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Abstract
This study explored the efficacy of a literacy program as it was offered in partnership
between Brock University and the Learning Disabilities Association of Niagara Region.
Specifically, this study examined sixteen 5 to 12-year-old children with reading disabilities
who participated in a 5-week Spring Reading Program that was associated with an upper
year undergraduate course in Child and Youth Studies. In this course, university students
worked with children from the local community. The study collected quantitative and
qualitative data from children, parents and Brock students. The study also examined the
concept of knowledge mobilization by exploring the relationship between a course at Brock
and the Learning Disabilities Association of Niagara. This partnership was considered a
strong example of knowledge mobilization as defined by Brock’s strategic mandate. A
mixed methodological approach was utilized in this thesis that included quantitative
academic achievement measures and qualitative interviews with student tutors, children and
caregivers whose children participated in the program. The focus of the qualitative
interviews was to determine the overall experience of the Spring Reading Program and how
it encompassed the principles of effective knowledge mobilization. Results of the study
indicated that the Spring Reading Program was successful in improving literacy scores in
participating children but also successful in improving motivation and self-efficacy in
children. In addition to this, the partnership was seen as a successful example of effective
knowledge mobilization. Such findings hold important implications for policy and practice
surrounding models of schooling and programming that support children’s learning.
Key words: reading disabilities, motivation, self-efficacy, one-on-one tutoring,
knowledge mobilization
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Chapter One: Introduction
Reading is an essential skill in today’s society and the majority of children, nearly 80%,
learn to read without difficulty. Yet, approximately 20% of children experience significant
difficulty learning to read (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). Although there may be several factors
that contribute to reading difficulties, one prominent contributing factor associated with reading
challenges is reading disabilities (RDs). RDs is a sub-category within the broader construct of
learning disabilities and it is estimated that 80% of these disabilities are RDs (Costa, Edwards &
Hooper, 2016). It is estimated that RDs affect approximately 7-10% of the general population
and further that RDs accounts for the largest category of special education in North America. It
is not surprising therefore, that for nearly four decades researchers, educators and policy makers
have strived to understand the most effective practices and support systems to assist children
living with RDs. However, despite the significant forward progression of policies and practices,
the field has generally struggled to establish reading intervention programs that alleviate the
effects of RDs. In fact, research has demonstrated consistently that regardless of the efficacy of
the reading-based intervention program, children with RDs engaged in a reading intervention
rarely increase their reading achievements to levels that are commensurate with their nonlearning-disabled peers (Jenkins & O’Connor, 2001).
Therefore, in light of the need to understand the most effective ways to support children
with RDs to optimize their reading skills, the purpose of this thesis was to study the efficacy of a
particular literacy intervention program aimed to support children with RDs. More specifically,
this thesis explored a unique opportunity that was provided by a partnership between a
third/fourth-year undergraduate course offered through the Department of Child and Youth
Studies (CHYS) at Brock University and the Learning Disabilities Association of Niagara
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Region (LDANR). Each spring, the CHYS department offers CHYS 3P93, a course where
students work individually in a clinical setting with a child who has been identified as being atrisk for RDs. The children involved in the program are referred by the LDANR. This unique
partnership offers CHYS students an opportunity to engage many of the theoretical ideas that
they have learned during their undergraduate degree and also offers children from the
community an opportunity to work with advanced university students who have been training to
work with vulnerable children. Framed within this dynamic, this thesis also explores this
relationship between Brock, and specifically CHYS, and the Niagara community. This
partnership is framed as an example of knowledge mobilization (KMb) – an idea that is an
integral part of Brock’s strategic mandate (Brock University, 2014). CHYS 3P93 emphasizes a
student experience of analysis and evaluation of informal assessments and treatment strategies to
be used with children at-risk for RDs. In this way, Brock students are responsible for
intervention strategies that involve more than just producing research knowledge but also involve
putting this knowledge to use. This identified practice of research knowledge leading to changes
in behaviour has been defined as KMb. The general aim of KMb is to make connections between
research/expertise and policy/practice in order to improve outcomes in various organizations or
sectors (Conference Board Canada, 2016).
However, to understand the factors associated with effective reading interventions and
the relationship between CHYS 3P93 and the broader community, it is important to understand
the general principles of reading and of RDs. Generally, the goal for children within the reading
process is to read text fluently and with understanding (Snowling & Hulme, 2012). Vellutino,
Fletcher, Snowling & Scanlon (2004) have defined reading as the process of extracting and
constructing meaning from written text for some purpose. Skilled reading involves a connective
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comprehension of meaning from a body of text that is dependent on word identification and
language comprehension (Vellutino et al., 2004). Overall, the ability to “read to learn” (Snowling
& Hulme, 2012) is a complicated process involving a system of cognitive activities that is
supported by several connected areas of the central nervous system. Reading is comprised of two
main processes; decoding and comprehension (S. Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2005). These two
main processes are further complemented with an established hierarchy of literacy skills.
Decoding skills include the processing of individual letters, corresponding sounds to words,
sentences to comprehension and blending and segmenting. Blending involves the pulling
together of individual sounds or syllables within words while segmenting involves the breaking
down of individual sounds or syllables.
For the past four decades, researchers and educators have strived to develop and
implement effective intervention programs aimed at supporting children with RDs. Some
researchers have argued that with effective intervention, all children could be reading at grade
level by the end of first grade (Allington, 2013). However, this possibility is dampened by
another proposition that children with RDs often struggle to keep up with their grade level peers.
