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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to determine whether a formal reading intervention, Making Meaning, would impact the reading comprehension of sixth grade students participating in double language arts periods. The measurement tool was the Reading Inventory Assessment. One classroom (n = 15) participated in the Making Meaning intervention while the control group (n = 18) participated in an informal intervention. This student involved taking the assessment in the fall and winter during the school year to analyze the progress of each student. The informal reading intervention group had a significantly higher mean Lexile on the RI (Mean = 683.83, SD = 156.30) than did the Making Meaning group (Mean = 542.80, SD = 148.51) [t(31) = 2.64, p = .01].   This suggests that Making Meaning was less effective than the informal reading intervention. Implications and ideas for future research are discussed.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Overview
	“I can read the words!” a student yelled with frustration as the teacher was trying to assist them. Students are able to recognize the words but are they able to comprehend them? Being able to decode words is important and plays a large role in reading. What happens when students do not know the meaning of the words? Students find reading to be pointless. “People read for many reasons but understanding is always a part of their purpose” (“What is Reading Comprehension”, 2014, p. 1).
	Reading comprehension relies on the understanding of phonemes and phonics. The last step of reading is comprehending which is the most important and most difficult. The two elements that make up reading comprehension are vocabulary knowledge and text comprehension. In order for this to happen students need to be taught new words as well as use their prior knowledge. 
	Reading comprehension is essential for American life. In everyday life a person must read street signs, posters, maps, leases, bills, and other documents. According to the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, 2019), 35% of 4th-graders and 34% of 8th-graders performed at or above NAEP Proficient in reading. When compared to 2017, 31 states at grade 8 had a decline in their reading scores.
	A teacher’s job is to make sure his or her students are on grade level and achieving proficient or above or state tests. This means providing an intervention if necessary to close the learning gap. 
	This researcher wanted to see how reading interventions impact student reading comprehension. She was interested in this topic because she had previously taught Earth
Science. It was apparent that reading comprehension impacted the students within the class.
There were a variety of reading levels within one classroom. Students who were unable to comprehend the text showed frustration, anger, and off-task behaviors. Students not only need reading comprehension for science but also for math, reading, social studies, and everyday life.
In order to make students successful in academics and their personal life they must understand what the words mean.
	This researcher focused on the intervention Making Meaning (Center for the Collaborative Classroom, 2020 and the lessons provided to meet the county’s standards. Making Meaning is a research-based intervention. This intervention provides opportunities for discussion of texts as well as social development with the use of cooperative structures. It is a full year program that provides whole-class reading and vocabulary instruction. The lessons teach students strategies to use to make sense of the text. Engaging lessons are used to teach vocabulary with direction instruction. Making Meaning uses both fiction and non-fiction text.  
	The study looks to improve reading comprehension in middle school students. It is important to have all students reading at a proficient level so they are successful academically and throughout life. Without this important skill students learn to hate reading. Students begin to shut down and will not understand the importance of being able to comprehend text. This researcher wants to identify a solution to help students master this life skill.
Statement of Problem
	The purposes of this study was to examine the effectiveness of the reading intervention, Making Meaning, and its impact on reading comprehension of middle school students.
Hypothesis
	The null hypothesis for this research is that there will be no significant difference in the mean Reading Inventory (RI) Lexile of middle school students who participated in the Making Meaning intervention program as part of their double language arts class as compared to students that did not participate in a formal reading intervention but received small group and extra time to complete assignments within their double language arts.
Operational Definitions
[bookmark: _GoBack]Reading Comprehension: For the purpose of this study, reading comprehension is measured by Lexiles on the Reading Inventory (James, K., & James, K, 2020). The RI is a computer-based reading comprehension assessment that measures a students’ reading ability and is often used to measure students’ improvement in reading comprehension over time. The RI was previously known as the SRI but it was renamed when the publishing company changed from Scholastic, Inc. in 2019. The reliability and validity information and the research studies involving the SRI are applicable to the RI because it is the same test, but with a different name.
Making Meaning: Making Meaning is a county approved reading intervention. The program teaches reading comprehension and self-monitoring strategies. Making Meaning has both fiction and non-fiction read aloud text. This intervention was conducted by a general education teacher as well as a special educator. 
