users/poor perceivers and the minimal strategy users/poor
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perceivers does not significantly impact reading achievement scores between the clusters.
To reiterate, for students who do not understand the usefulness of these strategies, there
are not significant differences in the reading scores. It is important for these students to
understand which strategies are useful. As evidenced by the significant differences in
scores between the strategy users/accurate perceivers and the other clusters, it is evident
that understanding the usefulness of the higher level strategies does contribute to
significant differences between the clusters in scores of reading achievement for
adolescent Hispanic EL students; however, it is important to note that cluster membership
is not a proxy for reading achievement.
Research Question Three

Are adolescent Hispanic EL students’ perceptions of learning contexts predictive
of particular cluster?
Multinomial Logistic Regression

The third research question is intended to explore the predictive power of the three
learning context variables on cluster membership. These predictor variables include
measures of student perceptions of student-teacher relationship, teachers’ stimulation of
reading engagement, and teachers’ use of structuring and scaffolding strategies. More
specifically, the intent of this question is to report the odds of cluster membership based
on the predictor variables. Prior to the analysis, assumptions of MLR were tested.

Assumptions of multinomial logistic regression. According to Dimitrov (2009)

the assumptions associated with multinomial logistic regression include the absence of

multicollinearity and that a linear relationship between the weighted combination of the
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predictor variables and the natural log of the odds, and independence of observations. A
Pearson’s r was used to test for statistically significant correlations between the predictor
items which included student perceptions of teachers’ stimulation of reading engagement,
use of structuring and scaffolding strategies, and student-teacher relationship. The
Pearson’s r analysis indicated that all of the variables accessed for the MLR analysis
were significantly correlated (p < .001) therefore must be analyzed for multicollinearity

(see Table 13).

Table 13

Correlation Matrix of MLR Predictor Values

Variable STIMREAD STRSTRAT STUDREL

Teachers stimulation of
reading engagement -
(STIMREAD)

Use of structuring and
scaffolding strategies 66"
(STRSTRAT) -

Student teacher relationship s
(STUDREL) 29* 36 -

**p <.0l.

Multicollinearity was examined by generating a linear regression analysis and
examining the associated collinearity diagnostics. Within the collinearity diagnostics, the
variance inflation factors (VIF) were examined to detect variables with values greater

than 10, as according to Dimitrov, these would indicate the presence of multicollinearity.
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There were no values that exceeded these limits. Additionally, there were no tolerance
values below 0.5, indicating that multicollinearity is not a concern. The assumption of a
linear relationship between the weighted combination of the predictor variables and the
natural log of the odds is tested by the goodness of fit test that is performed during the
analysis and reported in the output.

Multinomial logistic regression (MLR) analysis. A three predictor logistic
model was fitted to the data to ascertain the predictive value of student perceptions of
student-teacher relationship, teachers’ stimulation of reading engagement, and teachers’
use of structuring and scaffolding strategies on the likelihood of membership in the
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers, strategy users/poor perceivers or strategy
users/accurate perceivers cluster. Cluster membership was the dependent variable in this
model with student perceptions of student-teacher relationship, teachers’ stimulation of
reading engagement, and teachers’ use of structuring and scaffolding strategies variables
entered as the covariates in the model.

The value of the odds ratio for student-teacher relationship, Exp(B) = .76,
indicated that as compared to the strategy users/accurate perceivers cluster the odds for
membership in the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster decrease by a factor of
.76 for each one unit increase in student perceptions of student-teacher relationship score,
when controlling for all other predictors. No other variables were found to be significant
predictors of cluster membership (see Table 14).

Overall model fit. Examination of the model fit information revealed that the

likelihood ratio test was statistically significant, ¥%(6) = 46.27 p < .001 indicating that for
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the data the model was an improvement over the intercept-only baseline model denoting

that these learning context variables were predictors of cluster membership.

Table 14

MLR Analysis of Group Membership as a Function of Learning Contexts

95% CI
Cluster Variable B o OR Lower  Upper
Strategy user/
poor
perceiver
Stimulation of reading
engagement .08 .29 1.09 .80 1.47
Use of structuring and
scaffolding strategies 10 3.94 1.10 1.04 2.19
Student-teacher
relationship 12 2.31 1.21 1.19 2.13
Minimal
strategy
user/ poor
perceiver

Stimulation of reading
engagement -22  1.88 .80 .59 1.10

Use of structuring and
scaffolding strategies -31 3.56 73 .54 1.01

Student-teacher

. . -27  4.49* .76 .59 98
relationship

Note: Reference group is Strategy user/accurate perceiver. Wald (df = 1).
%
‘p <.05.

The Pearson and the Deviance tests were used in conjunction with the Cox and
Snell and Nagelkerke Pseudo R? values to examine the goodness-of-fit. Both the
Pearson, ¥%(764) = 792.59, p = .22 and the Deviance, y*(764) = 790.07, p = .25 tests

indicated that the model was a good fit to the data as both had insignificant p values.
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Additionally, the Cox and Snell R? (Rcs? = .01) and the Nagelkerke R* (Rn? = .01) values
indicated that the relationship between the dependent and independent variables was
weak with the explained variance ranging from 10 percent (Cox and Snell R?) to 11
percent (Nagelkerke R?). According to Peng, Lee and Ingersoll (2002) these indices
should be used as supplemental to the overall evaluation of the model, tests of individual
regression coefficients, and the goodness-of-fit test statistic as they are not true predictors
of explained variance.

The descriptive information provided in the classification table (see Table 15)
indicates an overall percentage accuracy rate of 50.5 percent. To assess the usefulness of
the model as compared to this overall accuracy rate, the classification accuracy rate was
compared with the proportional by chance accuracy rate. The proportional by chance
accuracy rate was computed by taking the proportion of cases for each group from the

case processing summary then squaring and summing the proportion of cases in each

Table 15

Classification Table of Observed and Predicted Frequencies for Cluster Membership by
MLR

Predicted
Cluster
Observed cluster 1 2 3 Percent correct
1 Strategy users/poor perceivers 4 94 12 3.6
2 Strategy users/accurate perceivers 2 183 23 88.0
3 Minimal strategy users/poor perceivers 0 94 43 31.4
Overall percentage 1.3 81.5 17.1 50.5
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group (.24°+ .46% + .30>=.36). The proportional by chance accuracy rate was compared
with the overall percentage accuracy rate produced by SPSS as reported in the
classification table. For the model to be characterized as useful, this value was compared
to one that is 25 percent greater than the proportional by chance accuracy rate (. 36 * 100
*1.25=44.9%). The SPSS generated classification accuracy rate was 50.5 percent
which was greater than the proportional by chance accuracy criteria of 44.9 percent
indicating that the model predicts substantially better than chance alone.

It is important to note, that the model does not predict equally well for all groups
with highest accuracy for the strategy users/accurate perceivers cluster and the lowest
accuracy reported for the strategy users/poor perceivers cluster. The coefficient for the
predictor variable student perceptions of student-teacher relationship (p =.03) was
statistically significant as a predictor between the minimal strategy user/poor perceiver
cluster and the strategy user/accurate perceiver cluster. There were no statistically
significant predictors in distinguishing between the strategy user/poor perceiver and the
strategy user/accurate perceiver clusters.

Research Question Four

Are the principals’/designees’ perceptions of teachers’ expectations of students
and student-teacher relationships predictive of cluster membership?
Exploratory Factor Analysis

The fourth research question was intended to explore the predictive value of
principals’/designees’ perceptions of the learning contexts of student-teacher

relationships and teacher expectations on cluster membership. To answer this question,
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data from the school questionnaire related to principal/designee perceptions of student-
teacher relationship and teacher expectations were accessed. Specifically there were five
items accessed from the school questionnaire related to the OECD derived scale index of
teacher behavior. The teacher behavior index contained additional items that were not
specifically related to student-teacher relationship and teacher expectations. The five
items of interest were accessed in order to examine the factorability of these items using
exploratory factor analysis. were significantly correlated (p <.001). Results presented in

Table 16 indicate that the

Table 16

Correlation Matrix for School Questionnaire Teacher Behavior Items

Variable ST17Q01 ST17Q03 ST17Q05 STI17Q08  ST17Q13

Teacher’s low
expectations -
(ST17Q01)

Student-teacher
relations (ST17Q03)  .53" -

Student’s needs not
met (ST17Q05) .52

EE EE

.50 -
Students lacking
respect (ST17Q08) 38" 56" 397 -

Students not
encouraged 56" 557 517 37 -
(ST17Q13)

*Ep < .01.

The factorability analysis included examination of Pearson’s r, Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, communality
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values and factor loadings. A Pearson’s » was used to test for a statistically significant
correlation between these items. The Pearson’s r analysis indicated that all of the items
strength of the correlations between these items range from low to moderate at the .01
level (Dimitrov, 2009, p. 138). Having established that these items were significantly
correlated, a principal component analysis was run on the five items. The KMO value of
.75, was above the commonly recommended value of .6 and the Bartlett’s test was
significant (¥ (6) = 808.39, p < .001) indicating that factorability was feasible.

Examination of the communality values revealed that all items with the exception
of “Students lacking respect” had values greater than .5. Additionally, the factor loadings
were examined in which the same pattern emerged, all items with the exception of
“Students lacking respect” had approximately equal factor loadings ranging from .80
t0.85. The “Students lacking respect” factor loading was .34. Based on the communality
and factor loading values for the “Students lacking respect” item, the item was eliminated
and the factor analysis was performed on the four remaining items which included (1)
teacher’s low expectations, (2) student-teacher relationship, (3) student’s needs not met,
and (4) students not encouraged.

A principal component analysis of the remaining four items was conducted to
create a composite factor to represent principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher
relationship/expectations based on principal/designee responses to school questionnaire

items. The analysis revealed that the principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher
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Table 17

Principal Component Analysis Factor Loadings and Communalities for Student-Teacher
Relationship/expectations (n = 455)

Item Factor loading Communality
Student-teacher relationship .85 71
Teachers’ low expectations .84 73
Student’s not encouraged .82 .65
Student’s needs not met .80 .68

relationship/expectations factor explains 69.07 percent of the variance. A composite
score was created for the factor that was based on the mean of the items and the
respective loadings on the factor as a variable to represent principal/designee perceptions
of student-teacher relationship/expectations (see Table 17). Higher scores on this factor
indicated better principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher relationship and higher
teacher expectations. Reliability of the new scale variable was Cronbach’s o = .84.

Multinomial logistic regression. A single predictor logistic model was fitted to
the data to ascertain the predictive value of principal/designee perceptions of student-
teacher relationship and teacher expectation on the likelihood of membership in the
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers, strategy users/poor perceivers or strategy
users/accurate perceivers cluster. Cluster membership was the dependent variable in this
model with the principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher relationship/expectation
variable entered as the covariate in the model. Results of the analysis indicated that there
was no statistically significant predictive value of the variable principal/designee

perceptions of student-teacher relationship/expectations on cluster membership.
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Examination of the model fit information revealed that the omnibus test of model
fit was not statistically significant, ¥*(2) = 0.98, p = .61 indicating that the model was not
an improvement over the intercept-only baseline model denoting that the variable
principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher relationship/expectations is not a
statistically significant predictor of cluster membership.

Summary of Findings

An analysis of data from the PISA 2009 administration which included 455
Hispanic ELs enrolled in 89 schools within the United States revealed that this student
population clusters into three significantly different groups related to frequency of
reading strategy use and accuracy of perceptions of metacognitive strategy usefulness.
These three clusters were characterized as strategy users/poor perceivers, strategy
users/accurate perceivers, and minimal strategy users/poor perceivers. Descriptive
statistics of the cluster membership revealed that the strategy users/poor perceivers
contained the smallest percentage of students with native status and second generation
immigrant status, the lowest mean value of years students had spent at their current
school, and the highest mean value for the age of students who were not born in the
United States. The strategy users/accurate perceivers cluster contained the highest
percentage of female students and the highest mean value for age of student. The
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers contained the highest percentage of male
students, the highest percentage of native and second generation immigrant status
students, the highest mean value of years students had spent at their current school and

the lowest mean value for the age of students who were not born in the United States.
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Additionally, post hoc tests revealed that the clusters differed on the specific
strategies that were analyzed for this study. For the strategies reported by frequency of
use, which included variables related to use of control strategies and elaboration
strategies, the largest differences occurred between strategy users/accurate perceivers
and minimal strategy users/poor perceivers. This differed for memorization strategies
where the largest difference occurred between the strategy users/poor perceivers and
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers. For the accuracy of the perceived usefulness of
metacognitive strategies variables, which included summarization and understanding and
remembering strategies, the largest mean differences also occurred between strategy
users/poor perceivers and minimal strategy users/poor perceivers.

A DFA revealed that two canonical functions characterized two dimensions which
provided the greatest separation between clusters. The two dimensions which these
functions represent can be characterized as LDF; for student perceptions of teacher
behaviors and as LDF; for gender and years at current school. Of these two functions,
LDF1, which included student perceptions of teachers’ stimulation of reading
engagement, teachers’ use of structuring and scaffloding strategies. and student-teacher
relationship accounted for 78.1 percent of the total variance across the three clusters. The
remaining 21.9 percent is accounted for by LDF». The territorial map suggests that the
greatest discrimination occurs between the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers and
the other two clusters on LDF; indicating that the strategy users/poor perceivers and
Strategy users/accurate perceivers report more positive perceptions of teacher behaviors

than members in the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster.
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Although not a proxy for reading achievement, the clusters differ in reading
achievement scores as well as strategy use, student and school characteristics, and
discriminant value. The largest differences in mean reading achievement scores were
between the strategy users/accurate perceivers and the minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers cluster. There were also statistically significant differences in the mean scores
between strategy users/accurate perceivers and the strategy users/poor perceivers
clusters; the differences between the strategy users/poor perceivers and the minimal
strategy users/poor perceivers were not statistically significant. The mean scores for the
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers and strategy users/poor perceivers clusters fall
within the range of PISA proficiency level two scores and the strategy users/accurate
perceivers fall within the range of PISA proficiency level three scores. Importantly, the
differences between these two proficiency levels delineate between those who are
considered successful readers and those who are at the baseline of proficiency
(Fleischman et al., 2010).

Lastly, the learning contexts related to teacher behaviors that included student and
principal/designee perceptions of supportive learning, student-teacher relationships and
teacher expectations were analyzed for their predictive value of cluster membership.
Results of these analyses revealed that student perceptions of student-teacher relationship
was the single variable that was a statistically significant predictor of cluster membership.
Specifically, student perceptions of student-teacher relationship was found to be
predictive of cluster membership between minimal strategy users/poor perceivers and

strategy users/accurate perceivers and that for each unit increase in score on the student-
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teacher relationship scale the probability of membership in the minimal strategy

users/poor perceivers cluster decreases by a multiplicative factor of .76.
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Chapter Five

Conclusions

Enactment of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 called for data to be
disaggregated between subgroups to facilitate the closing of achievement gaps between
economically advantaged students and those from different economic, racial and ethnic
backgrounds. Researchers such as Hemphill and Vanneman (2011) report that the
achievement gap in reading between Hispanic and White students still exists and has
remained stagnant since the enactment of NCLB. Data from NCES (U.S. Department of
Education NCES, 2013a) indicates that not only is the gap stagnant, but between
adolescent White and Hispanic students, it is widening.