The Matthew Effect, “the rich get richer and the poor get poorer” is an educational concept
formulated by Stanovich (1986). The phrase describes how, in reading, individuals who start
well have a tendency to continue on this trajectory while those who do not are unlikely to catch
up with their peers. There is not only the issue of not being able to catch up but Stanovich (1986)
also believes that the gap between being “rich” readers and “poor” readers will widen as
schooling continues. The failure to make good initial progress in learning to read makes it
increasingly difficult to master the reading process (Hempenstall, 2015). Struggling readers fail
to develop as independent readers and lack engagement in high levels of practice (Hempenstall,

3

2015). The downward spiral of achievement is a driving force in widening the gap between
reading achievement of grade-level students and students who experience reading difficulty
(Hempenstall, 2015). The comparative gap stemming from the Matthew Effect is attributed to
lack of motivation and lack of enjoyment of reading (Hempenstall, 2015).
Following the compounded challenges associated with reading disabilities and
motivation, effective interventions “must focus powerfully on preventing the emergence of early
reading weaknesses – and the enormous reading practice deficits that result from prolonged
reading failure” (Allington, 2013, p.7). Intervention strategies need to ensure that research,
evidence and knowledge about RDs is properly distributed and made available to organizations
and groups that have involvement in RDs policy and decision making for the end user (Levin,
2008). For the purpose of this study, the LDANR, Brock University and the local community are
the specific partnership groups that are involved in addressing the needs of children with RDs
through CHYS 3P93, a five-week reading intervention course held annually at Brock University.
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Chapter Two: Review of the Literature
Reading Disabilities (RD)
What are Reading Disabilities?
As this thesis is based on the concept of reading and RDs, it is important to understand
what is meant by the term “reading disabilities”. RDs or dyslexia, are specific LD that are
characterized by difficulties in single word decoding and insufficient phonological processing
(Lyon, S. Shaywitz, & B. Shaywitz, 2003). RDs have historically been described as having a
neurobiological basis (Lyon et al., 2003). Specifically, processing demands for distinct cognitive
tasks utilize a particular neural system in the brain. The processing demands of reading are
associated with the portion of the left posterior brain region and those with dyslexia show a
failure in this brain system to function properly during reading (Lyon et al., 2003). Three regions
of the brain have been identified with the reading functionalities of articulation, word analysis
and fluency (S. Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2004). Dyslexia involves under activation in two back
brain regions and an over activation in the front brain region to compensate for these deficiencies
(S. Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2004). RDs are assumed to be inherently present at birth and are
not associated with environmental factors (Lyon et al., 2003). The cause of RDs has been
hypothesized to be associated with a genetic mutation in genetic structures (S. Shaywitz & B.
Shaywitz, 2004). Furthermore, RDs are not to be thought of as a type of intellectual and
developmental disorder or an unwillingness to learn (Vellutino et al., 2004). Dyslexia is
prevalent equally in boys and girls and is not something that is outgrown by age or time (S.
Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2004).

Characteristics
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Although there are several varying characteristics associated with reading disabilities, a
primary characteristic of all RDs is the idea of phonological processing. Phonological processing
has been seen as a significant predictor of reading success (for review see Bryan, 1978). In
general, all stakeholders have agreed that individuals with RDs have experienced significant
phonological processing problems – the use of the sounds of one's language to process spoken
and written language (American Speech and Language Association, 2017). Wagner and
Torgesen (1987) explained that phonological processing referred to the use and manipulation of
the components of spoken and written language and that phonological processing could be
broken into three broad-based skills including phonological awareness, phonological working
memory and phonological retrieval. Briefly, phonological awareness was considered to be the
awareness of the sound structure of a language and the ability to consciously analyze and
manipulate this structure through tasks such as speech sound segmentation and blending at the
phonemic levels. Phonological working memory was thought to be the ability to store
phonological information in a short-term memory storage. The purpose of this type of storage is
to have information readily available for manipulation during phonological awareness tasks.
Phonological retrieval refers to the ability to recall graphemes from long term memory in order
to use within phonological processing tasks. All three of these subskills have been hypothesized
to be sub-components of phonological processing and also are associated with effective reading
(Wagner & Torgesen, 1987).
Translating the above ideas into the act of reading, phonological processing affects one’s
ability to “recognize, identify and manipulate syllables and phonemes within spoken language”
(Shaywitz et al., 2008, p. 457). Those individuals who exhibit difficulties in phonological
processing are slower in word-level decoding, experience decreased exposure to vocabulary and
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less opportunity to participate in reading practice (McNamara, Scissons, & Gutknecth, 2011).
Deficits in the phonological component of language hinder the acquisition of reading skills and
are characterized by deficiencies in reading accuracy, reading fluency, word recognition, poor
spelling, verbal memory, verbal processing speed and communication impairments (Snowling &
Hulme, 2011). Phonological awareness (PA) is necessary in order to “map or translate, printed
symbols (letter and letter patterns) to sound” (Lyon & Chhabra, 1996, p. 4). If an individual is
unable to perceive the particular sounds in spoken words and, in particular, the first sound in a
word, they will have difficulty in decoding words accurately and fluently. Readers must be able
to break down words into smaller pieces of sounds, known as phonological segments. Failure to
do so results in letters being seen as only meaningless lines and circles and nothing else (S.
Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2004). Individuals with RDs are not aware that letters in a written word
represent a particular sound so they are unable to decipher the reading code (Lyon et al., 2003).
Furthermore, word recognition is closely linked to reading comprehension. Reading
comprehension is the outcome of decoding and linguistic comprehension (Cho, Roberts, Capin,
& Roberts, 2015). Linguistic comprehension includes listening and vocabulary while decoding is
the ability of readers to translate letters and words to create meaning (Cho et al., 2015). In turn,
poor comprehension is associated with deficits in short-term memory and inference making
(Torppa et al., 2007).
Reading Fluency. Reading fluency has also been identified as an important phase in
reading and is defined as “rapid, automatic reading that does not require attention or effort” (S.
Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2004, p. 9). Fluency is a step-by-step process where the reader’s brain
makes a connection accurately, easily and rapidly of a representation of an exact reproduction of
the word (S. Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2004). Those with RDs fail to read words both accurately
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and fluently and with the necessary speed to allow the reader to determine the meaning of what
is being read (Compton & Carlisle, 1994). The lack of fluent reading can be clinically observed
as being effortful and slow (Shaywitz et al., 2008). Many struggling readers compensate for their
lack of fluency by memorizing words. The difficulty with this strategy is that the memory of
poor readers is limited in capacity (Shaywitz et al., 2008). Furthermore, many words prove
difficult to memorize because of their newness, rarity, length and complexity (Shaywitz et al.,
2008). Verbal processing speed for those with RDs is characterized by a slow rate of word
reading and word retrieval. A reader who is successful with the ability to read fluently is able to
connect word recognition to comprehension. This connection establishes fluency as a marker of
skilled reading.
Motivation. In addition to the significant difficulties with phonological processing, an
important characteristic associated with reading difficulties is a lack of motivation to engage in
reading based tasks. Research has consistently pointed to the significant positive correlation that
exists between motivation and RDs (Proctor, Daley, Louick, Leider, & Gardner, 2014). Children
with RDs have often faced years of academic frustration and often failure, which in turn can lead
to lower sense of self-efficacy and motivation to engage in reading based tasks. From here,
children with RDs display and maintain continuous poor performance and difficulties in reading
activities (Melekoglu, 2011). Motivation is a powerful characteristic of learners and has been
identified as a predictor of successful reading comprehension (Proctor et al., 2014). Specifically,
intrinsic motivation is linked to reading practice as it directly affects an individual’s desire to
read and activates behaviour. In other words, intrinsic motivation guides an individual’s
investment in learning and mastering a task for its own sake by utilizing self-set standards and
self-improvement (Proctor et al., 2014). This process drives the extent of an individual’s
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curiosity to read, their perception of the importance of being a good reader and the level of
involvement they have when reading (Proctor et al., 2014). Poor motivation has been proposed
as being a defining feature of reading failure (Morgan, Fuchs, Compton, Cordray, & Fuchs,
2008). The avoidance of frequent reading is a constraint to becoming a skilled reader because
frequent reading practice increases sight word recognition, vocabulary, verbal fluency, reading
comprehension and general knowledge skills (Morgan et al., 2008). Struggling readers are often
poorly motivated because of their repeated failure to acquire reading skills (Morgan et al., 2008).
This is representative of the “Matthew Effect” where the rich get richer and the poor get poorer
(Morgan et al., 2008). It creates negative side effects due to decreased motivation leading to the
practice of reading avoidance. Reading involves a choice and the steady decline of reading
motivation is reflected in children generally choosing to do something other than read (Nelson &
Manset-Williamson, 2006).
Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is acknowledged as a component or construct of motivation.
It is defined as an “individual’s assessment of his or her competence to perform a future task”
(Troia, Shankland, & Wolbers, 2012, p. 6) at a desired or necessary level (Cho et al., 2015).
Higher self-efficacy contributes to persistence, task performance and the extent of effort that is
utilized to perform a particular task (Troia et al., 2012). Specifically, self-efficacy supports an
outcome expectation that a certain action will result in a desired outcome (Troia et al., 2012).
Readers possessing higher self-efficacy work harder, participate willingly, exhibit perseverance
and attain higher achievement levels when compared to students with lower motivation levels
(Procter et al., 2014). However, individuals with lower self-efficacy doubt their own ability to
improve their reading and are likely to avoid reading due to the required effort and the likelihood
of encountering difficulty (Nelson & Manst-Williamson, 2006). Yet, equating minimal effort
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with reading success and failure is inaccurate as many students with RDs contribute great effort
to achieve reading success and still fail (Nelson & Manst-Williamson, 2006). Furthermore, selfefficacy is an influential measurement for outcomes and task performance that impacts
individual goal setting. Specifically, self-efficacy is an enhancer of accomplishments and
personal well-being with individuals with high self-efficacy adhering to goal commitment in
spite of facing potential failures or setbacks. In the absence of possessing high self-efficacy,
struggling readers fail to put forth the adequate effort needed to become successful readers and
instead will either give up or avoid similar tasks that they relate to their experiences of failure
(Margolis & McCabe, 2004).
In addition to its impact on skill acquisition, low self-efficacy also can contribute to the
development of “maladaptive” behaviours. This can include an avoidance of seeking assistance
based on shame and guilt. These feelings, while instilling a precondition of negative attitudes of
anxiety and depression, simultaneously trigger an awareness in others of their perceived low
level belief in their ability to perform (Troia et al., 2012). Self-efficacy is influential in whether
an individual chooses to engage or to not engage in a particular task that can affect the
attainment of personal goals. When individuals fail to believe in their success in a specific task,
they are more than likely to give up, to fail to put forth effort or to avoid task involvement in
similar areas when the expectation is failure (Margolis & McCabe, 2004).

Programming
Effective Programming for RDs
For the past three decades, researchers have attempted to understand the most effective
models of intervention to address the academic failure and characteristics associated with RDs.
In 1998, the federal government of the United States commissioned the National Reading
10

Council (NRC) to investigate the most effective methods for identifying children at-risk for
reading failure. The result was a publication called The National Research Council on Preventing
Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). This report suggested
that young children can reliably be identified as being “at-risk” for word reading difficulty on the
basis of their performance on tasks that assess phonemic awareness and letter naming abilities.
The report suggested that risk markers, including letter-sound correspondence, blending sounds
into words and the ability to name letters rapidly, were significant predictors of reading failure
and LD.
In line with the movement towards early screening for at-risk students, effective
instruction within a prevention framework called for instructional practices to be developed and
integrated in the early elementary years. Along with identifying early markers for reading failure,
the NRC (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998) also examined early reading instruction and found that
the explicit teaching of phoneme awareness and phonological processing was especially effective
in kindergarten and grade one. The NRC found that early effective intervention may substantially
reduce the number of children who would eventually enter special education for reading failure.