Double Language Arts: Students attend two 52 minutes periods of language arts daily. These classes consist of students with lower reading abilities based off of the previous year’s PARCC scores.
Informal Reading Intervention: This language arts class consisted of a general educator and a special educator. The class received small group instruction, one on one assistance, and extended time for assignments.






















CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
We live in a world where reading failure has been called a national health problem and standardized test scores are of the highest importance. Students must have the ability to read to demonstrate proficiency in many academic areas. In order for students to pursue postsecondary education and vocational training opportunities, they often are required to demonstrate at least a minimum level of proficiency on reading assessments (Shippen, Miller, Patterson, Houchins, & Darch, 2014). Often, students are required to demonstrate reading abilities that exceed basic proficiency levels in order to complete assignments. Many adaptive and functional activities that are integral to successful daily living also require a reading level that is beyond basic proficiency.
Reading skills are essential. The fact is in 2019 only 34% of 8th graders performed at or above NAEP proficient in reading (Reading Assessment, 2019). According to, www.dosomething.org, more than 1.3 million students drop out of high school every year in the US and students who are not reading proficiently by 4th grade are four times more likely to drop out of school. 
The following literature review is divided into sections describing the components of reading, barriers to improving reading, characteristics of successful reading interventions, and a summary of intervention programs.
How We Read – Five Components of Reading
	There are five major components of reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, reading comprehension, vocabulary development, and reading fluency. The key components noted by the National Reading Panel in 2014 are reading comprehension and reading fluency.
	Phonemic awareness is the ability to hear and manipulate individual sounds in words (Tindall &Nisbet, 2010). Phonemes are the single sounds heard in a word. Phonological awareness allows a person to hear sounds in a spoken language. Phonological awareness is needed for word recognition. 
	Phonics is a method of teaching the relationship between English sounds/phonemes and written symbols to decode words (Tindall &Nisbet, 2010). This component of reading identifies decoding as efficient word recognition. Decoding is more important at the early stages of reading acquisition. Decoding needs to be accurate and fluent (Marx, Stanat, Roick, Segerer, Marx &Schneider, 2015). “When students read accurately they solidify their word recognition, decoding, and word analysis skills” (Allington &Gabriel, 2012, p.12).
	Reading comprehension is being able to understand what was read. “Reading comprehension is an intentional, active, interactive process that occurs before, during and after a person reads a particular piece of writing” (What is Reading Comprehension, 2014, p.1). Comprehension requires the understanding of phonemes and phonics. 
Vocabulary development helps improve reading comprehension. Vocabulary is knowledge of words and their meaning. Comprehension is the focus of all reading engagement. To help make comprehension stronger it’s important to teach academic language. Academic language is words that students need in order to complete a task in school. There are tier one and tier two words. Tier one words are sight words, while tier two words are high frequency words that are used in instruction, such as, summarize and justify (Nitzkin, Katzir & Shulkind, 2014).
Fluency is the ability to fluently read text accurately, quickly, and expressively. This is highly dependent on a reader's ability to quickly recognize a large inventory of words that can be retrieved automatically. Automaticity means the reader does not have to consciously apply phonological decoding principles to decode and understand a word (Paige, 2011). Fluency practice improves reading comprehension.
Barriers to Improving Reading
There are many barriers that get in the way of making every child a successful reader. In middle school, a transition that takes place which results in students being expected to “read to learn”. Most instruction in secondary education is highly content based.  Teachers are limited in their ability to provide explicit purposeful reading instruction. Those students who need remedial reading instruction require a greater amount of instructional time than teachers have available (Shippen et al., 2014). 
Teachers spend their time focused on having students read content material rather than developing comprehension skills to understand what they are reading. At a middle school level there is a lack of explicit attention given to reading. Middle school teachers need to know what words to teach and how to teach the words that best assess student comprehension (Nitzkin et al., 2014). Most lessons for phonemic awareness have limited or no engagement. When students have difficulty with new word learning they have a low Lexile score.
Characteristics of Successful Intervention Programs
There are parts to every intervention program that are truly successful. The classroom environment is the first thing that can impact interventions’ success. Student achievement grows in print-rich environments which contain a variety of artifacts like books, computers, reference resources, charts, labels, student work, and word walls. These artifacts are only valuable when students are actively engaged in meaningful tasks with them (Harmon, Wood, Hedrick, Vintinner &Willeford, 2009).