Federal policies that address ELs are limited to language acquisition and
accountability, and federal efforts aimed at closing the achievement gap in reading are
focused primarily on elementary students. The population of Hispanic students enrolled
in public schools within the United States grew from 11.7 percent to 23.3 percent from
1990 to 2010 (Batalova & McHugh, 2010) and experienced a 1.7 percentage increase in
the number of students participating in EL programs between 2001 and 2010 (Aud et al.,
2012). Without policies aimed specifically at improving the reading achievement of the

growing population of adolescent Hispanic EL students it is doubtful that the gap will
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narrow and that the problems associated with poor reading achievement of this
population will dissipate. The purpose of this study was to explore how reading strategy
use and learning contexts are associated with reading achievement of adolescent Hispanic
ELs in order to inform policy.
The research questions that guided this study were as follows:
1. How are adolescent Hispanic EL students clustered based on self-report data on
frequency of use of memorization, elaboration and control strategies and the
accuracy of their perceptions of the usefulness of the metacognitive strategies of

understanding and remembering and summarizing?

2. Are there significant differences in the reading achievement scores of adolescent
Hispanic EL students based on the student clusters? If so, what differences

between clusters account for these differences?

3. Are adolescent Hispanic EL student’s perceptions of learning contexts predictive

of the probability of a student belonging to a particular cluster?

4. Are the principals’/designees’ perceptions of teachers’ expectations of students and
student-teacher relationships predictive of cluster membership?
Discussion of Results
Data analysis revealed that adolescent Hispanic EL students within United States’
schools cluster into three significantly different groups based on reading strategy use and
that reading achievement scores vary significantly with, cluster membership. These three

clusters are characterized as students who use reading strategies minimally and do not
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have a good understanding of the usefulness or effectiveness of metacognitive reading
strategies, minimal strategy users/poor perceivers; students who use strategies frequently
but do not have a good understanding of the usefulness of metacognitive reading
strategies, strategy users/poor perceivers, and; students who report using reading
strategies and who accurately perceive the usefulness of reading strategies, strategy
users/accurate perceivers. In this study, students in the strategy users/accurate
perceivers clusters have statistically significantly higher reading achievement scores than
those in both the strategy users/poor perceivers and the minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers clusters. There is ample research to support these findings with regard to the
relationship between reading strategy use and reading achievement (Padron & Waxman,
1998; Palinscar & Brown, 1984; Pritchard & O’Hara, 2008). Researchers such as
Fitzgerald (1995) report that for ELs the frequency of use of higher level metacognitive
and control strategies are positively associated with reading achievement while
researchers such as Padron and Waxman (1988) report that the use of lower level
strategies or strategies that are used inappropriately impede reading comprehension of
Spanish speaking students. Although there is abundant research on the association
between reading strategy use and reading achievement, cluster membership does not
serve as a proxy for reading achievement in this study.

In addition to strategy use and reading achievement, the literature provides ample
evidence for the proposition that learning contexts including student-teacher relationship,
teacher expectations and supportive instructional practices are positively associated with

reading achievement (Hughes & Kwok, 2005; Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007). Results of
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this study support that claim. For the population studied, the learning contexts which
included student and principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher relationship,
teacher expectations, and supportive instructional practices (specifically, teachers’ use of
stimulation of reading engagement strategies and teachers’ use of structuring and
scaffolding strategies) served as the discriminating factor between the minimal strategy
users/poor perceivers and the other two clusters with members of the minimal strategy
users/poor perceivers reporting the least positive experiences with learning contexts.
When examining the predictive power of learning contexts, analysis revealed that for this
population, student and principal/designee perceptions of teacher expectations, teachers’
use of stimulation of reading engagement strategies and structuring and scaffolding
strategies were not predictive of cluster membership. However, student perceptions of
student-teacher relationship was predictive of cluster membership and had predictive
value for membership between the strategy users/accurate perceivers and the minimal
strategy users/poor perceivers clusters, between which there are statistically significant
differences in reading achievement scores. Specifically, previous research indicates that
student-teacher relationship can have a direct positive effect on student achievement
(Hughes & Kwok, 2005; Tenenbaum & Ruck, 2007) and results of this analysis revealed
that lower scores on the student-teacher relationship scale increased the odds of
belonging to the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster as compared to the

strategy users/accurate perceivers cluster.
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Implications
Patterns of Strategy Use and Reading Achievement

Because strategy use differs by culture (Park, 2010; Purdie & Hattie, 1996) it is
important to recognize that results of this analysis are not generalizable to a broader
population. Strategy use is usually associated with positive gains in reading
achievement; however, Padron and Waxman (2008) found that for Spanish speaking
students, the use of low level strategies such as memorization or inappropriately using
strategies can have significant negative effects on reading achievement. This is important
as ELs tend to use lower level strategies more frequently and are less able to verbalize or
select appropriate metacognitive strategies (Fitzgerald, 1995). EL students who read in
English tend to use lower level strategies (Jimenez et al., 1996; Pritchard & O’Hara,
2008) and successful Spanish speaking ELs use more metacognitive strategies when
reading in Spanish as compared to English. Fortunately, these strategies are transferable
across languages (Jimenez et al., 1996; Pritchard & O’Hara, 2008).

A deeper examination of the patterns of strategy use for the study population
revealed that the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers report to a high degree that they
do not use any of the reading strategies. However, the strategy users/poor perceivers
report using the lowest level reading strategies (memorization) the most frequently and
the highest level of reading strategies the least frequently (control strategies). This is
exactly opposite of what the highest performing group, the strategy users/accurate
perceivers report with regard to frequency of reading strategy use. Although not true

across all OECD nations, OECD (2010a) reports that the use of memorization strategies

173



is associated with lower reading performance in the United States’ population, and that
reported use of higher level strategies is positively associated with reading achievement
across all OECD nations. Although cluster membership is not a proxy for reading
achievement in this study, the findings of this study and others, suggest that in order to
increase the reading achievement of adolescent Hispanic ELs, these students must be
taught how to access and recognize the purpose and value of specific reading strategies in
order to use strategies effectively, with consideration given to the factors that are unique
to this population.

The analysis of data for this population revealed that neither members of the
minimal strategy users/poor perceivers nor the strategy users/poor perceivers group
accurately perceived the usefulness of higher level metacognitive strategies. Importantly,
these two groups did not differ significantly on the mean scores of reading achievement,
implying that the accuracy of perceived usefulness of metacognitive strategies plays a
larger role than self-reported frequency of use for strategies. Combined, these two
groups comprise 54.3 percent of the study population with the mean scores of reading
achievement of these two groups at PISA Level two, which is considered to be at the
baseline of proficiency (Fleischman et al., 2010). The mean reading achievement score
of the highest performing group, the strategy users/accurate perceivers, is at PISA Level
three, which includes readers who are considered to be successful at reading tasks of
moderate complexity (Fleischman et al., 2010). Although not supported by a statistical
analysis, this finding implies that understanding the usefulness of reading strategies

delineates between successful readers and those who are not successful readers within
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this population. According to OECD (2010a) if students were aware of effective
metacognition strategies reading achievement gaps such as these would be expected to
narrow by approximately 20 percent.

As reading achievement varies across clusters in this study,, this study indirectly
supports evidence from researchers such as (Fitzgerald, (1995) Jimenez et al.(1996) and
Padron and Waxman( 1988) that the appropriate use of higher level strategies is
associated with higher reading achievement. In addition to the use of strategies, it is
essential to recognize the importance of not only using strategies, but understanding how
and when to use strategies in order to avoid overuse of low level strategies and/or
inappropriate use of strategies (Cantrell et al, 2010; Padron & Waxman, 1988). In order
to employ reading strategies effectively, adolescent Hispanic EL students must be aware
of not only the declarative knowledge of strategies but value the procedural and
conditional knowledge of strategies as well (Olson & Land, 2007). According to Olson
and Land, in order to be effective, this instruction must be prolonged, explicit, and
include modeling and scaffolded practice of appropriate strategy use.

This study revealed that for adolescent Hispanic ELs, poor perception of the
usefulness of metacognitive reading strategies is not limited to students who have very
low reported usage of reading strategies but also includes students with high reported
usage of reading strategies. The implications are that the frequent use of low level
reading strategies of the strategy users/poor perceivers group could contribute to poor
perception of the usefulness of metacognitive strategies and/or this group may not know

the appropriate strategies to access to aid in comprehension. For the minimal strategy

175



users/poor perceivers group, this could mean that they do not have functional strategy
awareness or simply choose not to use reading strategies. In this study, students differed
in their understanding of the usefulness of metacognitive reading strategies; these
differences were associated with differences in reading achievement. These findings
highlight the importance of incorporating instructional practices that include prolonged,
explicit instruction that includes declarative, procedural and conditional strategy use for
adolescent Hispanic ELs.

Gutierrez-Clellen (1999) suggests an integrated approach to mediating literacy
skills which includes incorporating native language into modeling reading strategies.
Additionally, researchers such as Pritchard and O’Hara (2008) and Jimenez et al. (1996)
report that Spanish speaking students use more metacognitive strategies when reading in
their native language. Importantly, these researchers indicate that these strategies are
transferrable from Spanish to English. Because the use of higher level strategies has
greater impact on this population, consideration should be given to teaching these
strategies in conjunction with reading in the students’ native language to develop initial
expertise, and then to facilitate the transfer of the appropriate use of higher level
strategies to reading texts in English.

Although not a primary variable examined in this study, it is important to
recognize that gender was a delineating factor with respect to cluster membership.
Members of the most successful reading cluster, strategy users/accurate perceivers were
predominantly female. This finding is useful in providing evidence that there are

differences in reading strategy use of male and female adolescent Hispanic ELs within
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United States’ schools that necessitate further study. Researchers such as Brozo (2006)
suggest using strategies that engage males by capitalizing on their competencies with
familiar texts, personal interests and connections with caring adults. Brozo further adds
that utilizing these types of innovative strategies, that address the unique interests and
literacy behaviors of male students, can help to reduce reading achievement disparities
between genders.
Learning Contexts and Patterns of Strategy Use

Within the scope of this study, learning contexts were comprised of teacher
behaviors that included student and principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher
relationship, teacher expectations and supportive instruction. These factors were found to
function together to discriminate between the student clusters that reported moderate to
high use of reading strategies and the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster that
reported very low usage of reading strategies, the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers.
Within this Hispanic EL population, students in the minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers cluster were weakly differentiated from the other two clusters by lower scores
on the learning context scales. The implications are that these students may report very
low usage of reading strategies and inaccurately perceive the usefulness of reading
strategies because (a) within the learning context, students perceive that teachers are not
providing supportive instruction that could facilitate their knowledge of and usefulness of
these strategies, (b) they perceive that the relationship with their teacher does not support

their learning, or (c) for other reasons not considered in this study.
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As strategy use is associated with reading achievement (Park, 2010) student-
teacher relationships can also be predictive of reading achievement (Hughes et al., 2012;
Lopez, 2012). Additionally, minority students have been found to be among those who
are most affected by the quality of relationships with their teachers (Ferlazzo, 2012;
Hughes & Kwok, 2007). Within this population of adolescent Hispanic ELs, student
perceptions of student-teacher relationship were predictive of cluster membership. When
comparing the minimal strategy users/poor perceivers cluster with the strategy
users/accurate perceivers cluster, the odds of students in the minimal strategy users/poor
perceivers belonging to the strategy users/accurate perceivers increased by 23.9 percent
for each point increase in the scale score of student-teacher relationship. These results
align with the reported research that positive student-teacher relationships are associated
with positive reading outcomes. This is an important finding as there are significant
differences in the reading achievement outcomes between the minimal strategy
users/poor perceivers and the strategy users/accurate perceivers cluster.

Implications of these findings are that learning contexts do matter with regard to
reading strategy use. Further, learning contexts that include positive perceptions of
student-teacher relationships and supportive instruction serve to differentiate between
students who use strategies moderately and those who use them minimally. The manner
in which perceptions of positive student-teacher relationships impact reading
achievement is not clear, based on an analysis of data for this study, although it appears

to serve as a positive differentiating factor of reading strategy use. It is not clear how
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these perceived positive relationships interact with perceived supportive instruction to
increase strategy use and reading achievement.
Recommendations

Recommendations to help close the reading achievement gap between adolescent
White students and Hispanic ELs necessitate a multi-tiered approach. These
recommendations encompass not only federal support, but include recommendations for
state and local constituencies of educators, parents, and other stakeholders. The
recommendations that follow are part of holistic approach; however, these
recommendations should not be interpreted as an all or nothing course of action.
Reauthorization of ESEA which includes salient elements of the LEARN Act (H.R. 858,
2015) that are germane to adolescent literacy education or grant funding that is provided
by the SRCL Program (U.S. Department of Education, Striving Readers Comprehensive
Literacy Program, 2012) can act as stimuli to proceed toward closing this achievement
gap. However, in absence of reauthorization of ESEA or the failure to receive SRCL
program grant funding these recommendations may stimulate meaningful policy change.
Recommendations for Federal Policymakers

Until ESEA is reauthorized, we will continue to operate under NCLB. Within
NCLB, funding for reading is primarily limited to serving very young students. ESEA is
due for reauthorization, and at the time of this writing there have been four bills proposed
for reauthorization. The first was released by republican Senator Alexander, a discussion
draft titled the Every Child Ready for College or Career Act of 2015 (Every Child Ready

for College or Career Act of 2015, 2015), the second was proposed by republican
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Congressman Kline, the Student Success Act (H.R. 5, 2015), and the third, democratic
Congressman Scott’s Substitute Amendment to H.R. 5 (Substitute Amendment to H.R. 5,
2015). Lastly, as a bipartisan effort by the Senate Health Education Labor and Pensions
Committee (HELP) republican Chairman Senator Alexander and democratic Ranking
Member Senator Murray introduced the Every Child Achieves Act of 2015 (2015).

To date, the Senate HELP committee has held three hearings on the Alexander
discussion draft, the Kline and Scott bills have been introduced and debated and as of this
writing, left as unfinished business. None of these bills includes provisions for
comprehensive literacy; however there is promise in one of the proposed amendments,
the LEARN Act (H.R. 858, 2015), which was introduced in the House of Representatives
by democratic Congressman Yarmuth. The LEARN Act is a comprehensive literacy
initiative that provides for states to create literacy plans based on needs as determined by
SEAs working in conjunction with state literacy teams. The LEARN Act calls for a
continuum of literacy learning from early childhood through high school, that is directed
toward the neediest population of students which includes ELs. The LEARN Act calls
for quality professional development focused on preparing teachers to provide effective,
evidence-based literacy instruction and allowing states to discern the specific needs,
content and delivery of this instruction.