For instance, Torgesen (1998) found that when effective early intervention is used with children
under the 18th percentile in reading, the number of overall children requiring special education
services in later school grades was reduced from 18% to 5%. This finding was impressive and
invited the question, what is effective early instruction? Research has remained somewhat
unclear about this, but some important findings have emerged. Effective instructional programs
in phonological processing begin with oral language activities. Such tasks may involve children
being explicitly taught how to pronounce the sounds associated with letters. From here,
instruction may involve educators explicitly modelling for children how sounds can be blended
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together. Instructional programs should also include opportunities for children to apply their
ability to manipulate phonemes to actual reading or spelling activities (for a review of some
current published programs in phonological awareness see Mathes & Torgesen, 2000). In
general, effective programs in phonological processing were thought to promote an awareness of
individual phonemes in words – an important precursor to reading (Høien, Lundberg, Stanovich,
& Bjaalid, 1995).
The goal of effective programming for RDs is to ensure that all children become the best
readers possible. The problem remains with identifying the components of proper instruction
needed to correct the high prevalence of RDs. Reading problems are not outgrown nor do they
represent a “developmental lag” that will correct itself (Shaywitz et al., 2008). This notion is
supported by the results of the National Assessment of Educational Progress that reveals that
36% of fourth grade children are reading below the basic levels (Shaywitz et al., 2008).
Struggling readers must be identified early and supported by intervention to eliminate the waitto-fail model (Shaywitz et al., 2008). There is no one quick fix to address all RDs nor is there
any evidence to suggest that one specific program should be chosen over another. Yet, there is
agreement that effective reading instruction needs to focus on prevention and/or correction of the
core deficits in phonological processing; phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and
comprehension (Shaywitz et al., 2008).
Early intervention offers the most hopeful and consistent results while intervention
programs for children beyond second grade, although effective, are more challenging and less
consistent (Shaywitz et al., 2008). Effective RDs interventions need to incorporate a
developmental perspective that includes a series of evaluations over time as opposed to one-time
evaluations (Shaywitz et al., 2008). Programs need to consider the critical factors of children’s
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resistance to treatment, the level of instructional intensity (hours of instruction, length of
intervention, ratio of teachers to students), teacher ability/experience and individual students’
prior instructional experiences (Shaywitz et al., 2008). In addition, children cannot be put at
further risk by the implementation of unproven reading programs. This risk can be alleviated
through scientific knowledge to help with the success of effective reading instruction (S.
Shaywitz & B. Shaywitz, 2004). The number of young children who fail to learn to read is
indicative of the fact that reading skills do not develop naturally, easily or by chance (Lyon &
Chhabra, 2004). Failure to read by nine years of age has been reported to forecast a lifetime of
illiteracy for at least 70% of struggling readers (Lyon & Chhabra, 2004). Yet, extensive and
systematic evidence-based reading interventions can reduce this percentage by addressing the
current educational practices and policies that are failing so many children.
Programming is affected with uncertainty surrounding the maintenance of new reading
curriculum interventions. In particular, there is concern with how the maintenance of developed
reading skills is carried over to a new setting that is different from the place of initial
intervention (Lyon & Moats, 1997). Intervention gains have been shown to decrease due to
differences in methodologies, consistency and reinforcement (Lyon & Moats, 1997). The
progress and success of specialized reading interventions are faced with multiple challenges to
achieving their goals to remediate RDs. In addition to the identified challenge of the transference
of reading training, there are the compounded issues of what teaching method works best, its
effects and time duration (Lyons & Moats, 1997). Ultimately, the goal is to increase the number
of those who are able to read well at an early age and to protect many from the repercussions of
reading failure (Lyon & Moats, 1997).
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Tutoring. Regardless of the intervention program per se, one of the most effective
aspects of intervention is one-on-one support. Individual tutoring is one approach that aligns with
the one-on-one approach. Tutoring is defined as a “learning interaction between a tutor and a
tutee that focuses on an area of curriculum content needing improvement or strengthening in the
tutee” (Woolley & Hay, 2007, p. 9). Specifically, it is an educational intervention to improve
reading skills in children with RDs. Tutoring instruction is a supplemental teaching practice
designed to assist struggling readers (Vukelich, Justice, & Han, 2013). Intervention strategies for
tutoring vary in terms of the reading strategies used as well as the length and number of sessions.
Yet, in spite of the differences in intervention characteristics, results show that children who
receive tutoring outperform those who do not (Vukelich & et al., 2013). However, current
research does not conclusively or consistently support how children should be tutored whether
through one-on-one or paired tutoring. Furthermore, there is little to direct educators on how
children should be paired, i.e., paired with children with similar needs or with children who
possess higher skills (Vukelich & et al., 2013). The study by Vukelich et al. (2013) concluded
that one-on-one instruction had no advantage over tutoring children in pairs. Therefore, these
results led to the conclusion that programs should preserve their resources by pairing young
children together for supplemental instruction and support as many students as possible
(Vukelich et al., 2013). Furthermore, the authors were unable to conclude when children with
RDs when paired with high-performing children were at risk or in fact more motivated (Vukelich
et al., 2013). It is also unclear whether children paired with a highly-skilled peer presented with
an advantage over being tutored with a peer of a similar skill level (Vukelich et al., 2013).
Nevertheless, the study did support the fact that young children enjoyed participating in
supplemental tutoring (Vukelich et al., 2013). Peer tutoring has also been shown to be effective
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in helping with RDs. Peer tutoring is a co-operative learning relationship with students of similar
age and normally with one having more ability than the other (Woolley & Hay, 2007).
Parents are also seen as effective tutors in assisting their children even if their role is
limited to that of actively listening to their children reading. Children read at a higher level when
their parents play a role in regularly listening to them read (Woolley & Hay, 2007). Yet, there are
concerns regarding inadequately trained parents acting as tutors. Their predominant desire is to
provide reading assistance and this desire often prompts unsupportive emotional comments as
parents were too critical of their children’s mistakes (Woolley & Hay, 2007). As a result,
outcomes include frustration for both children and parents, strained relationships and negative
attitudes towards reading by the children (Woolley & Hay, 2007). Nonetheless, home reading
training projects can direct parents in ways to successfully interact with their children and can
help them to become more informed about the reading process (Woolley & Hay, 2007).