Teachers also need to be engaging. By promoting word consciousness students develop and maintain an awareness, interest, and motivation for learning these new words. Vocabulary research has proven that having students define words and write sentences using the words is not a successful way to teach or check for comprehension. However, vocabulary is important and for students to improve their vocabulary they must define a word in ways which they will understand. The first step is using the word in context. Students must engage in higher levels of cognitive processing, such as critically analyzing, evaluating, and applying word meanings in meaningful contexts. Moreover, they need to have multiple opportunities to use new words in different contexts in order to comprehend the new words (Harmon, et al. 2009). 
The best way to improve and motivate students to read is by giving them choices about what to read. Having book options for all readers but especially struggling readers, helps to get all students engaged. Students need to read text that they can read accurately. Most interventions focus on basic skills in isolation but it is important to teach these skills in ways that have meaning to the learners. It is also important to use an assessment system that shows students’ strengths and weaknesses so students are able to be grouped based on ability and participate in conversations with their peers to help improve comprehension. Finally, it is important for teachers to read out loud to students, even in secondary schools, because listening to adult fluency has been shown to increases students’ own fluency (Allington & Gabriel, 2012).
Interventions
The following researched based interventions were reviewed for this literature review. These have been implemented on a variety of scales. Some were researched nationwide and are implemented in multiple schools across the nation while one is an intervention put in place by two teachers who found their work to have a positive influence on students and their reading scores. The interventions described below include: PACT, “Reading Exercises Your Mind”, Corrective Reading, and Making Meaning.
PACT instruction has shown to have a positive impact on content knowledge (Wanzek, Roberts, Vaughn, Swanson & Sargent, 2019). There are six components to PACT instruction. This instruction was used in a social studies classroom but would be productive in all content areas. The first step is to engage students in the content by activating background knowledge in a unit introduction. The second step is to introduce the vocabulary to students which they will need while learning the new content. Step three, is to use application activities to review words. The fourth step involves critical reading of text with teacher support for comprehension and organizing newly learned content. Step five, is to check for understanding through collaborative and individual checks. The final step is to have a team of students complete an application activity to integrate all of the content learned in the unit. In a reading class, an application of PACT might look like sharing a video of a natural disaster before reading the book, The Cay. Students will activate their background knowledge on storms while being introduced to meaningful vocabulary words. Students would review the vocabulary in a game before beginning the reading with the teacher. During the reading the teacher would have students answer comprehension questions on an active bookmark. 
	The “Reading Exercises Your Mind,” Intervention was created by two teachers and began as a school intervention program for sixth, seventh, and eighth graders who experienced real reading difficulties (Davis &Lyons, 2001). The in school invention program covered phonemic awareness, guided reading, independent reading, and vocabulary development. The teachers felt that the students needed reading intervention at home as well. The home reading intervention program became known as, “Reading Exercises Your Mind” and involved filling gym bags, which were donated to the school, with three reading books. All three books shared the same topic but each book had a different Lexile level. The idea was that one book would be easy or on an independent reading level, the second book would be just right at an instructional level, and the third book would be too hard at a frustration reading level. Students participating in the intervention are able to check out the bags and take them home. The “easy book” is read by the student and then the parent test their ability to retell the story. The “just right” book is read with the parent. Finally, the “too hard” book is read by the parent to the student. This read-aloud is important for students’ reading comprehension and vocabulary development. After finishing the three books in each gym bag students complete a “running man” form which celebrates their success by tracking which book their parent read to them, which book they read alone, and how many gym bags they have finished. This intervention encourages both reading and parent involvement and modeling of fluent reading (Davis & Lyons, 2001).
	A third type of intervention is called direct instruction is used in Corrective Reading. This intervention focuses on decoding, fluency, and comprehension. Corrective Reading is designed for students in grade 4 and above who have misidentified words, confusion of similar words, word omissions or insertions, and poor comprehension (Cox, 2015). This scripted program has the instructor pronounce the words and then have students repeat the word. After a set of repetition the students read the words independently. This intervention is successful with students who have poor attention, and poor recall of directions (Shippen, et al. 2014).