The bipartisan Every Child Achieves Act (2015) also includes provisions for
adolescent literacy. The bill contains much of the language pertaining to adolescent
literacy education as explicated in the LEARN Act (H.R. 858, 2015). Specifically, within

the bill, Part D, Literacy Education for All, Results for the Nation (LEARN),§ 2401 —
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2405 contains language calling for a comprehensive literacy initiative which, like the
LEARN Act, provides for states to create literacy plans that are based on needs as
determined by SEAs.

The Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program (SRCL) (U.S.
Department of Education, Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program, 2012) is
sanctioned under the Academic Improvement and Teacher Quality programs. The SRCL
program is a model of the LEARN Act (H.R. 858, 2015) and includes both formula and
discretionary grants that are intended to improve the literacy skills of children from birth
through grade twelve. Since 2010, SRCL has shown promising results in closing literacy
gaps. Within the six states that have received discretionary funding to support school
districts in improving literacy instruction, all report increases in literacy achievement.
For the FY 2016 budget, President Obama requested $160,000,000 to fund SRCL, which
is currently unfunded (U.S. Department of Education, 2015). Absent ESEA
reauthorization, which includes the LEARN Act (or salient portions of the LEARN Act),
if SRCL remains unfunded there will be no funding available to specifically serve
adolescent literacy needs.

There are concerns that are germane to the funding which could help ameliorate
achievement gaps in literacy for Hispanic ELs. Programs such as SRCL, although
showing evidence of gains in reading achievement (Abt Associates, 2010; Shanahan,
2005), are not systematic, sustainable approaches to improve reading achievement over
the long term. By nature, competitive grants do not serve an entire population; states that

have great need do not necessarily have the means to divert resources for grant writing.
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In order to improve reading achievement and close reading achievement gaps, a
dedicated funding stream for a comprehensive literacy program is needed. Like the
model SRCL program, § 2401 — 2405 of the Every Child Achieves Act (2015) is also a
grant structure that by nature will not serve the needs of an entire population; instead it is
designed to provide federal support to SEAs by awarding state planning and
implementation grants and discretionary grants in the development and implementation
of comprehensive literacy plans that serve learners from birth through grade twelve. The
amount of federal support for SRCL program is set at $500,000,000 for FY2016
increasing incrementally to $600,000,000 by FY 2020 (U.S. Department of Education
About ED, 2015). Importantly, the bill language of Every Child Achieves (2015) would
provide a dedicated funding stream containing specific provisions dedicated to adolescent
literacy with a focus on the needs of the typically underserved, which includes ELs, to
ensure that they have access to quality literacy instruction. Absent reauthorization of
ESEA and until money for SRCL is appropriated, there is no current federal funding for
adolescent literacy and no funding aimed at ameliorating the gap in reading achievement
between adolescent White students and the growing population of adolescent Hispanic
ELs.

Examination of long term trend NAEP data (U.S. Department of Education
NCES, 2012c¢) indicates that overall this gap has not narrowed since the enactment of
NCLB and programs funded by SRCL have shown promise in advancing the
achievement of adolescent readers and ELs. Recommendations for federal policy makers

are twofold. In the absence of ESEA reauthorization, which includes salient elements of
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the LEARN Act (H.R. 858, 2015), authorization and appropriate funding should be
provided for the SRCL program. Second ESEA should be amended to include the salient
elements of the LEARN Act, which would provide dedicated, sustained funding for
adolescent literacy instruction while allowing SEAs to tailor comprehensive literacy
plans to meet the diverse needs of individual state populations.

Within that framework, concerns related to elements of the LEARN Act H.R. 858,
2015) of researchers such as Krashen (2010, January 31) should be tempered with
measures within SEAs, LEAs, and advocacy groups. States must be vigilant to take
advantage of the flexibility in the LEARN Act language. Specifically, states must ensure
that their literacy plans explicate the use of evidence based practices that include higher
level strategy use and incorporate culturally relevant components of comprehensive
supportive literacy instruction to address the adolescent literacy needs of Hispanic ELs
and other culturally diverse populations of learners.
Recommendations for State Policymakers

In all but a few states, the reading achievement gap between adolescent Hispanic
students and White students has not narrowed (Hemphill & Vanneman, 2011; U.S.
Department of Education NCES, 2013a). SEAs should push for reauthorization of ESEA
which includes a comprehensive literacy component. Within that push, states must
ensure that state literacy teams are prepared to include provisions for teacher recruitment,
preparation, and in-service professional development in order to build capacity in

adolescent literacy instruction for Hispanic ELs. Educators must be prepared to provide
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evidence based instruction which includes explicit higher level strategy instruction that is
designed to meet the needs of adolescent Hispanic ELs.

Absent reauthorization that includes provisions for adolescent literacy education,
states not experiencing a narrowing of this gap should apply for SRCL Program grants
(U.S. Department of Education, Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program,
2012). Within the formula grant, states should include literacy team members who have
the expertise in culturally relevant components of supportive literacy instruction for
adolescent Hispanic ELs. The state literacy plan should include provisions for
professional development for educators in supportive instruction that includes
declarative, procedural and conditional reading strategy instruction or other evidence
based effective reading instruction that that is tailored to meet the needs of culturally
diverse students.

As states continue monitoring data that track the achievement gap between White
students and adolescent Hispanic ELs, state school boards should examine gaps in the
number of personnel who are highly trained to serve the literacy needs of this population.
Where gaps in trained personnel are extant, state school boards should collaborate with
state literacy teams, colleges of education, minority and Hispanic serving institutions,
educators, LEAs, and parents to build consensus on the types of professional
development needed within the pre-service and in-service educator ranks. Where
possible, states should collaborate with minority serving institutions or Hispanic serving
institutions to develop literacy programs aimed at ameliorating the reading achievement

gap that can serve as scalable models for other state colleges of education. These
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programs should be shared with other state colleges of education to ensure that at a
minimum, awareness training is integrated into all colleges of education with regard to
the need for specific literacy instruction for adolescent Hispanic ELs. State school boards
should take an advocacy role for LEAs to ensure that there is a plan to raise awareness
and build capacity to serve the literacy needs of this population.
Recommendations for Local Policymakers

At the local level, policymakers should monitor gaps in achievement between
adolescent White and Hispanic EL students’ reading achievement. Where problems
exist, policymakers, educators, and other stakeholders should dialogue with state literacy
teams to help develop actionable plans aimed at narrowing this gap. Specifically,
policymakers should ensure literacy coaches, teachers, and instructional support
personnel receive professional development that includes components of literacy
instruction relative to adolescent Hispanic EL students. This professional development
should include building an understanding of the importance of explicit, prolonged,
scaffolded, higher level strategy instruction and the essential elements of declarative,
procedural and conditional knowledge of strategy use. Additionally, educators should
undergo awareness training on building positive student-teacher relationships as a
component of reading achievement and culturally relevant instruction. Data from
ongoing monitoring of changes in the gap should be used to inform modifications to be
made to professional development.

Local school boards should highlight disaggregated achievement gap data that

help parents and other stakeholders understand where gaps in reading achievement exist
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within the district populations. Local school boards, parents and other stakeholders
should engage in discussion to help to determine a course of action aimed at reducing the
gaps in reading achievement, that encompass plans outside of professional development
for educators. Local school boards can support efforts by parents and other stakeholders
by providing a venue for ideas to be voiced within the community and facilitate the
sharing of information with school leaders and educators.

Recommendations for Advocacy

The role of advocacy for Hispanic ELs in policy should not be ignored. Within
the political system, the demands and supports of the education subsystem operate in a
state of dynamic tension in which political actors are competing for scarce resources.
According to Easton (1965), these supports and demands can either act in tandem or in
opposition. The challenge is bringing together different stakeholders to inform and
discuss interests and competing needs to agree upon meaningful demands and work
collectively to influence decision makers.

There are numerous national advocacy and professional organizations
representing a diverse group of stakeholders who explicitly support a comprehensive
literacy program. In a letter dated February 2, 2015 approximately 50 groups and
organizations signed onto the Advocates for Literacy letter in support of the LEARN Act
(H.R. 858, 2015) calling for an increase in the federal commitment to improve literacy
instruction through development, implementation, and funding of literacy initiatives

within a reauthorization of ESEA. This advocacy group is working at the federal level to
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address the funding needs to ensure students of all ages have access to quality literacy
instruction.

As these groups and organizations coalesce around comprehensive literacy
instruction, advocates from all positions along the political spectrum should voice support
of ESEA reauthorization, which includes a comprehensive literacy component for
adolescent learners and funding for programs such as SRCL. Additionally, advocates at
all levels should continue to examine specific concerns with regard to reading
achievement, adolescent learners, struggling readers, Hispanic students, ELs, and
achievement gaps. This information should be used to create collective inputs of
demands (Easton, 1965) that will exert political influence in meaningful ways that can
help ameliorate the reading achievement gap between adolescent White and Hispanic
students and other populations.

At the local level, this calls for educators and other stakeholders to monitor
closely the achievement gaps in reading, between White students and adolescent Hispanic
EL students as well as other populations. This information should be used to inform
advocacy groups as to how to enter into meaningful dialogue with schools, districts
parents, students, and other stakeholders. The concerns that emerge from these
conversations can help to structure meaningful demands for culturally responsive reading
strategy instruction that can be used to leverage policy changes aimed at addressing the
needs of the population of interest at the school, district, and state level.

Armed with information about the gaps in literacy, parents have an important role

in advocating for meaningful change. Parent voice at the school and district level can
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help build constituency that reaches a critical mass to enact meaningful changes. Parent
advocates should begin by discussing concerns with school boards to understand if there
are differences across the district and then focus on solution-based dialogue for problem
areas.

Concerned parents should engage in conversation with teachers and school
leaders to discuss reservations related to achievement gaps and question the course of
action being taken within the school and the district to ameliorate the gap. Working with
school leaders, parent teacher associations, local youth clubs, religious organizations,
business partners, and other stakeholders, parent constituencies should work
collaboratively to develop actionable plans that include strategies for raising community
awareness and campaigns aimed at making policy changes to address needs of the
population of interest. Within the stakeholder population, it is important to consider
students in an advocacy role. Direct input from Hispanic ELs within schools and districts
can add help shape the manner in which their literacy needs are addressed. Within the
systems analysis model, parents are also responsible for continually monitoring changes
in the gap and continually providing feedback to help direct future activities.

Future Research

When examining the summary of research on reading behaviors in conjunction
with the findings from this study, the most salient implication for future research is that
there is a need to examine if there are differences in triggering mechanisms between
adolescent Hispanic EL learners who use strategies frequently and those who do not.

Additionally, studies of metacognitive strategy awareness may be useful to help
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understand why adolescent Hispanic EL readers select particular strategies to help them
comprehend text and how these differ when reading in English and Spanish. These types
of studies would be important based on findings of this study that roughly 30 percent of
the study population reported minimal use of reading strategies, approximately 24 percent
use low level reading strategies, and 54 percent do not understand the usefulness of
higher level strategies. Specifically, the information from these types of studies could
lead to further developments of culturally responsive reading strategy instruction by
helping to increase understanding about whether adolescent Hispanic ELs select low
level strategies because they are unaware of higher level strategies, or if when reading in
English they are unable to access higher level strategies. It may also prove to be helpful
to include comparative age in the study design to explore the significance of age on these
aspects of strategy access and use.

Within the research associated with the dimension of learning contexts, the
aspects of student-teacher relationship, teacher expectations, and supportive instruction
were analyzed. Hughes and Kwok (2007) found that supportive relationships with
students had a direct effect on reading achievement and that this held true across all
ethnicities (Hughes et al., 2012). Researchers such as Lopez (2011) and Becerra (2012)
found that higher teacher expectations were associated with positive academic outcomes.
Tenenbaum and Ruck (2007) found that teacher expectations differed across ethnicities
with the lowest teacher expectations for Hispanic students. Additionally, other
researchers found that explicit strategy instruction which included scaffolding and

modelling (Brown & Breommel, 2011; Cantrell et al., 2010) was important to adolescent
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readers reading achievement outcomes. Olson and Land (2007) found that explicit,
prolonged, scaffolded and modeled instruction on the three aspects of strategy use that
included declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge was associated with gains in
reading achievement.

Results from this study do not provide clear results on how the interaction of
student and principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher relationship, teacher
expectations, and supportive instruction are related to effective reading strategy use and
reading achievement. It is important to note that the dimensions of principal/designee
perceptions of student-teacher relationship and teacher expectations were integrated into
a single variable, making it impossible to analyze these two dimensions separately.
Additionally, the variables used to measure supportive instruction were found to be
insignificant predictors of strategy use grouping. The findings from this study do indicate
that there is a need to qualitatively explore the effect of student-teacher relationship and
teacher expectations on reading strategy use separating out the two dimensions.
Additionally, data need to be collected from teachers in addition to the principal/designee
and student perceptions of these dimensions. More data in this area would be helpful to
guide policy in dimensions of culturally responsive reading strategy instruction that may
otherwise escape consideration.

The vast amount of data available in data sets from international studies such as
PISA offer researchers opportunities to readily access information on a variety of
students of similar profiles within the United States’ school population. A similar

approach to this analysis could be used with PISA data to examine the general population
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of low-achieving students or other subsets of students to see if similar findings emerge.
Although this study has called for the need for culturally responsive strategy instruction
for Hispanic EL students, secondary analysis of other subpopulations of students may
prove useful to inform policies related to effective culturally responsive literacy
instruction for other groups. These groups do not need to be limited by language, race or
ethnicity but could be considered for the general population of low-achieving students or
for specific factors such as gender, family structure, socioeconomic status, immigrant
status, or other factors either alone or in combination as the primary discriminatory
variables.

Data not available in the PISA data set that may also prove to be helpful to
researchers is country of origin of immigrant students. Within the population of Hispanic
students in the United States, the data set does not include a variable to discern country of
origin for these students. This information could prove helpful to researchers who are
interested in determining nuances in differences between subsets of populations, such as
Hispanic ELs. Research that includes this type of nuanced information could prove
helpful to districts with large populations of students who share similar characteristics, as
in being Hispanic but differ in country of origin, by offering discriminatory information
that could help inform professional development for educators and instruction for
students.

Additionally, within this study, the findings related to student and
principal/designee perceptions of student-teacher relationship and teacher expectations

indicate a need to consider collecting teacher data that can be used to corroborate student
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self-report data. For example, information collected by the school questionnaire asks
classroom level information from principals or their designees, not teachers. Specifically
the principal or their designee’s are asked about teacher expectations and student-teacher
relationship. Findings from research of Hughes and Kwok (2007), Ferlazzo (2012) and
Tenenabaum and Ruck (2007) indicate that these factors are associated with student
achievement in reading; to provide more reliable data with regard to these important
factors, these data should be collected from teachers. In addition to self-report data,
studies that involve direct observation of student-teacher relationships within authentic
learning contexts along with data collected from teachers could serve to bolster reliability
of the self-report nature of the data provided by PISA.
Limitations

Limitations of the Data Set

There are three principal concerns of note that are associated with using self-
report questionnaire data from PISA and other large scale assessment (LSA) data sets.
These include the use of background data in achievement estimation, the reliability of
self-report data, and the validity of the self-report data. Research indicates that although
similar, there are concerns for both the student and school questionnaires, which are
primarily attributable to the cross-national nature of LSAs (Hamilton, 2009; Rutkowski &
Rutkowski, 2010; Schulz & Fraillon, 2011).