Community partners can also act as tutors. They provide a link among the home,
community and school that assists with the promotion of family involvement with a child’s
academic success (Hitchcock, Prater, & Dowrick, 2004). Community tutors, peer tutors, crossage tutors, parent tutors or adult-to-students tutors all share the role of providing motivation and
encouragement to those with RDs (Woolley & Hay, 2007).
Importance of Tutoring. Tutoring programs are instrumental in helping students
to make improvements in their self-confidence, self-esteem, oral reading and vocabulary skills
(Taylor, Hanson, Justice-Swanson & Watts, 1997). Overall, tutoring provides an environment of
support, co-operation, sharing of goals, responsibility, accomplishment and a sense of belonging
and increased motivation (Woolley & Hay, 2007). This supplemental instruction increases
reading fluency, decoding and comprehension skills (Hitchcock, Prater, & Dowrick, 2004). Yet,
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successful reading tutoring interventions are influenced by the quality of the training, i.e., trained
versus untrained tutors and one-on-one tutoring versus group tutoring (Woolley & Hay, 2007).
Students who are supported by trained adult tutors have been shown to outperform children who
were assisted by untrained adult tutors (Woolley & Hay, 2007). Overall, the effectiveness of
tutoring programs is dependent on the quality of tutor training, personal tutor satisfaction,
personalized and responsive relationships and a commitment to fulfill the program’s goals
(Woolley & Hay, 2007).
Tutors are influential in providing a supportive environment and encouraging positive
thoughts in those with RDs. Tutors’ overall objectives should be to guide learning, provide
positive reading and learning experiences and offer effective reinforcement that will encourage
students to have more confidence and control in attempting new reading tasks (Woolley & Hay,
2007). Trained tutors should provide strategies to positively affect reading performance helping
children to develop reading strategies that encourage autonomy, competency, choice and selfefficacy (Woolley & Hay, 2007).

Community Partnerships
Although tutoring programs are readily available through private commercial tutoring
agencies, there appears to be a paucity of community-based tutoring programs at a low cost in
the Niagara Region. Cost is often a barrier to tutoring, particularly for families from vulnerable
communities. As such, it becomes important to explore how tutoring can become an accessible
resource for families with children with RDs. One important connection in this process may be
the relationship between universities and communities. To understand this relationship, it is
important first to examine the underlying frameworks of KMb.
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Knowledge Mobilization (KMb)
KMb refers to a process of transfer between the knowledge “producers” and the
knowledge “users” (Anderson & McLachlan, 2016). It is a strategy designed to address the
inequality of power and privilege over users who are typically marginalized in the knowledge
transfer process. KMb is a deliberate paradigm for social change that provides disempowered
groups the opportunity to be part of a reciprocal relationship of knowledge (Anderson &
McLachlan, 2016). This reciprocal relationship involves the sharing, producing and spreading of
knowledge. Specifically, the reciprocal relationships are between researchers and knowledge
users who are to share in the responsibility of creating and using research knowledge (Anderson
& McLachlan, 2016). This involves the breaking down of knowledge hierarchies to provide the
opportunity of exchanging knowledge and of giving value to other “knowers” or a “wide range
of actors” (Anderson & McLachlan, 2016). KMb endeavours to guarantee that there is the
movement of research results into the hands of research users (Gainforth, Latimer-Cheung,
Athanasopoulos, Moore, & Ginis, 2014). In other words, there is a focus on who controls and
carries out meaningful research and who will benefit from such research, the users (Anderson &
McLachlan, 2016). The goal of KMb is to ensure that resources and time invested in research are
not conducted in vain but are utilized for interventions and policies that are accessible to all
(Gainforth et al., 2014). Furthermore, it is concerned with the creation of a new hierarchy of
knowledge that examines how particular knowledge can be used to erase inequalities (Anderson
& McLachlan, 2016). KMb moves knowledge into action and ensures that research, expertise,
policies and practices are used to improve outcomes for all citizens. Yet, it is more than just the
transferring and sharing of information as it focuses on engagement and end-user participation.
KMb empowers people to use information in strategic ways to help address real-life problems
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such as RDs. KMb is a social process that recognizes where individuals who share an
interpersonal connection with an organization are more likely to adopt change and be more
receptive to adopting a new practice than those individuals who are less interconnected within a
social system (Gainforth et al., 2014). Although the focus of KMb is on raising awareness,
prompting change and bringing individuals together, there remains uncertainty as to how to
ensure the bridge between research and practice. Its success or failure is dependent on productive
communication networking but currently there is an insufficient understanding of who should
shoulder this responsibility (Gainforth et al., 2014).
The process of KMb can be further examined in terms of its relation to a communitybased organization (CBO). A CBO is defined as a “not-for-profit organization that has a mandate
to provide programs and services to members of their community … who act as key
intermediaries between researchers and the marginalized communities served by CBOs”
(Gainforth et al., 2014, p.4). Research supports the idea that individuals who are closely involved
in the core-periphery structure of the CBO network as opposed to those on the margins not only
possess greater knowledge of resources but also their position enhances the role of network
structure and interpersonal communication (Gainforth et al., 2014). Specifically, this
interconnectedness presents greater opportunity to both receive and share information.
Furthermore, CBO network pathways viewed as less “dense” or uncomplicated are more likely
to provide links to those outside the group, facilitate the adoption of an evidence-based program
and provide community leaders with access to power and information (Gainforth et al., 2014).