	The final intervention is Making Meaning. This intervention is research-based and is designed to improve reading comprehension. There are fiction and non-fiction texts used to practice self-monitoring strategies. Vocabulary lessons are combined with direct instruction to teach the meaning of words. The intervention allows for questioning and discussion to comprehend the text that is read aloud.  (Making Meaning, 2020)
Conclusion
	In summary, reading is a critical life skill. Research indicates more students lack proficient reading skills than are advanced in reading skills (Shippen, et al. 2014). Proficient reading skills are required for further education as well as everyday life. There are interventions as well as particular strategies that may help break the barriers which impede students from improving reading scores. In order to improve students’ reading levels to ensure a smaller dropout rate, more post education, and successful individuals in the real world students must be taught how to read and how to comprehend whether this be through classroom instruction or reading interventions.














CHAPTER III
METHODS
Design
The study had a variant of nonequivalent control group design, which is a type of quasi-experimental design. Two sixth grade classrooms were used: one was assigned to treatment conditions and the other was the control group. Classrooms were not randomly assigned to conditions. Prior to the school year, students were assigned to a language arts class based off their PARCC scores as well as special education students’ IEP services. The students in the researcher’s current classroom were the control group while students in the classroom next door were in the treatment/Making Meaning condition. The independent variable for this study was whether students received the reading intervention, Making Meaning. The RI Lexiles were the dependent variable for the study. Lexiles from the RI test administered in the fall were used as pre-test data to compare the two groups and their performance prior to the intervention. Lexiles from the RI test administered in the winter were used as post-test data and were compared between the two groups to determine the effectiveness of the intervention. The purpose of the pre-test was to make sure the groups did not differ prior to the intervention; gain Lexiles were not considered in this study. 
Participants
	The researcher was a sixth-grade special education teacher who co-teaches two language arts periods. There were 11 sixth grade classrooms in the school. There were two sixth grade classrooms who received language arts twice a day and had a co-teacher for both periods. The students in these two classes were the study participants. The school is located in a rural area in the mid-Atlantic region.
	According to school records, 69% of students in this school are from low-income families with 27% white, 51% African American, 12% Hispanic, and 10% other. Students were assigned to classrooms based on ability level according to information gathered from the previous school year’s MCAPP scores and documentation within some student’s IEPs. The researcher’s classroom was designated to be a co-taught classroom with below average abilities based off of state testing and IEPs. The classroom next door was designed to include students of average ability as well as those students who required a reading comprehension intervention.
	In both classrooms, students were in the language arts classroom for one hour and four minutes, five times a week. The researcher’s classroom included 12 boys and 6 girls. In this group of students eight identify as African American, six Caucasian, and four Hispanic. They were all between the ages of 11 and 12. Within the class there are six students with IEP goals in language arts. The classroom next door included seven boys and eight girls. They were all between the ages of 11 and 12. In this group of students five identify as Caucasian, eight African American, one Hispanic, and one Asian. Within the class there are three students with IEP goals in language arts. An independent samples t-test comparing fall RI Lexiles indicated that the control group (Mean = 639.50, SD = 165.29) and the Making Meaning group (Mean = 573.47, SD = 141.57) did not differ significantly in reading comprehension skills prior to the intervention [t (31) = 1.22, p = .23].  
Instrument
	For this study the Reading Inventory (RI) was used to measure reading comprehension. The RI is a reading comprehension test completed on a computer. This test is used as a resource for teachers so they are able to meet their students’ needs by adjusting their teaching styles, provide text appropriate on an appropriate level and track student growth over time. The test is designed to increase the difficulty of questions based on the students’ performance. The test stops once it has gathered enough information to generate a Lexile. The end of the year proficiency range for sixth grade is 925 – 1070. The RI was previously known as the SRI but it was renamed when the publishing company changed from Scholastic, Inc. in 2019. The reliability and validity information and the research studies involving the SRI are applicable to the RI because it is the same test, but with a different name. As part of county requirements, sixth grade students take the RI in fall and spring. An additional winter administration took place for the purposes of this study.