Rutkowski and Rutkowski (2010) note that “background data play an integral role
in the development of achievement scores for assessed subpopulations” (p.425) and as

such, call for an awareness of limitations of the data to be acquired. The authors
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highlight problems associated with missing data, respondent misinterpretation, and low
reliability on some of the background questionnaire items. Although the cautionary note
is raised, Rutkowski and Rutkowski posit that these cause little concern for most OECD
countries, including the United States. Schulz and Fraillon (2011) raise similar concerns
regarding student questionnaires as related to the cross-national nature of the assessment.
In examining student questionnaire data related to student learning strategies, Schulz and
Fraillon found differences in response patterns of the questionnaire data across countries.
The authors attribute these differences to the use of subjective, Likert-type scale items.
The authors call for careful analyses and caution in interpreting results in cross-country
comparative research. There are two items that are accessed from the data set for this
study that relate to student background -- these variables were used solely to identify the
target population.

Although in this study, these data are not used for comparative purposes to other
populations or countries, it is important to note that although data are accessed from
students who live within the United States; the target population represents students who
come from other countries and also differ in other ways. Although the study population
share characteristics of age, EL status, and a language other than the test being spoken at
home, these students also differ. Specific differences identified in this study include
immigrant status, student age, and the number of years living in United States. The fact
that some of these students come from different countries (which are not identifiable in
the data set) raises the potential that the target population may represent differing cultural

backgrounds, which may in turn impact the reliability of the self-report data.
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The overall reliability of the study sample over the entirety of the scaled indices is
favorable, however. According to Tavakol and Dennick (2011), acceptable values of
Cronbach’s alpha can range from .70 to .95 with values above .90 indicating that
redundancies may exist in the test. In examining Table 2, the reader should note that
although there are no values below .70, there are several values above .90 in the United
States’ and study sample populations with one value exceeding the acceptable
Cronbach’s range suggested by Tavakol and Dennick. Rutkowski and Rutkowski (2010)
have reported that the reliabilities of LSA questionnaires have typically been lower for
less economically developed countries, and researchers such as Hopfenbeck and Maul
(2011) have posited that these reliabilities are associated with cultural mismatches
between many of the Likert-style questions and the respondents. Both Tavakol and
Dennick and Hopfenbeck and Maul call for researchers and policy makers to use caution
and recognize the limitations of these data for making policy decisions.

In addition to concerns about the student questionnaire, Hamilton (2009) raises
concerns with regard to these PISA-type questionnaires that are completed by the
principal or their designee. The primary concern is validity, specifically the
interpretation of the questions in relation to the intent of the question. Hamilton suggests
that this is especially relevant in PISA, because of the cross-national nature of the
assessment and the linguistic and cultural differences across the nations tested. As with
the student questionnaire data, a limited number of variables are being accessed from the
data set and these will not be used for cross national comparisons. It is important to note

again that many of the questions answered by the principal/designee regarding teacher

194



behaviors are a proxy for the more meaningful first-hand information from classroom
teachers or, as suggested, by direct observation by researchers.

In contrast to concerns expressed with principal and designee questionnaires,
Marsh, Hau, Artelt, Baumert, and Peschar (2006) defend the use of Likert-type scale
items that are embedded in the Student Approaches to Learning (SAL) instrument used in
the PISA student questionnaire. The SAL is specifically used to collect data on the use of
learning strategies, which includes the type of data accessed in this study. Marsh et al.
evaluated SAL responses finding that the “relationship among and between SAL
responses and criterion variables support the construct validity of interpretations based on
SAL responses” (p. 353). Samuelstuen and Braten (2007) also suggest that the self-
report learning strategy scale data from PISA are valid. Samuelstuen and Braten
demonstrated that task-specific self-report data corresponded well with student strategy
use when tracking strategy use within student learning materials. This study was limited
to a subset of the population within the United States and is not to be used for cross-
country comparisons or analysis and comparisons across populations. Although
Samuelstuen and Braten posit that there is validity in the strategy use questionnaire items,
caution should be exercised when interpreting results and results should not be
generalized to the entire PISA population.

Hopfenbeck and Maul (2011) also examined the student questionnaire data
focused on measuring the use of specific learning strategies. The authors suggest that for
a variety of reasons, a non-trivial number of lower performing students are not

responding to questionnaire items in the desired manner. The Hopfenbeck and Maul
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findings raise validity questions regarding the use of the SAL, which Marsh et al. (2006)
report as valid. The authors however raise an important point that there are a non-trivial
number of low performing students who show significant variation in the quality of
responses attributed to misinterpretation of the questionnaire which the authors associate
with lower performance on achievement scales. The authors note that correlations drawn
between learning strategy scales and achievement indicators may not accurately reflect
the strength of the relationship and as such, should be interpreted with caution.

In addition to concerns about the reliability and validity of self-report PISA data,
there have also been questions raised regarding the 2009 U.S. PISA sample, from which
the subset for this study was drawn. Carnoy and Rothstein (2013) suggest that a
sampling error in the 2009 PISA assessment cycle caused an over representation of
students from the most disadvantaged schools. They suggest that the oversampling of
these students depressed average United States’ test scores resulting in inaccurate
comparisons of the United States with other nations. Andreas Schleicher (OECD Deputy
Director for Education and Special Advisor on Education Policy to the OECD’s
Secretary-General) responded to the purported error with an explanation that the NCES
data set that Carnoy and Rothstein accessed to calculate the actual percentage of students
living in poverty was different from the NCES data set used to construct the United
States’ sample; Dana Kelley of NCES confirmed that Carnoy and Rothstein referenced
the wrong NCES data in their estimation (personal communication, May 1, 2014). The
correspondence does not clearly establish the magnitude of the disparity, and the two

parties did not resolve the differences. These arguments call attention to the importance
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of differing interpretations. The data accessed for this study was not used for cross-
country comparative purposes; instead, a subset of the US 2009 PISA population who fit
a narrowly defined selection criterion was used in the analysis. This study does not
address comparisons of performance across the nation based on the SES status of
students. However the question of over representation of low SES students should be
noted and the results of the analysis should be reported with a caution.
Study Limitations

There are four principal limitations to this study. The first pertains to the use of a
partial data set. The scope of this study includes a subpopulation of the PISA 2009
administration and only pertains to adolescent Hispanic EL students within United States’
schools and, as such, the findings of this study are not generalizable to the entirety of the
United States’ student population. Further, the scope of this study does not include
access to the breadth of information which is contained within the data for each student
case and, therefore, did not include rich contextual factors that could be informative to
understanding strategy use in relation to Hispanic ELs. Future studies of Hispanic ELs
and reading strategy use could include SES factors, geographic factors and factors
associated with gender, family structure and other background information to better
understand how these students are clustered and how these differ with respect to reading
achievement.

The second limitation is the use of self-reported data. Although there are studies
that validate the use of the SAL as a valid measure of strategy use (Marsh et al., 2006),

and that overall use of self-report Likert style questionnaire data is reliable within the
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United States’ portion of the data set (Hamilton, 2009; Rutkowski & Rutkowski, 2010;
Schulz & Fraillon, 2011) the use of self-report data rely on the recall of respondents and
their interest in providing accurate information. Recognizing that these data are a unique,
rich source of information needed for this study, the reliability of the responses must be
taken into account when considering results of the study.

The third limitation pertains to the complexity of the sample design and is related
to the use of the partial data set. Because the sampling design was a multi-stage stratified
sampling design, the data are nested and are not from a true random sample of the United
States’ population of PISA-eligible students and therefore cannot be assumed to be truly
independent. Drawing a homogeneous subset from the overall sample, it is assumed, but
not confirmed, that this subset of data is not truly independent. Violations of the
assumption of independence do not impact the cluster analysis results but can imply that
the results from both the ANOVA and the MLR analyses may have provided liberal
significance values which should be considered when examining results of this study in
relation to the cluster groupings. There are multiple avenues to explore the PISA data set
in order to answer questions pertaining to reading strategy use and learning contexts. The
methodology used in this study was used to answer the four research questions posed.
Alternate approaches such as the use of hierarchical linear modeling could allow for finer
manipulation of these data which could perhaps yield additional findings.

Lastly, it is important to note that the variables used to represent learning contexts
merely approximate the range of teacher strategies that are used in the classroom. In the

case of the principal/designee’s responding to questions about student-teacher
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relationship and teacher expectations, these variables are a proxy for the more meaningful
first-hand information from classroom teachers. Data from these questionnaires can be
helpful to researchers in interpreting student achievement results; however researchers
must recognize the limitations of using these types of approximations of classroom
context.
Summary and Conclusions

This study revealed that within the United States, the patterns of reading strategy
use and understanding of the usefulness of metacognitive strategies of adolescent
Hispanic EL students clustered into three statistically significant groups and the mean
differences in the reading achievement scores also differed significantly between these
clusters. These differences were important, implicating that student understanding of the
usefulness of metacognitive strategies, not the frequency of use of strategies,
differentiated between students whose PISA reading levels are considered to be at the
baseline of reading proficiency and those who are considered more successful readers.
Additionally, the study revealed that student and principal/designees perceptions of
learning contexts acted functionally as discriminating factors between those who
moderately use reading strategies and those who use them minimally. When separating
out student-teacher relationships from the other learning contexts, student perceptions of
student-teacher relationship was positively associated with, but not a proxy for, belonging
to the highest performing cluster.

The Hispanic EL population is growing within the United States’ schools. For the

growing study population, the higher dropout rate is in part attributable to reading

199



achievement (Hernandez, 2012). As evidenced in this study, adolescent Hispanic ELs
use strategies differently and those differences are associated with reading achievement
outcomes. The literature presented provides evidence that in order to bolster the
appropriate use of reading strategies, explicit, prolonged instruction is needed.
Additionally this study reveals a need for culturally responsive strategy instruction for
Hispanic ELs. These types of instruction are needed in order to help reduce achievement
gaps between adolescent Hispanic ELs and other populations. Recommendations are that
policymakers, researchers and advocacy groups at all levels work collaboratively to
access dedicated funding that can stimulate the incorporation of effective instructional
practices to meet the needs of this population. This will require ongoing monitoring of
and response to the achievement gap through the process of inputs of demands and

supports of the political system to actuate culturally relevant reading strategy instruction.

200



Appendix A

George Mason University HSRB Approval Letter

£

mESORGE Office of Research Integrity and Assurance

Rieseasch Hall 4400 Universty Orive, MS €05, Farfes, Virgini 22050
UNIVERSITY Phote: 7050055445, Fax 7050080600

DATE: January 26, 2015

TO! Penny Eariey, PhD

FROM: George Mason Universty IRE

Project Tie: [mssssupezm-u DIFFERENCES IN U.S. ADOLESCENT HISPANIC
READERS STRATEGY USE AND PERFORMANCE ON READING

ACHEVBIENTNDWPREUCTNEVALLENLEARNNSWS
SUBMISSION TYPE: New Project

ACTION DETERMINATION OF NOT HUMAN SUBJECT RESEARCH
DECISION DATE: January 26, 2015

Thank you for your submission of New Project materiais for fiis project. The Offios of Research Intagrty
& Assurance (ORIA) has determined Tis Project does Not mest the Gfinition of huMan SUDJECt research
uncer the purvizw of the IRB acooring 10 federal reguiations.

Piease remember hat If you modry this projct 10 INCluce NUMan SULJECts M26earch actvIies, you are
required 10 SUDMIL rEViSIons 10 i ORIA pror 1 izaton.

¥ you have any quUestions, pieass contact Karen Motsinger at 703-383-4208 of kmatsing@gmu edu.
Please NCIU0E yOour project e and reference NUMDET In al COMEEDONDRNce WM this comminee.

This lufler has bewn “gredin -t ol . and & copy I8 retained witin Gecrge Meson
Urtversty IRE's recorde

201



Appendix B

NAEP and PISA Proficiency Levels

Grade 8 NAEP reading achievement levels.

Grade 8
Basic Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to locate
(243) information; identify statements of main idea, theme, or author's purpose; and make

simple inferences from texts. They should be able to interpret the meaning of a word
as it is used in the text. Students performing at this level should also be able to state
judgments and give some support about content and presentation of content.

Proficient Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to provide

(281) relevant information and summarize main ideas and themes. They should be able to
make and support inferences about a text, connect parts of a text, and analyze text
features. Students performing at this level should also be able to fully substantiate
judgments about content and presentation of content.

Advanced | Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to make

(323) connections within and across texts and to explain causal relations. They should be
able to evaluate and justify the strength of supporting evidence and the quality of an
author's presentation. Students performing at the Advanced level also should be able
to manage the processing demands of analysis and evaluation by stating, explaining,
and justifying.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. NAEP Achievement
Levels. (2014). Retrieved from

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/achievement.aspx#descriptions
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Grade 12 NAEP reading achievement levels

Grade 12
Basic Twelfth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to identify
(265) elements of meaning and form and relate them to the overall meaning of the text. They

should be able to make inferences, develop interpretations, make connections
between texts, and draw conclusions; and they should be able to provide some
support for each. They should be able to interpret the meaning of a word as it is used
in the text.

Proficient Twelfth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to locate and

(302) integrate information using sophisticated analyses of the meaning and form of the text.
These students should be able to provide specific text support for inferences,
interpretative statements, and comparisons within and across texts.

Advanced | Twelfth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to analyze

(346) both the meaning and the form of the text and provide complete, explicit, and precise
text support for their analyses with specific example. They should be able to read
across multiple texts for a variety of purposes, analyzing and evaluating them
individually and as a set.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. NAEP Achievement
Levels. (2014). Retrieved from

http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/achievement.aspx#descriptions
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Description of PISA proficiency levels on combined reading literacy scale: 2009

Exhibit 1. Description of PISA proficiency levels on combined reading literacy scale: 20049
Proficiency leval
and lower cut

Level § AL level 6, t3sks typically require the reader o make muliple inferences, comparnisons and conirasts that are both detailed and
precise. They require demonsiration of 3 full and detailed understanding of one or mare fexts and may involve imegrating information
538 from maore than one text. Tasks may require the reader bo deal with unfamiliar ideas, in e presence of prominent competing
information, and to generale abstract categories for imerpretations. Refect and evaluale asks may require the reader o hypothesize
alout or critically evaluale 3 complex bexd an an unfamiliar topic, Gaking into account muliple chlera or perspectives, and applying
sophisticated understandings from beyond e text There are imited data about access and retrieve tasks ai i level, but it appears
that a salient condition is precision of analysi and fine afention to detail that is mconspicuoes in he texis.

Level 5 AL level 5, lasks imvoive retrieving infoemasion hat require the reader o locate and crganize several pieces of deeply embedded
information, inseming which information in the 1ext is relevant. Reflective tasis require orifical evaluation or hypofhesss, drawing an
526 specialized knowledge. Both interpretative and refiecive tasks require a full and detaled understanding of a text whose content
or form is unfamiliar. For all aspects of reading, tasks at this level typically imoive dealing with concepts that are contrany io

expectafions.