KMb represents a transformational research paradigm that addresses the injustice of knowledge
holders and systems that promote inequality and imbalanced development (Anderson &
McLachlan, 2016). It is designed to build and strengthen power-equalizing knowledge by giving
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a voice to those who are normally dismissed in the knowledge transfer process (Anderson &
McLachlan, 2016). Specifically, the process of KMb disrupts the top-down exchange of
knowledge by those who are “privileged” and viewed as the sole transmitters of knowledge.
Instead, KMb adopts a bottom up transfer of knowledge by including a diversity of people in the
process that results in an increase in both numbers and knowledge to achieve social change
(Anderson & McLachlan, 2016). To be successful, KMb needs to involve processes of
community development and network building to raise awareness. Furthermore, through
evidence-based practice, KMb needs to engage new stakeholders and generate new opportunities
for high-impact research to challenge institutions and discourses that currently limit social
transformation (Anderson & McLachlan, 2016). Brock University through its Mandate Statement
shows involvement and commitment to the KMb initiative of improving connections between
research and practice
Brock University’s Mandate Statement
Specific to the focus of the current thesis, Brock University’s Mandate Statement reflects
its commitment to innovative research and community connectedness. In particular, Brock’s
Mandate references the university as a place “where seekers and learners band together to affirm
… the dignity of thought and learning” (Brock University Strategic Mandate, 2014, p. 1). Brock
faculty members are engaged in redefining goals through their exploration of new approaches to
teaching so that they remain “committed to innovative research and creativity” (Brock University
Strategic Mandate, 2014, p. 2). The intent of this commitment is to transform the community
through research that involves a network of partnerships. This is evident in the increase in spring
and summer courses made possible through new delivery modes such as online and hybrid
formats as well as traditional classroom-based instruction. Brock has also developed the
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following services; international service courses, mentoring support, a pilot initiative for an
accelerated degree in nursing as well as an expansion in co-op programs. In addition, Brock
students have experienced experiential learning through enrolment in courses that entail a
community engagement element. Involvement in community agencies both inside and outside of
course requirements has generated significant contributions by Brock University both in the
number of student participants and volunteer hours. Brock is engaged in the fulfillment of the
KMb goal of ensuring that resources and time invested in research are conducted not in vain but
are utilized for interventions and policies that are accessible to all (Gainforth et al., 2014).
Brock’s commitment to innovative research and creativity is evidenced in strengthening
partnerships with the community to promote knowledge use in action to ensure that research,
expertise, policies and practices are used to improve outcomes for all. In particular, Brock’s
Mandate cites its “transdisciplinary path” of collaborative research efforts to exchange
information and share resources from community-based research to address common problems
while simultaneously contributing to the growth of the community (Brock University Strategic
Mandate, 2014, p. 2). This collaboration of community and university partners has included but
is not restricted to; the Corporation of the City of St. Catharines, the Greater Niagara Chamber of
Commerce, Niagara Interactive Media Generator (nGen), Innovate Niagara, the United Way St.
Catharines & District, the Niagara Economic Development Corporation, Niagara College, the
Cairns Family Health and Bioscience Research Complex, BioLinc, the Jack and Nora Walker
Canadian Centre of Lifespan Development Research, the Niagara Community Observatory, the
Goodman School of Business University Board of Trustees and the Brock University Senate.
These regional partnerships have been created with the intention of “providing the knowledge,
skills, and, increasingly, the services, activities, and infrastructure necessary to ensure the region
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is successful in its efforts to realize these new directions” (Brock University Strategic Mandate,
2014, p. 2). Brock’s image as a public service-oriented organization enables it to be a “preferred
place to work and study” due to its endorsement of productivity, innovation and efficiency
(Brock University Strategic Mandate, 2014, p. 2). Brock is committed to making a difference to
address the demands of the 21st century that affect both the academic community and society as a
whole through community active partnerships. In line with the concept of KMb, Brock
recognizes that the expansion of its research capacity can have social impact through these
community partnerships that enables it to effectively solve problems and generate knowledge
that cannot be achieved by working independently (Brock University Strategic Mandate, 2014).
The mobilization of knowledge and understanding consists of an inclusive network; Brock
University, community partnerships and the students who will foster economic, social and
culture development. KMb is distinctly manifested through its Mandate Statement: Teaching,
Research and Service that further filters its way to the Department of Child and Youth Studies
(CHYS) through the course, CHYS 3P93.
Child and Youth Studies (CHYS 3P93)
CHYS 3P93 is a long-standing Child and Youth Studies course that is offered for five
weeks each spring. Students who are enrolled in the course are trained in reading-based
assessments as well as how to design a reading program for children with RDs. In the course,
Brock students are paired up with children who are solicited from the community and,
specifically, the local LDANR. Each year approximately 20-30 children participate in the
program with no fee charged to participating families. The reciprocal relationship between
CHYS 3P93 and LDANR is such that families and children receive a free program from a stateof-the-art learning facility and participating Brock students utilize their knowledge and
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understanding of reading within an applied setting. In CHYS 3P93, tutors first administer
standardized assessments and create an individualized reading program for their assigned child.
The program tutors design is based on recommendations by the National Reading Panel (2000)
suggesting that remedial literacy instruction be systematic and explicit providing children with
ample opportunity for individual feedback and practice with foundational literacy skills such as
phonetic decoding, phonics, sight word vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension. Furthermore,
the one-on-one instruction provided by students in CHYS 3P93 is regarded as the gold standard
for instruction for students experiencing reading difficulties as it allows the student reading
specialists to customize the program to best meet individual children’s various needs (NRP,
2000).
The program itself consists of eight, one-hour tutoring sessions over a five-week period.