	According to the Scholastic Reading Inventory Educator’s Guide (2007), the SRI is a research based assessment that has been field tested. This test has been validated and is a reliable indicator for reading comprehension. The validity was measured by content, construct, and criterion-related. The content validity showed that the SRI uses material from all content areas. The skills needed to read the materials are measured in the areas of identifying details, drawing conclusions, and making comparisons. Construct validity examined developmental changes in test scores and how this related with similar tests that measure reading comprehension. The SRI was supported by the fact that there was discrepancy between results for struggling readers and grade-level readers. The criterion-related validity was supported by the fact that the Lexile framework aligns with a number of standardized reading comprehension tests.
Procedure
	In this study, both language arts class took the RI Lexile tests in the beginning of the school year. These results were used as baseline data for this study. Since the test was given so early in the school year there was limited reading instruction provided before gathering the baseline. After the first RI test, student’s scores were put into an Excel document to track the data. When given the SRI again in winter the scores were again recorded and inputted to the Excel sheet. This data was used for analyses in the study.
	Throughout this study the sixth grade curriculum covered the units that involved decisions that matter and facing fear. Unit 1 with decisions that mattered included short focused research, full-process writing of a narrative, reading a novel and literacy comparisons. Unit 2 about facing fear included short focus research, a close read, short story, and a novel. The researcher’s class without the intervention read the two novels Maniac Magee and Woodsong. The language arts class receiving the treatment read Maniac Magee and The Cay. 
	The researcher’s classroom did not receive the reading intervention of Making Meaning. The structure of the classroom consisted of two teachers in a co-taught setting. Students were provided 10 minutes of silent reading every day.  With a double language arts class, students were provided additional support as well as additional time to complete assignments. 
	The treatment classroom received the reading intervention Making Meaning. This was also a double language arts classroom. The first period was designated for Making Meaning while the second period was for language arts class. This classroom also had a co-taught setting that provided additional support.  Both classrooms were provided with similar assignments that aligned to curriculum expectations. The basic difference between the two groups is that the non-treatment group had extra time and more opportunities to work in small groups to complete assignments while the treatment group did the Making Meaning curriculum.
	Both classes were co-taught by a special educator and a general educator.  Both of the teachers in the Making Meaning class had been trained in the Making Meaning program.  Neither of the teachers in the control class had been trained in the Making Meaning program. The teachers for the Making Meaning class had slightly more years of total experience in teaching. The decision to have the two classes engaging in different interventions was not made for the purposes of the study; rather, it was a decision made at the administration level prior to the beginning of the school year. Prior to the school year, the principal assigned students to the Making Meaning or control classes based on IEPs, PARCC scores, and teacher input.  All of the students were selected to be in one of the two classes because it was thought they would benefit from double ILA classes. The children assigned to the Making Meaning class were considered to have a higher intervention need based on IEP, PARCC scores, and/or teacher input.
	Making Meaning started the week of September 16th and took place during the first 52 minutes block of each day. The class read aloud fiction and non-fiction stories. Vocabulary lessons were provided along with the reading. Teachers would pause during the reading to review vocabulary or explain the meaning of a passage. Teachers introduced self-monitoring strategies to help with comprehension and provided pre-reading questions. Students were encouraged to reread in order to participate in classroom discussions and answer questions about the text. The RI was first given in the fall on the week of September 23rd.  The RI was given again in the winter on February 13th. Both groups of students were provided approximately eighteen weeks of intervention. The mean Lexiles of the treatment and control group were compared using an independent samples t-test.
	


CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The purposes of this study was to examine the effectiveness of the reading intervention, Making Meaning, and its impact on reading comprehension of middle school students.
An independent samples t-test was conducted with the independent variable being the type of reading intervention used along with the standard curriculum and the dependent variable being the study of the RI Lexile scores. The informal reading intervention group had a significantly higher mean Lexile on the RI (Mean = 683.83, SD = 156.30) than did the Making Meaning group (Mean = 542.80, SD = 148.51) [t(31) = 2.64, p = .01].  Please see Table 1.  Consequently, the null hypothesis that there will be no significant difference in the mean Reading Inventory (RI) Lexile of middle school students who participated in the Making Meaning intervention program as part of their double language arts class as compared to students who did not participate in a formal reading intervention but received small group and extra time to complete assignments within their double language arts was rejected.

Table 1.  Means, Standard Deviations, and t-statistic comparison for the informal reading intervention group and Making Meaning intervention group on Winter RI Lexile Scores.