Level 4 Al level 4, tasks involve retrieving informafion that require the reader to locabe and crganize several pieces of embedded information
Some 1asks at this leved require imemeeting e meaning of nuances of language in 3 section of faxt by 1aking inlo account the text
553 @5 @ whole. Other interpretative tasks require understanding and appiying categones in an unfamiliar context. Refective fasks at his
level require readers 10 wse formal or public knowiedge 1o hypothesize about or crlicaly evaluate 3 %ext. Readers must demonsiaie
af acosrate understanding of long or complex iexis whose comlent or form may be undamiiar.

Level 3 A level 3, tasks require e reader io locale, and in 5ome cases recognize the relationship between, several pieces of information that
mis: meet muBple condiiions. imerpretative tasks at TS level require the reader io imegrate several pans of a text in order 1o identify
480 @ main idea, understand a relationship of consTue he meaning of 3 word or phrase. They need o take inf account many features.

in comparing, contrasting or calegorizing. Ofen the required information & nof praminent or there is much competing information; or
there are ofher fext abstacles, such as ideas that are contrary 1o expectation or negatively wanied. Refiecive @sks at this level may
require connections, Comparisons, and explanations, or ey may require the reader 1o evaluale a feature of the text. Some refective
1Esks require readers 1o demonsiraie a ine understanding of the text in relation to familiar, everyday knowledge. Other Esks do not
require detailed text comprehension but require the reader to draw on IES5 Common inowledge.

Lewel 2 A level 2, some fasks require the reatier bo locale one of more pieces of information, which may need to be inferred and may need o
meet several conditions. Others require recognizing the main idea in a text, understanding relationships, of consTuing meaning wishin
407 @ limited part of the text when e information is not prominent and the reader must make low level inderences. Tasks at this evel may
imalve comparisons or contrasts based on a single feature in the text. Typical refiective tasis at this level require readers 1o make 3
comparisan or several conneciions between the text and outside knowledge, by drawing on personal expenience and atftibades.

Level 13 At level 1a, tasis require he reader io locate ane of more independent pisces of explicily stated informiation; to recognize the
main heme or 3Uhors purpose in a iext about a familiar fopic, or to make a simple connecion betwesn information in he text
335 and common, everyday knowledge. Typically he required insormation in the text is prominent and there is lite, if ary, competing
information. The reader is expliciy direcied to consider relevant factors in he sk and in e ext

Level 10 A level 1b, tasks require the reader io locate a single piece of explicitly sia%ed information in a prominent position in a shor,
syniactically simpie text with a famiiar comext and text type, such as a namative or a smple list. The text iypically provides support o
262 the reader, such as repetition of insormeation, pictures or familiar symbais. There i minimal competing information. in tasks requinng
interpretation the reader may need 10 Make simple conneciions betwesn adjacent pEces of Nfommition.

MOTE: To eeach n particular proficiency level, 8 shident must comeclly armmer & majority of itemes at that level. Stedents were cesified inbo resding Freescy levels acoonding
b fheir scores. Cuf point scores in the exhibit are rounded; exact cet point scores are provided in sppendin B. Scores are reporied on a 3cale from 0o 1,000
SOURCE: Organizefion for E ic Coopemiicn and Development [OECTD), Program for Infesnationsl Shudent A L [PISA), 2008,

Source: Fleischman, H.L., Hopstock, P.J., Pelcsar, M.P., and Shelley, B.E., 2010, p.10
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Appendix C

PISA 2009 Questionnaires

Exhibit B1: Pisa 2009 Student Questionnaire

OECD Program for
International Student Assessment 2009

Mm@ Day

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE

I
I
Place Label Hers :
I
I

U it i ey b gt n.uua.un.m—-..-u_nmlun.—.u-um
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In this booklet vou wall find queshions about:

=

= Yeom

= Your famly and your home

= Your reading actvities

= Leamms time

= (lassroom and school chimate

» Your Englich classes

= Tibrares

= YWour shateges 1o reading and nderstanding texts

In some of the questions vou will be azked about reading. What we
specifically mean by readimg 15 the dlall to understand wse and think about
wrirtem texts. Thes skill 1s needed to reach one’s goals, to develop one's
knowledze and potential. and to teke pat m soctety.

Please read each queshon carefilly and answer as accurzately as yvou can. Im
the test vou umally arcled vour answer=. For ths questioonaire, you will
nomzlly answer by darkening a cirele. For a few questions vou wall need to
write a short answer.

If vou make a pmstake when darkenins 3 cucle, erase vouwr mmstake and darken
the comrect circle. If vou poake 2 mistake when wmting an answrer, mmpky
cross i out and winte the cormect answer next to it

In thiz questionnaire, there are no right or wrong answers, Your answers
should be the ones that are right for vou.

You mav azk for help 1f vou do not understand somethmye or are not sure how
to answer 3 question.
Your anzwers will be combined with others to make total: and average:

in which no individual can be identified. All vour answers will be kept
confidential,
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SECTION 1: ABOUT YOU

G What grade are you in?

grade

=2

02 How long have you been in this school?
(Pleare darken only ong circle.)

Less than op= vear O
Dne to Two y2ars o,
Thres to four years O,
More than four vears oy

a3 When were you bom?
{Plaase write the month, day and yvear vou were born)

%
Moweth Day Fear

34 Are you female or male?
Female Miale

o, o,
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15

Which best describes you?
{Please darken only ane civele )

T am Hispansr or Lating, ()

T am mof Hispamic or Lating. (&)

Which of these categories best describes your race?
(Pleaze darken one or move civelas,)

Whit=z o
Black or African American (]

Axian (e}
American Indian ar Alaska Native O

MNytve Hawadian ar Ocher Pacific Tslandsr (o}
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Did you attend pre-school?

XNo )
Yas, for ope year or less (e
Yes, for mere than ons year L)

Did you attend kindergarten?

Mo (s}

Yes o,

How old were you when you started first grade?

years

Have you ever repeated a grade?
(Pleaze darken only one circle in each row)

Fes, fice or
Np, mever Fex, ance miEe
) In Einderparien O Q, 0,
5) In grades 1-§ o o, o,
) In zrades 7-8 o o, o,
d) In grades 10-12 0, (s} 0

209



1

What iz the highest grade or level of school you expect
to complete?

{Pleaze darken only one civele.)
Less than high school 1

High schoc] 0,

Vocatiomnal or techrical cemificare (vach as
cosmetalogy or 30w mechanics) 0,

Azzormie's desres (2-vear degres foma
community colege) o,

Bachelor's degres (4-vear collzge degres) 3,

Master's degres O

Dioctoral of professional degree such as
medicine or law Q,

=4
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SECTION 2: YOUR FAMILY AND YOUR HOME

In thiz section you will be asked some guestions abour vour fomily and your home.

Some of tha following questions are abour your mother and father or those persens
willo are like a mother or father o you — for example, suardians, step-parenis,
foster parenis, aic.

If vou zhare yvour fime with move than one sef of parenis or suwardians, pleasze
arswer the following guestions for fhoss parents/euardians vou spend the most
tine with.

f2  Who usually lives at home with you?

{Please darken one circle in each row)

Fiexr o
) Mother (includineg stepmather or foster mother) 5] 0,
b Father (incheding stepfather o foster father) O, o,
) Brothers) (mcluding stepbrothers) o, 0,
d) Sisten(s) (including stepsisters) o Q,
g) Grandpareni(s) 2, ]
£) Others (e g cousin) o Ly

(5]
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Q13a

Q13b

114

What is vour mother's main job?
ie.q., schoof teacher, cook, salss manager)

{If she iz not working mow, please fell us her last maim jab)

Plegza write in the job title.

What does your mother do in her main job?
{e.q.. teaches high school students, helps prepare meals in a
restaurant, manages a sales team)

Pleaze use a sentence o describe the kind gf work she doez or did in that
Joh.

What is the highest level of schooling (not including college)
completed by your mother?

Ifyou ave not suve which civele to choose, please azk rhe tesr adminiztrator

for help.

{Plaase daviken only one cirele)
She completed grade 17 (hizh schodal
diploma or GED). G
She completad prade 2 o,
She completad grade § o,
Zhe did not complets grads & O,

212



Does your mother have any of the following degrees,
certificates or diplomas?

If you are not sure how to answer this guestion, please ask the resr
administrator for help.

{Pleace darken one circle in each row)
3} Maseer's. doctoral. or professiomal desTee

swch as meedicine or law Q. Q.
) Bachelor's degres (4-year collage degres) O, i,

£l Associate’s depree (2-vear degmes Toma
comnanity colleze) G £,

d) Vecational o techrical cerrificate/diphama
after hizh school (such 25 cosmetalogy oar O, o,
aufo mechamics)

What is your mother currently doing ¥
{Plzase darksn only one civclal

Woakinz fiull-dme for pay a,

Working par-fome for pay o,

Yot workins, it looking fora job o,

Crther (2 g homs dufies, retoed) 0,
10
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CcATa

b

Q18

What is your father's main job?
{e.q., school teacher, cook, sales manager)

{If e iz not working now, please tell us kic laze mam job)

Ploaze write in the job ritls.

What does your father do in his main job?

{e.q., t=aches high school students, helps prepare meals in a
restaurant, manages a sales team)

Pleaze wre a semtence fo describe the knd of work he does or did i thar
job.

What is the highest level of schooling (not including college)
completed by your father?

If you ave not sure how o answer thiz guestion, pleaze ask the fest
aadmiristrator_for help.

{Pleaze darkern anly one civclal

He completed grade 17 (high schoal

diploma or GED) o,
He completed prade 2. o,
Ha completed prade 4. 0,
He did not complete srade 6. (o
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1S Does your father have any of the following degrees, certificates
or diplomas?

Ifvou ave not sure wiich circle to chooss, pleaze aszk the test adminizirator
Jer help.

{Please davken one civele m sach row)

Yex Mo
) Master's, doctoral or professional degTes
sich a5 medicine or law 3 Q,
b) Bachelor's depree (4-year college degres) 0, D,
£ Assooaie’s degres (2-vear degree foma
community colege] =7 C,
d) Vocational o techmical cermificate/diploma
after high school (such as cosmetology o ) 0,

b m=chamics)

20 What is your father currently doing?
(Pleass darken only one circls)

Working fisll-dme for pay ),

Wiaking part-time for pay 0,

Mot working, Tt looking for a job Q,

Crther {2 g, home duties, retived) i,
12
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Q21 In what country were you and your parents born?
{Plaase darken ome civels in each columm)

Yoo Miorher Father
United Smatas* iy, Oy, (/N
Cither coumry O O O

¥NOTE: the “Linited Soiwe” mdom to the 50 stame, Dismict of Colembia, md 1.5, miliomy basss abroad

Q22 If you were NOT bom in the United States, how old were you
when you arrived in the United States?

Ifyvou were less than 17 manths old, please write zere (0L

If you weare bown i the United Seates please skip this question and go fo
023

Vears

Q23  What language do you speak at home most of the time?

{Please darken only one circlsl

Erzisk Qi
Spanish Os
Orther lanpuage O e
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24 Which of the following are in your home?

{Please darken one circle i sach row)

2] A desk o smdy at
B A room of vour ewn

€] A quies place to smdy

dl A computer veu can use for school work

| Educatonal sefrwara

£ A link to the Intermet

2} Classic bieratare {2 g., Shakespaare)
b) Books of poetry

1) Works of an (p. 2., paimfings)

1) Books o help with your school work
k) Techmical reference books or mameals
1) A dicnonary
m) A dishwasher

o) A DVD player

o) A Fusst rodm

0} A hish-spesd Intermst commaction

gl A musical mstmamerd

14

o o o0 O O 0 0 0 0 O

o o o 0O

Q

o 0 F

_D - D

o

e 02
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25 How many of these are there at your home?

{Please darken only one civcle in each rowl

Tree or
Nome — (me Twa  mare
a) (Cell phomes o i 3 3,
b Tal=vizions o o o 2,
£} Compnmers L) 0 O 0,
d) Cars o 2 2 0,
#) Bathrooms with a bathioh or shower ] o] ] (9]

226  How many books are there in your bome?

There are wsnally about 15 bools per foot of shehing Do ner includs
magazines, newspapers, or vour schoolbooks.

(Flease darken only one circlsl

0-110 books

11-25 books

26-100 books

107-209 boaks

=

©o p o & O

[

201-500 books

More thap 500 books

0

-

15
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SECTION 3: YOUR READING ACTIVITIES

The gqusstions in thiz section ave mainly abent yvouwr reading activities ouwlside
school

227 About how much time do you usually spend reading for
enjoyment?

{Plsaze darken only ane circls)

1 do mod read for emjoymsnt. O,
30 oomites of i=ss a day 0O,

Moare than 30 mumgtes fo less than

60 mimtes a dav Q,
I to 2 hoors a day 0,
More ttan 2 hoars a day 0,

16
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Q8

How much do you agree or disagree with these statements

about reading?

{Please darken only ane civcle in each row)

2} Iread ooly if I have o

b} Readins is one of my favorite habbies

) 1lke mikine about books with ether people.
d) I find it hard fo fmish boaks

g} 1feel happy if T receive 2 book as a presend
£} For me. reading is a wasts of tma.

Z) 1emoy zning i a beokstore or a liboary.

b) Iread ooly io get mformanon that I oead

i) I cannot sit sl and read for mors than a few
minates.

11 1liks fo express oy opmioo: about weaks
bawe read.

Ei 1lk= to exchanze books with oy Siends

Sromgly

disagree Doagree Agree

O

L]

O
o,
)

o

Q

o

o 0O

o

o

o L o 90

o 0 0 O

o

Serongiy
b

]

k]

0,

0,
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22% How often do you read these materials because you want to?
{Please davken only one civele in each row)

Newror A few About Several  Several
eriiiThing ey g e T ] AMCy 3 FAMCS O

RV ear math morfi week

A} Mazazines 0, o, 0, 0, 0y
B} Comic books Q, a3, O, Q, Q,
) Ficdom {e.z., novels, narmatives,

: stazies) ; O, 2, Oy 9, O
d) Mon-fiction beaks ') o}, & o, 0,
g| Nawspapers O, O i, 0, o,

18
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330 How often are you involved in the following reading activities?

{Pleaze davken only eme circle in sach row. If yvou don't kmew whar the
QoI is, darken T dow 't know what it is. )

Tdom's Neweror Several  Sewral  Several

imow  olmon  omerg  Bmess  pmera
what iy mever  momth  week day
2) Reading emails O, Q, 0, 0, 0,
b) Chasting on line 0, o, Q, o, Q,
¢) Reading online news 0, Q, Q, Q, 0,

d) Using an online dictionary er
encyclopedia (e g, Wikipedia®) = Q, Q, Q, Q,

g Searching enline miormaton to
learn about & particular topic Q, €, Q, Q, O,

fj Taking part in onkine roup
discussians or forums o oy o, o, o,

g} Searching for practcal
informarion on line (e £, o, 2, 3, o, oy
schedules, events, 1ips, recipes)

b} Tewt-messaping O

19
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23 When you are studying, how often do you do the following ?