Each tutoring session is divided into four areas of focus of approximately 12-minutes each. This
12-minute principle highly motivates children by focusing on achieving their specific goal in a
short period of time. The short-duration instructional block format is a motivational tactic
designed to minimize distractions which, in turn, keep children engaged with the task at hand in
order to meet a specific instructional goal. The first instructional block focuses on phonological
decoding and/or phonics-based instruction. The reading tutors respond to the individual
phonemic decoding needs of their assigned child and utilize a variety of activities enabling the
child to think about and manipulate sounds in spoken language. From there, tutors focus on
letter-sound understanding, phoneme recognition and manipulation, and various phonics based
activities depending on the individual needs of their assigned child. The second instructional
block focuses on sight word vocabulary and mastering high-frequency, irregular words. It is
important to note that tutors always work towards mastery of target words so that children will
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be able to recognize and recite words automatically and consistently. During each session
children practice their intended sight words and consolidate learning with an interactive game or
activity. The third 12-minute instructional block is dedicated to fluency development, an
essential component of skilled reading. Reading tutors select a reading passage that is just
beyond the assessed reading level of their assigned child and engage in a repeated readings
strategy (as described by Adams, 1990). Repeated readings is a technique that has been
empirically validated as an effective method of developing fluency (NRP, 2000). The general
purpose of repeated readings is to have children reread a passage until a criterion level of reading
has been met. The final 12-minute instructional block is dedicated to another literacy skill that
the tutor feels the assigned child would benefit from, based on the results of the informal
assessment. Such skills may include writing skills, enhancing sentence structure, grammar,
punctuation and comprehension. This instructional block can also be a time for the tutor to model
proficient reading. Similarly to the previous instructional blocks, the literacy skills that are
emphasized are taught systematically and explicitly through the use of hands-on, engaging
activities and strategies.
An important aspect of CHYS 3P93 is having children graph their progress in each
instructional area. The purpose of the graphing technique is to foster self-efficacy and
motivation. When the program commences, tutors develop graphs for phonics instruction, sight
word acquisition, fluency, and comprehension (or focus for the fourth 12-minute block). At the
end of each instructional block the tutor and their assigned child determine what letters, phonics
principles, or words have been mastered and chart this progress on the target graphs using a
variety of methods such as markers, stickers, etc. These graphic displays are fundamental as they
permit children to concretely quantify and illustrate their growth, in turn enabling them to
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immediately see evidence of their accomplishments and adjust their tools and strategies to meet
future goals. In this way, children are able to track their progress providing them with a longterm sense of their growth over time. Documenting progress through the use of graphs is an
effective way for children to verify their academic growth and understanding. Moreover, clear
and graphic illustrations of children’s own progress enable them to internalize improvement and
success, resulting in a transformation in their perception of their capability to achieve
academically.

Research Questions
The purpose of the current study was to examine an individualized reading intervention
though multiple lenses to create a rich and complete picture of CHYS 3P93. The current study
adopted a mixed-methodological approach including a pretest-posttest research protocol to
determine whether children made statistically significant increases in literacy development.
Additionally, a series of interviews was conducted with primary caregivers and children who
participated in the program. In addition, a selection of tutors was interviewed. Following this, my
thesis asks the following research questions.
1. Do children participating in CHYS 3P93 experience statistically significant gains in
reading achievement?
CHYS 3P93 adopts the NRP’s (2000) recommended practices of intervention and,
as such, I hypothesize that, in general, children participating in the program will
experience significant gains in their reading achievement.
2. How do caregivers and children participating in CHYS 3P93 experience the program?
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CHYS 3P93 attempts to motivate children in the program by increasing their selfefficacy by engaging them in self-regulation tactics. I hypothesize that both caregivers
and children will talk about children’s increased motivation to engage in reading-based
activities.
3. Does CHYS 3P93 encompass the principles of effective knowledge mobilization?
CHYS 3P93 attempts to bridge knowledge and understanding about reading and
reading disabilities and community engagement. I hypothesize that CHYS 3P93 will
effectively capture the principles of knowledge mobilization as described in the literature
review of this thesis.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
Overview
The purpose of the current study was to examine the effectiveness of an individualized
reading intervention, the Brock Spring Reading Program, offered by the LDANR and its
partnership with Brock University through CHYS 3P93. The current study adopted a mixedmethodological approach including a pretest-post-test research protocol to determine whether
children made statistically significant increases in literacy development. Additionally, a series of
interviews was conducted with primary caregivers and children who participated in the program.
In addition, a selection of tutors was interviewed.

Quantitative Component
Participants
The study included 16 children (8 boys and 8 girls) who were between the ages of 5 and
12 years. In general, the LDANR used a standardized screening protocol to determine study
eligibility. The LDANR Program Coordinator determined that children were eligible for the
program if they had been identified as having a RD or if they had demonstrated characteristics of
RDs. These characteristics included difficulty with blending sounds, poor phonological
processing and poor reading comprehension and fluency and the absence of co-morbid disorders
or low-incidence disabilities (i.e. severe intellectual impairments). Children were either referred
by their principal, classroom teacher, or self-referred by their primary caregiver. To determine
eligibility for the program, caregivers completed a Program Application Form, which was then
screened by the LDANR staff. Once their child was deemed eligible for the CHYS 3P93
Program, the families were notified of their child’s acceptance by the LDANR.
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Procedure
This study was conducted during the May-June 2017 spring semester offering of CHYS
3P93. This was a five-week, eight-session, literacy program that was offered in partnership with
the LDANR. Each child in the program worked one-on-one with a trained literacy tutor who was
a student in CHYS 3P93. 16 students were enrolled in CHYS 3P93 in the spring semester of
2017. The sessions were designed to support the children’s literacy and motivation skills. For the
purpose of this study, children were administered the reading achievement measures on the first
night and last night of CHYS 3P93 with parental consent (see Appendix G). Ethics clearance was
received from the Brock University Research Ethics Board on April 25, 2017 (see Appendix A).