	Condition
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t-statistic

	Control
	 18
	683.83
	156.30
	 2.64*

	Making Meaning
	 15
	542.80
	148.51
	


* Significant at p < .01. 


CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
	This researcher wanted to see how different reading comprehension intervention strategies impact student reading comprehension among sixth grade students. This researcher compared the reading intervention, Making Meaning, to an informal reading comprehension intervention that took place during a double ILA period for at risk readers. In Making Meaning, the class read aloud fiction and non-fiction stories. Vocabulary lessons were provided along with the reading. Teachers would pause during the reading to review vocabulary or explain the meaning of a passage. Teachers introduced self-monitoring strategies to help with comprehension and provided pre-reading questions. Students were encouraged to reread in order to participate in classroom discussions and answer questions about the text. In the informal intervention, the students participated in 10 minutes of silent reading, received individualized or small group support, and had additional time to complete assignments. 
	The researcher found that there was a significant difference between RI Lexiles of the Making Meaning group and the informal reading intervention group, with the informal reading intervention group performing at a higher level. Consequently, the null hypothesis that there will be no significant difference in the mean Reading Inventory (RI) Lexile of middle school students who participated in the Making Meaning intervention program as part of their double language arts class as compared to students that did not participate in a formal reading intervention but received small group and extra time to complete assignments within their double language arts was rejected.
IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESULTS
	This study found that the students in the informal intervention program actually performed better than the students in the Making Meaning program. The Making Meaning group actually had lower Lexile results on the winter tests than compared to the fall test.  This suggests that the specialized curriculum is not highly effective. The practical implication is that schools do not need to purchase the reading intervention, Making Meaning, if the outcome measure of interest is increasing RI Lexiles. For struggling readers, schools can implement the standard curriculum that the county has already created over a double language arts periods so that the students receive extra support and have extra time to complete assignments.
	The researcher found that students responded better to the informal reading intervention. This group had extra time and more opportunities to work in small groups to complete assignments. It was observed that students did better with teachers they had time to form positive relationships with. The informal reading intervention group allowed more time for small group opportunities with the two teachers in the room. The students in this group preferred one on one instruction. They were more willing to start work and complete work with the adult support. The informal intervention also allowed students to work at their own pace allowing extra time to complete assignments and more access to one-on-one assistance.
	The teachers from the Making Meaning group shared that students enjoyed class discussions. There were numerous times when the special educator was not in the room due to other duties. This made it challenging to complete work in small groups. Students in this group were motivated by incentives of brain breaks. Students completed their assignments but did not receive extra time. There were also a few students who did not have consistent attendance.
THEORECTICAL CONSEQUENCES
Research shows that most reading instruction in secondary education is centered on content reading. Teachers have a limited amount of time for reading intervention. Those students who need remedial reading instruction require a greater amount of instructional time than teachers have available (Shippen, et al. 2014). Both classes were able to receive double language arts classes which allowed for more instruction time compared to other sixth grade students in the building. This additional time appeared to be helpful for the informal intervention group but did not appear to make a meaningful difference for the Making Meaning group.
Research also shows that students learn better with high engagement. Making Meaning provides a way for students to be engaged in class discussions. However, the informal reading intervention group was also given time to discuss books from the curriculum and they also were engaged. According to current findings, it is possible provide for learning engagement without a purchased reading intervention.
THREATS TO THE VALIDITY
	One threat to the validity of the study was the small number of subjects. Only two sixth grade classes were used. Having more students would increase have increased the representativeness of the sample so that the results could be better generalized. These two groups were also selected before knowing the students. All students were identified as having low reading scores however, the formal and informal reading intervention groups were selected by the principal before the school year started. Since the principal had selected students specifically to be in the Making Meaning group, presumably those students were perceived to have greater need. Although the groups did not differ at a statistically significant level on the Fall RI the behaviors of the students could have varied.
	A possible threat to the internal validity is that it is unknown if the Making Meaning teachers were following the intervention program precisely. The researcher was not present in this classroom and there was no formal evaluation of the program. 
	An internal threat to the validity was the children’s behavior and focus during the RI testing. Some students do not understand the importance of their scores. There were students within both classrooms who are diagnosed with ADHD. It is also difficult for some students to sit quietly while others finish their test on the computer. Students on the computer test often rush in hopes they will be able to get on a game when finished.  Consequently, their performance on the RI may not have actually reflected their abilities.