{Please darken only ong circls in each rew

Alman Almios
mever  Sompomes (Hien atways

a) When I sudy, 1oy to memornize everything
that is covered in the text. O, Oy G B,
b When I zudy, Tstar by Sparing out what
exactly I need to leam. 2, o, o, £,
£] When I sudy, Iy to memonze as many
details as pessihle. Q, Q. a, 2,
d) When I sudy, 11y to relate new information
to prier knowiedse acquired in ather 0, 1, b, 0,
suhjacts,
2] When I sedy, 1 read the text 50 many fmes a a
thai I can recite i e, i J
f) When I sudy, I check if Tunderstand what I
haw'e read. O,
2} When I shedy, Tread the text ower and ower
amin L,
b} When I sudy, I fizure our how the
information might be nseful mwside schood.
i) When I smdy, I oy to Szure oar which
cowcepts I sl laven't really umderstood. g,
1) When I sudy, Iy to onderstand the
maierial berter by relating it to my owm 0
SNPETISOCES,
k) When I snedy, I make mare that T remsmbar
ths most imporian points in the @t
1) When I smdy, T fizure oar how the ext
mmformation fits in with what happens in real o, r, ¥, 1,
m) When I study and I don't understand

something, T loak for addinenal information O, 1, o, 0,
to clarify this

O

O
O

o O O O

-

o 0o o

20

223



SECTION 4: LEARNING TIME

232 How many minutes, on average, are there in a class period for
the following subjects?

Mimutes m a class period in Enslich {English classes may

imclods these in Hierabare, creative waitng, joumatism Mimates
gte ):

Mimites i a class period in mathematics: Mimtes
Minutes in a class peniod In science; Mimytes

233  How many class pericds per week do you typically have for the
following subjects?

Tumiber of clags periods per week m Enslish: class peniads
Tumber of class periods per week i matheamarics; class perinds
Tumber of class penods per week m science: class peninds

23 Inanormal, full week at school, how many class periods do you
have in total?

Tumher of ALL class periods: class penods

21
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G35 What type of out-of-school-time lessons do you attend
currently?

These are only lassons in subjects thar vou ave also leaming ar school,
that you spend extra time learning owtsids of novmal school howrs. The
lessons may be siven ar vour school, at veur home or somewheare slse.

{Please darken only one circle in sach row)

Fix L]
) Ennchment leszars m Enplish o, ik,
) Ennichment loszans n mathamatics o, o,
¢ Enrichment lessons in science o, [
d) Ennchment lessons in ather school sabjects 0o, (S
g) Bemadial laszons in English O, o,
fi Pemedial leszons in mathematics O, [
2} Bemadial lessons in science o, o
b) Bemedial lessans in edher school subjects 0o, g,
1) Lessoms o improve your study skills 3, Q.

22
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036 How many hours do you typically spend per week attending out-

of-school-time lessons in the following subjects (at schoo, at
home or somewhere else)?

Theze are only lazzons m subjects thar vou are alse learning at schoeol, thar
you pend extra fime leaming onizids of normal school howrs. The lessons
may be given ar vour school, ar yeur home or somewhers elss.

{Pleaze darkan one circle in sach coltomn)

English Muothematics Scienoe ey mibjeciy
I domnot attend out-af-
schenl-time lessons m these O, O, o, 0,
subjects.
Lezss than 2 hours a wesk 0, o, O, 0,
2 bt Less than 4
howrs awesk e, o, o, e,
4 or more bat less than 6
haurs 2 wesk o, S =8 o,
f or more hours 2 wesk 0, a, (& B o,

23
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SECTION 5: YOUR SCHOOL

Q37 Thinking about wihat you have leamed in school: To what
extent do you agree or disagree with the following

gtatements?

(Please darken only ane circle in each rowl

Herangh:

dragree Dhsagree irroe

2) School has dome lsitle to prepars me

for adult life when T leave schoal. L, o,

b} School kas been a waste of e, 0, 1,

£} School has helped give me

confidence to make decisions = o,

d) Schiond has taaghi me things which
conld be usefial in a job

24

o

Q,

Srangly

oFyEs
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Q38

How much do you disagree or agres with each of the
following statements about teachers at your school?

(Please davken only one civcle in sach row |

2} I get along well with most of my
teachers.

b Most of my teachers are mnrerested m

my wall-bame.

£} Muost of nvy teachers really Listen 1o
what I have o say

d) IfI peed eora help. T wall receive it
from my teachers.

2] Most of my wachers mear me frly

Sroaygiy
disggree Disggree Agres

o,

Q.

o,

]

L]

o,

Seranghy

g

O,
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SECTION 6: YOUR ENGLISH CLASSES

239 On average, about how many students attend your
English class(es)?

Siuderis

G40 How often do these things happen in your English
classes?

{Pleaze darken only one circle in each row)

Never
ar In

lardly s famos
oer clyrmey  closser

Students don't listen to what the teacher
) ; TE0 10 W a o, o,

53
D) Thers is noiss and disordes o, 0, Q,
£} The teacher has to wait a long time for

the stadents to quiet down. Qg o, O
d} Smudents canmot work well ('} iy 0,

2] Students don't start working for a loog
time after the class begin:. e e, 9

26

o oll
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41 In your Englizh classes, how often does the following occuwr?
{Plsase darken only one circle in sach row)

Newer
o
hardly  fmsome oo fn mif
it clmrey  clamer  classes

2] The texrher ask: smdents 1o explain tha
meaning of a text O, Q, o, 0,

b} The teacher asks questions that challenze
stadents to gat 2 befter mmderstanding of a text, o o, o, &,

¢} The teacher shudants e L
mmﬁmm e o, e o =

d) The teacher recommends a ook or auchar o

il o, iy i 2,
g] The teachser encourazes smdents o express

their opinions aboat a text G < Q, Q,
1 The texcher helps stadents relats the stomas

thev read to thesr lives o, Q. s a,
g) The texcher shows snudents how the

information in texis baids oo what they ] i, 0, ]

already keow.

27
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42 In your English classes, how often does the following ocour?
iPlease darken onlyv ene civele in each row)

Never
or
hardly  Insome  fomest fnad
ver classey  closwes clmzses

2] The teacher explains beforehand what 1z

expecied of the stadanes 3, L Q, &,
by The teacher checks that snudsnts are

concenTaing whils working oo the reading o, i, O, 0,

assigmment
) The teacher disoaszes shudents” work, after

they have finished the reading assiprment o, 2, 2, 2,
dy The teachsr tells snadepts m advance how deir

wod is going to be judged & s Q, Q.
2} The teacher asks whether every student has

umderstood bow to complete the reading 0, 0 o, o,

azzipmment
) Theteacher prades studsnts’ work., 0, O 0, 0,
gi The teachsr gives shadents the chance to ask

caestions bt the reading assigrmient &, & Q2 =8
By The teachsr peses guestions that motivats

stadents o participate actvely. 2 = 0, o,
[} The teachsr tells smadents how well they did

on the reading assipomiend momediately after 9 Q, a, 2y

23
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SECTION 7: LIBRARIES

In thiz zection you are asked guestions abors libraries. There meay be in yvour

school and’er outside youwr school.

243 How often do you visit a library for the following activities?

{Please darken only ong civcls in each row)

A few Ao Several Severel

amesa  omsed Epmerd  Epmrg
Never yoar maorit marh week
B books to read for
2 it s R = S - S = S
b) Barrow beoks for scheal wark &, Q, i, Q, £,
£) Woak on homework, courss o
assignments ar research papers = o, 0Q, L, L,
d) Fead mararines or newspapers o, &, 0, o, L,
) Pzad books for fun O, @} Q, Q, 0,

f) Leoarn about thines that ars not
course-related. such as sports, &, () i, 0, O,
hobhies, people or music )

g) Usa the Tnsernet o, Q, o, i, 0,

44 Does your school have a school library?

Ko o,

Tes o,

29
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SECTION 8: YOUR STRATEGIES IN READING AND
UNDERSTANDING TEXTS

There are several appreaches e smedyving and inderstanding rexiz. Some of them
are more usefil tham ethers, depending on the kind of reading tazk. The next rwo
guestions presemt two reading tasks, followed by a lizt of theze approaches or
“strategies. " We want to know yeour opinion abour the uwssfilness of these
stratagies for the different reading razks.

Both questions begin with a shovt dezeription of a particular reading tazk Then
several pozsible reading strategies ave lizted. Think abeut the usefilnez: of sach of
the strategies m relation o the given reading kazk only. Some strategies may be
uzgful for one reading task but not for another.

e a score banvesn 1 and 6 to each strategy. A score of I means you think it is
mol o usehiel strategy af all for thiz reading tazk. A scove qf § means you think it iz a
very usgil siratesy for this reading task

You can use the zame score move than once ifvou think rwe or more srategies are
similarty wefid, but please davken only one circle in eack row,

Here iz an example question that a student haz completad. (Thiz exampls iz abour
plmane table tevmiz, not reading.)

Example (uesion
Task: You want to improve at playing table tennis so you can win a lecal
competition.
Hew do you rafe the asgfldness of the f5lmemg sirabemies for improving of playmg
rexbie revnds?
Pozzible siracesy Sore
ot sl s
' mdl morfia
1L ar 2o iy i L1
8] Irmead a bock about tabls teomis
=] - =] o @ a]
by [ practce playing tahle tenms agamt
& Framd m often as possibla v ot v “ ’ -
c) I do genaral fitvens exemcives svery a5 & 5 - 5 a
d) I'v.-a:-.;_'h , art playam and oy
=Kp ¥
5 i R & [+ a - e =]
30

233




245  Reading task: You have to understand and remember the

information in a text.

How do you rate the wefulmess of the following soratesies for
undsrsranding and memorizing the text?

Pozsible strategy Score

Nor ereful o

all

[EF

) I concentrate on the parts of the
taxt that ars easy to understand o,

b T quickly read through the text

fwice o,
) After reading tha text, I discass

Its content with athar psopls, ]
d) Tunderlme impontant pares of the

teml |I':':Il
g Tsummianiza the {ext o my own

words. i
) Iread the text alond to anothar a

parsam.

31

L)

Q,

{4

{oli

[l

Vs wse il

it
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46 Reading task: You have just read a long and rather difficult
two-page text about fluctuations in the water level of a lake in
Africa. You have to write a summary.

How de yvou rate the usefulmess of the following shratesias for wiiling a
surnmicry of thizs nwo-page fex’”

Pezzible strateey Soore
:E" e aal Fary use il
[ 2 ) ) i3 i

2) Twrits a summary. Then [ check
that each parazraph is covered m
the summary, becase the content g, ol o, o, o, o,
of each paragraph should be :
mchaded

b} Ity o copy out acouatedy as
many sentemces 35 poasible.

) Before writing the sommary, I
r=ad the et as puany fimes a3 Ok
possibla

d) 1careflly check whether the
most important facts in the text Q, 0, Q, Q, Q, Q,
are represented fn the sumaeary.

e Iread thronzh the rexr,
underlining the mast imponant
sentences, Then T wiite tham o
my own words as a summary.

Thank veu very much for vour cooperation in
completing this guestionnaire!

32
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Exhibit B2: Pisa 2009 School Questionnaire

OECD Program for

International Student Assessment 2009
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This questionnaire asks for information inchoding:
« The struchure and organization of the school;

« The student body and teachers;

« The school®s resources;

¢« The school™s mnstroction, cumoulum and assessment;
¢ The school climate;

= The school policies and practices;

« The charactenshes of the poncipal or designee.

This information helps illustrate the similarities and differences hatwesn groups
of schools m order to better establish the context for students’ test results,

The gquestivnnaire should be completed by the principal or designee.
It should fake about 30 minutes to complete,

Far some questions, specific expertise may be needed. You may consult experts
o help you answer these questions.

If wou do mot knoa an answer precisely, your best eatimate will be adequate for
the purposes of the study.

Some questions ask about 10th grade or 10th geaders, I yon do nol have a
10k grade in your school, then answer these questions for the grade in
your school that containg the most 1 S=year-olds.

Your answers will be kept confidentinl, They will be combined with
answers from other principals (o caleulate totals and averages in which no
one school can be identified.
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SECTION A: THE STRUCTURE AND ORGANLZATION OF THE
SCHOOL

a1 Do you have the following grade |evels in your schoo|?

(Please check ore box in each row)

=
-

a2} Grade |

]

b} Chrade 2

¢} Coradi 3

d} Grade 4

e} Grade 3

I} Cirsde &

gl Grade 7

h} Grade 8

1} Cirade %

|} Grsde 10

k} Grade 11

I} Cirale 12

O 0O 00000000000 :zF
Do oOoDoDoOoooDoooaQ

mb L |I:;Id|jl,:;l gchool
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|s your schoo| a public or a private schoo|?

(Pleare check only one box)

A pablic school O

A pravate acheal D
5

About what percentage of your total funding for a typical
school year comes from the following sources?

(Please write a number o each row, Wrlte 8 fzeva) §F ne funding copes
from thar source.)

ke
a) Government {inclades local, state and federaly
b} Tuition, stodent fees, ar school charges paid by parents
<) Beselactors, donabans, bequests, sponsorshups, parenl lundrasmge
dy rthesr
Toial 101075
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@4  Which of the following definitions best describes the
community in which your school is located?

(Please check orly ore box)

A willage, bamlet or rurml area (fewer than 5,000 people)

& emalll towmn (5,000 to ahoat 15,000 people)
A towrs {15000 o about 100,00 people)

A ity MU0 o mhout 1000 0K people)

[ W R W

A large city (with over 1, 0HL000 pecple]

Q5a  We are inferested in the opfions parents have when choosing &
zchoal for their children

Which of the following statements best describes the
schooling avallable to students in your locatlon?

{Please check only one box)

There are tesa or mare ofher schools in this anea that compete for cur studenits, |:|
Thiere 12 omi other schoal m thes area thal compeles Far cur tudenis. |:|_I
There are no ather schools in thie area that compets for cur studenis D:

Q50 Other than your school, how many public and private schools
in this area compete for your students?

(Flease wrile a mumber in each line. Write (1 (zero) if there are none )

b Mupnbsr af
pubslie gehosals:

L

bkl Number of
privaie schools

-
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| SECTION B: THE STUDENT BODY AND TEACHERS

QG

—"

ar

k}

As of September 1, 2009, what was the total school enrollment
(number of students)?

{Please write a pumber in each lne. Wetle ( (zeva) if theve are none,)

Mumber of hoys:

} Wurmbser al prrie:

About what percentage of students in your school repeated a
grade, at these levels, last academic year?

{Please write a number (n eack row. Write 1 (zeva) of robody repeated a
grade. Check the ‘mot availabie’ box §f she level does not exist in your
sohol,)

Larvied Bor

availale in
% réils sokew!
} The approximale percenlage ol sudemnls repealimg 2 prade
af the middledjunior high school level (prades 7«5 in thas
scheal last year was:
" — 0.
The: approsimale percenilage ol Sludenls repealmg & grade
af the hagh schood level (grades 1012} in thas schoal las
VEAT Wk
- O,
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About how many students in the 10th grade in your
school have a first [anguage that is not English?

(Flease check anly one box)

il OF mode

A% o more bt legs than 0%

20%%6 o more bt legs than 205

10%% or more but lega than 205

Sef e than (94, bl less thas 109

O O 00 0 04

>

Pl

Haw many of the fellowing teachers are on the staff of yeur
school?

Inclwde bork full-timee awd pari-ifave feachers. 4 il time feacker i emploved o eent 0058 o
the dee a5 a deacher e the Al robood yoar AR otker feackers showld be considervd parr-time.

(Please wrile a number (n sach space provided. Write & (zewa) (F there are
woRe. )

Fuli-rimad Pare-tivage

B

b Teachers in TOTAL

b} Teschers lally certzlied by the siate in the mam assignment
lield

¢b Temihiers with at least a bachelor' s dopree
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| SECTION C: THE SCHOOL'S RESOURCES

The goal of the following sef of four quesiions iz fo gather informaiion abour the
studeni-computer ratie for students in the [0th grade af your school

Numbivr

O10a At your school, what is the total number of
students in the 10th grade?

Q10b Approximately, how many compulers are
available for these students for educational

purposes’?

Q10c Approximately, how many of the computers
ligted in Question 10b are connected Lo the
Internet'"®World Wide Web?

Q10d Approximate|y, how many computers are
available for all students in your school for
educational purposes?
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a1

fomar]

il

F

|s your school|'s capacity to provide instruction hindered by

any of the following issues?

Teare check one hox (n sach row)

b oA Lack of qualified scietee teachers

A lack of qualified mathemmics teachers

A lack of qualified English teachers

b oA lack of quahibied teachers of other subyecis

A lack of library staff
A lack of other suppost persannel

Shortage or madequacy of scamee laboralory
equipment

1} Shortige of madégquacy of insracisial

marerials (e.p Texibsoks)

¥ Shortage or inadequacy of compaters for

instrsction
Lack or inedequacy of Iniemnet conmedtivity

Shorlage or madequacy of compaler soflwearne
lior imstracisomn

} Shortage or inadequacy of Library materialz

Shortage or madequacy of audic=visaal
FERDUTCER

Biar ar
!

O

O 0O 0O 0O 00

O

O 0O 0O O 0O

Fery
lirle

O,

O 0o ooonoano

O

o o o o 0o

Tio zoms
exteni

O,

O 0O 0O 0O 0O O

O o o o 0 O

A lat

O O O 000 -d

O

OO oo o
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| SECTION D: SCHOOL CURRICULUM AND ASSESSMENT

Q12  Some schoolz organize instruction aiferently for sfudenits with
gifferent abiliies. What is your school|’s policy about this for
students in the 10th grade?

(Pledse check ane box ta sach row)

For m! For rome Mot for ame
rubyecis rufyecis rubppct
a) Studemie are proaped by ahility mio &ifferent
clasees, D= l:l-' D'
b} Students are proaped by ghiliny withis thei
Studen 0, O 0O
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Q13  |n this academic year, which of the following activities does
your school offer to students in the 10th grade?

Tedase check one hox 0 sach row)

F

al Baed, archestrs or chanr

=

Schonl play or school musical

]

[&]
=t}

Schon] yearbook, newspaper or magazine

b Volundesr or seTvice aclivilss

_r_

I Hook club

]

flnr}

Dehate club or dehating activities

]

School] clob or schood competition for
farsign lanpuege, mathematics ar sciemce

%,

i} Acsdemuc clab {e.g., Bomor soc1ely)

=

At chuly ar art activities

]

Sports team or sparts activities

—

K} Lectmes and'or scimars (g, ges]
speakers such a8 writers or jourmalisis)

IV Callahoration with lecal libmrics

m} Collzbomtion with local newspapers

i

oo o ooo o oooonoaonaos
OO0 0D O0oOo0o0o o oooopoao

1} Schovkwide schoduled readmg periods

12
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a4

]
-

(5]
—

'\-r-'

Does your school| offer any of the following cptions to students
in the 10th grade whose first language is not English?

(Flease check one box in cach row)
H Na

These students attend regular classes and

receive additionz] periods of instmaction

zimed at developing English skills {e.g., D: O
reading literacy, grammar, vocabulary,

commamication],

Before transformmg 1o regular classes,

these stodemis attersd o preparaiony

program aimed at develaping English D: O
skills (e.g., reading literacy, grammar,

vocabalary, commumication

Before transfermmg 1o regulsr classes,

these studends receive same instmactian in 0 0
schoal subjects throwgh their first i i
language.

These students receive significard amoants

af instrucizon in thedr first lngoage aimed 0 0
2 developing praficiency in both ! :
languages.

b Class sore 15 reduced to cater (o the specal | 0

needs of these students. ! 2

13
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Q15 Generally, in your school, how often are students in the
10th grade assessed using the following methods?

(Please check enly one bax in cach row)

adare
-2 i3 fhan
ey @ fammeEy a3 RCE
WNevar par pear Manikly  manih

2} Siandardized fests D, D: |:| D, D

O O
O 0O
O O
O o

b} Teacher=develaped tesis

d} Sfudent portfalios .

£} Studenl axsignments)
projectshomewark 1

O O
¢} Teachers’ judgmental ratings O O
O O
O d

0 OO0
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a1e

In your schoaol, are assessments of students in the 10th

grade used for any of the fo|lowing purposes?

(Flease check only are bax in each row)

a} T inform parenis ahoat thedr child's progress

b} Te make decisions about students” retention or promaotian

c

d}

&)

1}

T=

To group students for instructional purposes

Tu comepare he school o destzicl, slate, or nalsonal
performance

To momitor the school’s progress [hom year 1o year

To make judgments about leachers” allectiveness

¥ To el aspects ol Instracixon o the curmoalism

that could be mpraved

To compare the sclool wiilh other schools

O O

O

O o
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| SECTION E: SCHOOL CLIMATE

hindered by the following phenemena?

{Please check one box in each row)

1 Teachers' how expectations of sedenis

=

b Student sheeriecizm

¢l Poor sbadeif=leacher rélations

di Disruption of classes by shadents

) Teachers oot meeting mdividual studenis” needs

1 Teacher nhsenteszism

&) Sudents skipping classes

b Students lacking respect for teachers

Saff resisting change

Student use of nloohol or illegal drnegs

1T

k) Teachers being too simct with students

1) Btedents mtimidating or hullying other stedents

m] Hudents nol being encouraged o achieve thar full
potentinl

16

Nog ar
ail

O

[ [ R

O O 000000 Od

Fary

n |'.'|"l
L,

b o oo

= ]

=

o ]

=

O Ooooooo O

Q17  In your school, to what extent is the learning of students

Tn zame
axdent

O,

O OO0 o0oooo oo 0o oQd

o

O O oO0o0o0oood o oogQd
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Q13

Which statement below best characterizes parental
expectations towards your schoo|?

(Flease check only ore box)

There is comstand pressure from masy parents, who expect our schoal fo set
very high acedemic standards aad 10 have our sfudents achieve them

Pressure an the school to ackieve higher academic standards among shadents
comes fromm a simarity of pare,

Pregsine from parents oo the school o achseve higher scademac standards
ameng sbadents is largely abeent

i
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| SECTION F: SCHOOL POLICIES AND PRACTICES

Q183 How often are the following factors considered when students
are admitted to your school 7

(Please check one box in each raw)

Mever Nty A Py

&) Regidence in & particular area [} D, D,

b} Student’s recard of acedemic performance D 0 0

{inckading placement tests) ! L] 1
¢} Recommendatson of feeder schools |:| |:|__ |:|I
d} Paremts’ esdorsemenl ol the inslsacional I:I I:l I:l

ar religrous phalosephy o the schoeol

&} Whether the student requires, or is
innereated in, a gpecial program

o=

Preference given to family members of
carrent ar former sudents

o o 0o
O
O

g} Other

18
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Q20

Qz1

I

[

—"

b Special leaming nosds

<]

Pl

In your school, how likely is it that a student in the 10th grade
would be transferred to another school because of the
following reasons?

{Please check one box ia sach row)

I students are never iransferved, go to Q21

Vot Dby Lk Fere hikely

b Lo geadenue achievearent D [, 1

High ncademic achievement

o

Betavioral problems

Parends’ or puardiars” request

]

0o oo oad

itk

oonoao
OO0 00O

i

This set of questions explores aspects of the school's
accountability to parents.

(Plegse check one box in each row)

Fas Mo

b Doeg your schood provide infonmgtivon o parenis ol stedests n the

Tith grade om bar chald™s academic perfonzance relative o olber |:|
sladents in the 1th grade in your school?

b Dace youi sehool provide isforsmstuon o parents of stadeits i the

Mith grade omn thewr chald™s academie performance relative o nalonal DI |:|
ar eiale benchmarks?

Daoes your school provide information so parents on the academic
performancs of shedents in the 10th prade &5 a group relative to |:|I |:|
atadents in the same grade n oiber schools?
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Q22 In your school, are achiewvement data used in any of the
following ways?

Achievement data include aggregated school or grade-level tel seores oF
grades, o gradiaiion rales.

(Flegse check one box in pach row)

a) Achicvement data arc pasted publicly (e.g., m the modz) |:|I

=

b} Achievement data are used m evaluation of the prigepal’s |
performance. !

¢} Achisvement data are used in svaluation of teachers’ performances |:|I

O O O O

d} Achizvement data are wsed in decizions abaut instroctional resource ]
gllocation to the schoaol, i

-

o) Achievement data are tracked over bme by an admmsimative aotharity |
{such a= a district, siate, or federal education zgency . 1

O

Q23 During the |ast year, have any of the following methods
been used to monitor the practice of English teachers at
your school?

(Please check ane box in sach rew)

HE Ne

8) Testa or saecasments of stader 0 m

achiovement ! i
b Teacher peer review (of lesson plans, D D

assesament insinaments, lessons} ! P
o) Principal or semior siaff ohservations of

lessans D' D=
d) Observalion of classes by other persons O |

external bo the school 1

20
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Regarding your school, who has a considerable responsibility
for the following tasks?

(Please check as many boxes as appropriate in eack row)

Fehood-frss!  Fimte o facal [FE A
. Jaerang wdration ChEanme il
Frincirals  Teachers hagra agERCY af Euzatisa

f)

k)

—r

—

Selecting feachers for hire

Firing teachers

Establishing weachers”
starting salarics

Determinieg wachera”
salary incTeasea

Faromilating the school
husdpet

Deciding on budget
allacaisons wihin the
schal

Establishing shwdent
dizciplinary policies

Estabhshing ghedent
sssessment palcies

Aporoving studesis for
sdmigdion 1o the seheal

Choasmg which texthanis
are yEed

Delermining coarse
cantent

Deciding which courses are
offered

O,

O

O,

1

o o

O

O
O

O

O,
O

O
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—

<]

¥ Schoedkleve] governing heard

Regarding your scheool, which of the following bodies exert a
direct influence on decision making about staffing, budgeting,
instructional content and assessment practices?

(Please check as many hoxes ag appipl
Area of befluveae

) fesruchional  Assessmem
Sraing Hudpriing contenl nrachives

b State or Pederal edacsison

agencies (o2, stale edocation DI DI O D

deparzment)

b Local education apency of

local schoo! board ! !

Parent groups |

b Tescher groups

{e.g., stall assoczation, O, O, 0, )

curriculum commitlees, rads
unsamy

Studeal grougs
(e, shudend association, |:|I |:|I O D

voulh orgamizalony

} Externnl examination D, D, D D

lboanda

Ffs
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Below you can find statements about your management of this
school, Please indicate the frequency of the following activities
and behaviors in your school during the last school year,

(Pleare check only ere box in cach row)

Nirwar Seidom {heite ofien Ferr aften

| make sure that the professianal

develapment activities of teachers ] ] ] ]
are in accordance with the teaching ' 2 J 4
gnalks of the schoal

=

I emsaare that trachers work
according to the school’s |:| |:| D. D‘

educatinnal goals

) 1observe mstruction in classrooms, |:|: . O O

b 1 use atadent performanss rezulis i
develop the school s edusarionsl |:| |:|._ |:| EL
puals,

[

L]

| give reachers sup@estions s 5o
o they can ipprove thei D D._ D EL

Teaching

I momniior stodends” work D D, I:L I:l.

=

g} When a teacher bas problems in
his'her classraom, 1 take the |:| |:| |:| EL

inftiative o discuss matiers

k} I imlorm leachers abowl
pussthilitics for updating their |:| |:| |:| EL

enowledge and skills.

23
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1 I chieck to see whether classroom

=
—_—

nj

activilies are m kecping with car
educational goals.

b1 lake e resulls il aeeount m

decisons reganding currsalam
development.

b 1 ensure ibar there ie clarity

concermmg e responsabality Ton
copndinating the curniculem

When & teacher brings ap a
claseroomm |.'ll-2l|.='l."=ll'. W golve th
ool e topethie

I pay astention fo dismaptive
hehavior in classrooms

I take over bessons fram teachess
whio are unexpectedly ahsent,

Nireer Sridam {haise cnfteen Fiers aifin

O, O, O, O,

Approximately what percentage of students at this
school last year were eligible for frees or reduceds=price
lunches threugh the National Scheol Lunch Program?

I'P.rr.'.r.w-' write & miomber on ke line Write 0 fEeral |.|'- there are

nonre )

Fercentage of students eligible

24
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| SECTION G: ABOUT YOU

Q28 Are you female or male?

Ftiml Liads

O 0,

Thank you very much for your cooperation in
completing this questionnaire!
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Appendix D

Missing Values

Table C1
Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to memorization (MEMOR) strategies

Reading Strategies Indices Scale U.S. Population Target Population
Question  Response® AP Percent® NP Percent®
MEMOR  ST27Q01 1 623 11.9 55 11.2
2 2177 41.6 212 432
3 1533 293 151 30.8
4 824 15.7 69 14.1
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 2 0.0 1 0.2
9 58 1.1 3 0.6
ST27Q03 1 389 7.4 36 7.3
2 1365 26.1 132 269
3 1951 373 191 38.9
4 1414 27.0 123 25.1
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 2 0.0 0 0.0
9 96 1.8 9 1.8
ST27Q05 1 1944 37.1 162 33.0
2 1952 373 197 40.1
3 862 16.5 93 18.9
4 392 7.5 34 6.9
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 4 0.1 2 0.4
9 63 1.2 3 0.6
ST27Q07 1 905 17.3 100 20.4
2 1880 359 176 35.8
3 1440 27.5 136 27.7
4 904 17.3 75 153
7 16 03 0 0.0
8 1 0.0 0 0.0
9 87 1.7 4 0.8

aResponses as follows: (1) Almost never, (2) Sometimes, (3) Often, (4) Almost always, (7) Not applicable,
(8) Invalid, (9) Missing. "Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S.,
total number of respondents N=5233, for target population, N=491. °Percentage of specific population
selecting response.
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Table C2

Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to elaboration (ELAB) strategies

Reading Strategies Indices Scale U.S. Population Target Population
Question  Response? NP Percent® NP Percent®
ELAB ST27Q04 1 771 14.7 82 16.7

2 1785 34.1 180 36.7
3 1708 32.6 178 36.3
4 890 17.0 48 9.8
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 63 1.2 3 .6

ST27Q08 1 1867 35.7 151 30.8
2 1970 37.6 218 44 .4
3 909 17.4 86 17.5
4 388 704 30 6.1
7 16 0.3 1 2
8 1 0.0 5 1.0
9 82 1.6 22.0

ST27Q10 1 1264 242 108 413
2 1929 36.9 203 25.7
3 1313 25.1 126 10.0
4 625 11.9 49 0.0
7 16 3 1 2
8 4 1 4 .8
9 82 1.6

ST27Q12 1 1281 24.5 119 24.2
2 2068 39.5 199 40.5
3 1256 24.0 118 24.0
4 525 10.0 47 9.7
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 2 0.0 2 4
9 85 1.6 6 1.2

aResponses as follows: (1) Almost never, (2) Sometimes, (3) Often, (4) Almost a0lways, (7) Not applicable,
(8) Invalid, (9) Missing.

"Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S., total number of respondents
N=5233, for target population, N=491.

Percentage of specific population selecting response.
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Table C3

Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to control strategies (CSTRAT) strategies

Reading Strategies Indices Scale U.S. Population Target Population
Question Response® AP Percent® NP Percent®
CSTRAT ST27Q02 1 320 6.1 35 7.1
2 1257 24.0 138 28.1
3 2117 40.5 191 38.9
4 1457 27.8 122 24.8
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 66 1.3 5 1.0
ST27Q06 1 481 9.2 50 10.2
2 1657 31.7 171 34.8
3 1864 35.6 168 342
4 1137 21.7 94 19.1
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 1 0.0 1 2
9 77 1.5 7 1.4
ST27Q9 1 573 10.9 65 13.2
2 1813 34.6 193 39.3
3 1843 352 162 33.0
4 889 17.0 63 12.8
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 1 0.0 0 0.0
9 98 1.9 8 1.6
ST27Q11 1 313 6 35 7.1
2 1055 20.2 119 24.2
3 1874 35.8 197 40.1
4 1887 36.1 136 27.7
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 2 0.0 0 0.0
9 86 1.6 4 .8
ST27Q13 1 697 13.3 75 15.3
2 1801 344 194 39.5
3 1647 31.5 138 28.1
4 986 18.8 78 15.9
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 3 1 1 2
9 83 1.6 5 1.0

2Responses as follows: (1) Almost never, (2) Sometimes, (3) Often, (4) Almost always, (7) Not applicable, (8)
Invalid, (9) Missing.

"Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S., total number of respondents N =
5233, for target population, N =491.

‘Percentage of specific population selecting response.
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Table C4

Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for

student questionnaire responses to student relationship (STUDREL) indices.

Classroom and Climate Indices

Question Response?

STUDREL  ST34Q01

ST34Q02

ST34Q03

ST34Q04

ST34Q05

O 000 B W — O 00 b W — O 00 b W — O 003 b W —

0~ W=

9

U.S. Population

NP

152
388
3202
1401
16

71

177
823
3239
891
16

87

261
1129
2958
783
16

84

149
463
3182
1329
16

4

90

157
443
3317
1207
16

2

91

Percent®

2.9
7.4
61.2
26.8
0.3
0.1
1.4

34
15.7
61.9
17.0
0.3
0.0
1.7

5.0
21.6
56.5
15.0
0.3
0.0
1.6

2.8
8.8
60.8
254
0.3
0.1
1.7

3.0
8.5
63.4
23.1
0.3
0.0
1.7

Target Population

NP

10
49
321
104
0

0

7

14
85
318
64
0

0
10

20
105
304
54
0

0

8

12
44
313
114
0

0

8

13
57
316
96
0

0

9

Percent®

2.0
10.0
65.4
21.2
0.0
0.0
1.4

29
173
64.8
13.0
0.0
0.0
2.0

4.1
214
61.9
11.0
0.0
0.0
1.6

24
9.0
63.7
232
0.0
0.0
1.6

2.6
11.6
64.4
19.6
0.0
0.0
1.8

aResponses as follows: (1) Almost never, (2) Sometimes, (3) Often, (4) Almost always, (7) Not applicable,
(8) Invalid, (9) Missing. "Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S.,
total number of respondents N = 5233, for target population, N =491. °Percentage of specific population

selecting response.
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Table C5
Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to stimulation of reading (STIMREAD) indices.

Classroom and Climate Indices U.S. Population Target Population
Question Response®  N* Percent® NP Percent®
STIMREAD ST37Q01 1 255 4.9 27 5.5
2 1350 25.8 136 27.7
3 2194 41.9 202 41.1
4 1298 24.8 117 23.8
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 120 2.3 9 1.8
ST37Q02 1 184 3.5 13 2.6
2 1187 22.7 134 273
3 2289 43.7 206 42.0
4 1426 27.3 128 26.1
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 131 2.5 10 2.0
ST37Q03 1 238 4.5 22 4.5
2 1306 25 131 26.7
3 2182 41.7 211 43.0
4 1349 25.8 117 23.8
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 142 2.7 10 2.0
ST37Q04 1 976 18.7 80 16.3
2 1910 36.5 174 354
3 1417 27.1 150 30.5
4 780 149 76 15.5
7 16 03 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 134 2.6 11 2.2
ST37Q05 1 347 6.6 36 7.3
2 1405 26.8 133 27.1
3 1947 37.2 187 38.1
4 1380 264 124 253
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 138 2.6 11 2.2
ST37Q06 1 670 12.8 59 12.0
2 1834 35.0 179 36.5
3 1685 32.2 161 32.8
4 88 16.8 80 16.3
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 2 0.0 1 2
9 145 2.8 11 2.2
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TableC5

Classroom and Climate Indices U.S. Population Target Population
Question Response® AP Percent® N Percent®
STIMREAD ST37Q07 1 420 8.0 42 8.6
2 1667 31.9 156 31.8
3 1878 359 189 38.5
4 1109 21.2 95 19.3
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 143 2.7 9 1.8

aResponses as follows: (1) Almost never, (2) Sometimes, (3) Often, (4) Almost always, (7) Not applicable, (8)
Invalid, (9) Missing. "Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S., total
number of respondents N = 5233, for target population, N =491. Percentage of specific population selecting
response.
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Table C6
Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to structuring and scaffolding (STRSTRAT) indices.

Classroom and Climate Indices U.S. Population Target Population
Question  Response® AP Percent® N Percent®

STRSTRAT ST38Q01 1 214 4.1 23 4.7
2 1186 22.7 134 27.3
3 1871 35.8 164 334
4 1794 343 157 32.0

7 16 0.3 0 0.0

8 1 0.0 0 0.0

9 151 2.9 13 2.6

ST38Q02 1 240 4.6 18 3.7
2 1258 24.0 123 25.1
3 2215 423 194 39.5
4 1332 255 143 29.1

7 16 3 0 0.0

8 1 0.0 0 0.0

9 171 33 13 2.6

ST38Q03 1 221 4.2 17 3.5
2 1285 24.6 124 253

3 2145 41.0 206 42
4 1381 26.4 130 26.5

7 16 0.3 0 0.0

8 2 0.0 0 0.0

9 183 35 14 29

ST38Q04 1 284 54 34 6.9
2 1250 23.9 120 24.4
3 1949 37.2 178 36.3
4 1549 29.6 145 29.5

7 16 0.3 0 0.0

8 2 0.0 0 0.0

9 183 35 14 29

ST38Q05 1 237 4.5 19 3.9
2 1216 23.2 110 224
3 1984 379 184 37.5
4 1589 30.4 164 334

7 16 0.3 0 0.0

8 5 0.1 0 0.0

9 186 3.6 14 29

ST38Q06 1 104 2.0 9 1.8
2 577 11.0 60 12.2
3 1310 25.0 133 27.1
4 3043 58.2 276 56.2

7 16 0.3 0 0.0

8 3 0.1 0 0.0

9 180 34 13 2.6
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Table C6

Classroom and Climate Indices U.S. Population

Question  Response® AP

CSTRAT ST38Q07 1 126
2 867
3 1886
4 2134
7 16

8 1

9 203
ST38Q08 1 272
2 1270
3 2068
4 1416
7 16

8 1

9 190
ST38Q09 1 712
2 1870
3 1606
4 837
7 16

8 1

9 191

Percent®

24
16.6
36.0
40.8
3
0.0
3.9

5.2
243
39.5
27.1
3
0.0
3.6

13.6
35.7
30.7
16.0
3
0.0
3.6

Target Population
NP

8
89
169
210
0

1

14

29
123
205
118
0

1

15

59
170
154
94
0

0
14

Percent®

1.6
18.1
344
42.8
0.0
2
29

59
25.1
41.8
24.0
0.0
2
3.1

12.0
34.6
314
19.1
0.0
0.0
2.9

aResponses as follows: (1) Almost never, (2) Sometimes, (3) Often, (4) Almost always, (7) Not applicable,
(8) Invalid, (9) Missing. "Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S.,
total number of respondents N = 5233, for target population, N =491. °Percentage of specific population

selecting response.
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Table C7
Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to understanding and remembering (UNDREM) indices.

Metacognition Indices U.S. Population Target Population
Question  Response® N° Percent® N Percent®

UNDREM ST41Q01 1 266 5.1 38 5.7
2 483 9.2 34 6.9
3 1163 222 129 26.3
4 1379 264 142 28.9
5 860 16.4 67 13.6
6 311 17.4 80 16.3
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 155 3.0 11 2.2
ST41Q02 1 832 15.9 79 16.1
2 1133 21.7 88 17.9
3 1176 22.5 117 23.8
4 929 17.8 95 19.3
5 547 10.5 55 11.2
6 435 83 46 9.4
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 4 0.1 0 0.0
9 161 3.1 11 2.2
ST41Q03 1 547 10.5 72 14.7
2 660 12.6 79 16.1
3 940 18.0 76 15.5
4 1105 21.1 107 21.8
5 993 19.0 85 17.3
6 803 15.3 57 11.6
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 3 0.1 0 0.0
9 166 32 13 2.6
ST41Q04 1 448 8.6 41 8.4
2 466 8.9 34 6.9
3 680 13.0 71 14.5
4 900 17.2 90 18.3
5 1181 22.6 104 212
6 1374 26.3 140 28.5
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 1 0.0 0 0.0
9 167 32 11 2.2
ST41Q05 1 360 6.9 32 6.5
2 485 93 63 12.8
3 786 15.0 81 16.5
4 1043 19.9 94 19.1
5 1161 222 96 19.6
6 1214 232 113 23.0
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 168 32 12 24
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Table C7

Metacognition Indices U.S. Population Target Population
Question  Response® AP Percent® N Percent®

UNDREM ST41Q06 1 1115 21.3 109 222
2 1007 19.2 91 18.5
3 982 18.8 94 19.1
4 837 16.0 76 15.5
5 586 11.2 61 12.4
6 516 9.9 48 9.8
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 1 0.0 0 0.0
9 173 33 12 2.4

aResponses based on continuous scale with (1) Not useful at all and (6) Very useful, with respondents
choosing value including and between 1 and 6. The remaining values represent (7) Not applicable, (8)
Invalid, (9) Missing. "Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S., total
number of respondents N = 5233, for target population, N =491. “Percentage of specific population selecting
response.
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Table C8
Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to summarizing (METASUM) indices.

Metacognition Indices U.S. Population Target Population
Question  Response* NP Percent® NP Percent®

METASUM ST42Q01 1 526 10.1 59 12.0
2 586 11.2 55 11.2
3 1084 204 119 242
4 1125 21.5 107 21.8
5 858 16.4 69 14.1
6 828 15.8 64 13.0
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 1 0 1 2
9 209 4.0 17 3.5
ST42Q02 1 979 18.7 83 16.9
2 1188 227 116 23.6
3 1160 222 103 21.0
4 871 16.6 91 18.5
5 497 9.5 51 10.4
6 310 5.9 32 6.5
7 16 0.3 0 0.0
8 3 0.1 0 0.0
9 209 4.0 15 3.1
ST42Q03 1 439 8.4 43 8.8
2 680 13.0 51 10.4
3 1089 20.8 108 22.0
4 1145 219 113 23.0
5 935 17.9 89 18.1
6 713 13.6 71 14.5
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 1 0.0 0 0.0
9 215 4.1 16 33
ST42Q04 1 224 43 21 43
2 293 5.6 38 7.7
3 635 12.1 77 15.7
4 952 18.2 100 20.4
5 1343 25.7 125 255
6 1547 29.6 113 23.0
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 1 0.0 1 2
9 222 4.2 16 33
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Table C8

Metacognition Indices U.S. Population Target Population
Question  Response* NP Percent® NP Percent®

METASUM ST42Q05 1 355 6.8 33 6.7
2 407 7.8 36 7.3
3 669 12.8 68 13.8
4 858 16.4 102 20.8
5 1059 20.7 100 20.4
6 1659 31.7 136 27.7
7 16 3 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 210 4.0 16 33

aResponses based on continuous scale with (1) Not useful at all and (6) Very useful, with respondents
choosing value including and between 1 and 6. The remaining values represent (7) Not applicable, (8)
Invalid, (9) Missing.

"Number of respondents within specific population selecting response; for U.S., total number of respondents
N = 5233, for target population, N=491.

“Percentage of specific population selecting response.
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Table C9
Comparison of missing values between United States’ Student Population and Target Population for student
questionnaire responses to specific teacher behaviors (TEACBEHA) indices.

School Variables U.S. Population Target Population

Question ~ Respons NP Percent® NP Percent®

ea
TEACBEHAV  SC17Q01 1 39 23.6 39 23.5

2 86 52.1 86 52.1
3 36 21.8 36 21.8
4 4 2.4 4 2.4
7 0 0.0 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 0 0.0 0 0.0

SC17Q03 1 35 21.2 35 21.2
2 111 67.3 111 67.3
3 16 9.7 16 9.7
4 3 1.8 3 1.8
7 0 0.0 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 0 0.0 0 0.0

SC17Q05 1 18 10.9 18 10.9
2 102 61.8 102 61.8
3 41 24.8 41 24.8
4 2 1.2 2 1.2
7 0 0.0 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 2 1.2 2 1.2

SC17Q08 1 21 12.7 21 12.7
2 103 62.4 103 62.4
3 37 22.4 37 224
4 3 1.8 3 1.8
7 0 0.0 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 1 .6 0 0.0

SC17Q13 1 48 29.1 48 29.1
2 88 53.3 88 533
3 28 17.0 28 17.0
4 0 0.0 0 0.0
7 0 0.0 0 0.0
8 0 0.0 0 0.0
9 1 0.6 1 0.6

aResponses as follows: (1) Not at all, (2) Very little, (3) To some extent, (4) A lot, (7) Not applicable, (8)
Invalid, (9) Missing. ®Number of respondents within population of schools selecting response; total U.S.
respondents, N = 165, total target population respondents, N = 90. °Percentage of population selecting
response.

272



Canonical Discriminant

Function 2

Appendix E

DFA Territorial Map
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