	Another threat to the internal validity was different testing conditions for the post-test between the two classrooms. The researcher found that the group of informal reading intervention students received more verbal praise during the assessment. Students wanted to do well as the two teachers frequently circled the room looking to praise students. During the post-test the Making Meaning group only had the general educator present. The teacher encouraged students to do well and remain quiet from her desk. The students were allowed to get on a game after they completed the test. Both classes had similar environments during the pre-test. The classrooms had both the general educator and special educator present. The teachers circulated the room and told students to try their best and to not stress. The environment had minimal distractions and a low volume. Thus, the informal intervention group had similar conditions for the pre-test and post-test.  The students in the Making Meaning group had less encouragement and monitoring during their post-test than they did during their pre-test; this could possibly explain why their mean Lexiles went down in the winter. They had less encouragement and monitoring than the informal intervention group during the post-test which may explain why the informal group performed significantly better than the Making Meaning group on the post-test.

CONNECTIONS TO PREVIOUS STUDIES/EXISTING LITERATURE
	Research shows that the classroom environment is the first thing that can impact interventions’ success. It is important the environment contains a variety of materials and resources for the students to use. Making Meaning provides fiction and non-fiction texts used to practice self-monitoring strategies. This intervention allowed opportunity to complete projects based off the reading as well as using computers to research a given topic further so that students engaged with the physical materials in a meaningful way. Although this type of environment and engagement was insufficient for the Making Meaning group to perform well on the winter RI, the classroom environment was beneficial in the informal intervention group. The students felt welcomed and safe in the classroom. Both teachers had developed positive relationships with every child. It was a friendly and joking environment where learning was still able to take place. Students were able to engage meaningfully with classroom materials while maintaining strong relationships with teachers.
	Teachers also need to be engaging. However, vocabulary is imperative. Students must learn vocabulary in an engaging way that they will help them comprehend the meaning of each word in context. The new words should be used in a variety of ways that allows students to apply the word’s meaning. Making Meaning provides vocabulary lessons that are combined with direct instruction to teach the meaning of words. However, since the Making Meaning group did not perform well in the current study, it is not consistent with the research that indicates the value of explicit vocabulary instruction.
Finally, it is important for teachers to read out loud to students, even in secondary schools, because listening to adult fluency has been shown to increases students’ own fluency (Allington & Gabriel, 2012). During Making Meaning texts are read aloud to students. This allows them to comprehend what is being read and prevents students from focusing on decoding. Although these students were read aloud to during Making Meaning they were not always read aloud to during language arts class. The informal reading intervention group was read aloud to for a majority of the assignments given. They were read aloud short stories as well as novels.  Since both groups were read to but only the informal intervention group improved, the current study provides conflicting evidence as to the value of reading aloud to students.
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
	More research will need to be conducted to determine the effectiveness of Making Meaning on reading comprehension. In this study, the students in the informal intervention performed better than the students in the Making Meaning group, and the Lexiles of the Making Meaning group actually went down between the fall and winter. In an extended study the researcher might consider using a bigger sample size to determine the effectiveness of Making Meaning in the classroom or complete the study over an extended time period that would include multiple years of the formal intervention.
	Reflecting on the current study the researcher found that only using one assessment does not give a full picture of the effectiveness of Making Meaning.  The RI may not be sensitive to all of the effects of the Making Meaning intervention.  Future research should consider different outcome measures.
	Also, after further reflection, the researcher noticed that student relationships were imperative to intervention being effective. Students who had formed relationships with teachers were more willing to put forth effort the Reading Inventory as well as the school work or intervention work leading up to the assessment.  Thus, in future research it would be helpful to control for the extent to which teachers had strong relationships with students. 

CONCLUSION/SUMMARY
	This study compared the effectiveness of Making Meaning and an informal reading comprehension intervention as measured by student performance on a computerized reading inventory.  The children in the informal intervention performed significantly better than the students in the Making Meaning group. The students in the informal group appeared to benefit from the time to form positive relationships with the teachers, the small group opportunities, one on one assistance opportunities, and the ability to self-pace work completion, Future research is necessary to provide evidence that Making Meaning is an effective intervention.  
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