Measures
The current study adopted a within-subject or repeated measures design. This
experimental design is when one set of participants is tested more than once and scores are
compared with researchers repeatedly measuring the performance of each participant (Boyd,
2018). Participating children were assessed using pre-and-post-test reading achievement
measures. Pre-test assessments were conducted on the first night of CHYS 3P93, while post-tests
were conducted on the final night of programming. Four informal non-standardized literacy
assessments were adopted for this study. These assessments were designed by the LDANR to
informally assess children’s letter name knowledge, letter-sound awareness and their ability to
apply a number of phonics principles. Participants were also assessed on phoneme identities,
sight word efficiency and reading fluency.
Phonics Inventory Assessment. This measure consisted of an informal inventory of
phonics skills and was broken down into 15 subcategories. Children were tested on letter names,
consonant sounds, consonant diagraphs, consonant blends, vowels, short vowels, double vowels,
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final “e” (silent “e” at the end of each word), diphthongs, reversals, prefixes, suffixes, compound
words, silent letters and vowel + R. Participants were asked to identify as many of the items
identified on the phonics inventory assessment as they could in each category. The children were
given a piece of paper with the sub-category from the Phonics Inventory Assessment and read
aloud without guidance or correction. The student tutor through a corresponding page nonverbally recorded the errors made by the child. Student tutors used their clinical expertise to
determine if a child should move on to the next sub-category when five or more consecutive
errors were identified. Scores were calculated based on the number of correctly identified items
in each category with the total phonics inventory being scored out of 228 (see Appendix B).
Letter Names. This subtest measured children’s ability to identify and name both upper
and lower case letters. Letter recognition clearly taps into something of critical importance in
early reading. The major task of letter naming requires mapping a visual symbol to a phonetic
representation. Therefore, for this task children were shown all twenty-six lower-case letters and
twenty-six upper-case letters of the English alphabet and asked to say the letter names. The
children were scored as correct if they responded with the appropriate letter name. The total
maximum score for Letter Recognition was 52.
Consonant Sounds. This subtest measured children’s ability to isolate and recite the
individual sound of each English alphabet letter. Letter-sound tasks require associating symbols
with discrete sounds, which is challenging, because it requires isolating individual phonemes.
The National Reading Panel (2000) has demonstrated that this skill has a significant causal effect
on subsequent development of phonological skills. For this task children were shown lower-case
letters and asked to give the corresponding sound. If children responded with a letter’s
corresponding soft sound (e.g. /c/ as in race), they were prompted to think about another sound.
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The target sound was the hard consonant or short vowel sound. Children were scored as correct
if they responded with the appropriate letter sound. The total maximum score for Letter-Sound
Correspondence was 26.
Consonant Digraphs. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize different
consonant letters that come together at the beginning, middle or end of words make one sound.
Consonant digraphs are also known as consonant clusters and there are seven basic consonant
digraphs, sh, ch, th, wh, ng, ph and ck.
Consonant Blends. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize that when two
or more consonants are blended together each sound may be heard in the blend. The most
common beginning consonant blends include: gr, sl, cr, pl, st, bl, fl, tr, cl, dr, gl, sp, fr, scr and
str.
Vowels. This subtest measured children’s ability to read out loud the six English vowels;
a, e, i, o and u.
Short Vowels. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize a short vowel word,
specifically including words with only three letters. These included fis, gud, hin, sut, jav, bam,
nib, pud, nel, ruft, rist and sant.
Double Vowels. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize when a word has
two vowels in a row and to pronounce them as one vowel, using the long sound. These included
teal, vie, shoal, seep, raid, ray, feast, fair, peel and moat.
Final “e”. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize a final “e”. These
included fade, cube, cone, file, lane, tune, joke and wife.
Diphthongs. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize one vowel sound being
formed by the combination of two vowel sounds. The demonstrated diphthongs from the phonics
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assessment were not always necessarily actual words; maul, foil, cowl, soy, rout, awl, boon and
rook.
Reversals. This subtest measured children’s ability to reverse the sound when presented
with a word. These included pal, even, no, saw, raw, ten, tar, won, pot, rats, nap, tops, lap and
keep.
Prefixes. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize a prefix. A prefix is a
group of letters added before a word or base to alter its meaning and form a new word. These did
not always include actual words; repan, conjump, inwell, dellike, display, enstand, combent,
ungated, excry, proread and prehead.
Suffixes. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize a suffix. A suffix is a
group of letters added after a word or base. These did not always include “real” words; smalling,
booker, floorest, dation, skimmance, meatness, charily, waterful, burnaten and broukous.
Compound Words. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize compound
words. A compound word is a combination of two or more words that function as a single unit of
meaning. These did not always reference “real” words and included; nightbank, dinnerplayer,
basketmeat, broomfeather, paperjumper, eatmobile, spaderoom and carthouse.
Silent Letters. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize a silent letter that, in
a particular word, does not correspond to any sound in the word’s pronunciation. These included
know, knit, write, wrong, walk, comb, lamb, might, gnaw, sleigh, high and half.
Vowel + R. This subtest measured children’s ability to recognize that when the letter r
follows a vowel, the vowel is usually forced to change its sound. These included, flir, worb, vark,
mer and burk.

30

The Phoneme Identities Assessment. Phonemic awareness is the ability to focus on
sounds within words and identify how these sounds influence spoken language. The test of
Phoneme Identities assesses the children’s alphabetic knowledge in recognizing phonemes, or
specific sounds within spoken words. Within the Spring Reading Program, a child’s
understanding of phoneme identities is measured by conducting a test consisting of 38 questions
that require children to repeat sentences and identify sounds that they hear within specific words
(see Appendix C).
Sight Word Efficiency Assessment. Sight words are otherwise known as highfrequency, commonly used words stored in the mind that a child can recognize within a few
seconds of seeing them. Within the Spring Reading Program, a child’s sight word recognition is
measured by having the child read the Dolch Word list composed of 220 sight words from prekindergarten up to grade three. The second half of the assessment is having the child read a list
of 95 nouns to see how many can be verbalized without hesitation. The children were asked to
identify as many real words as possible within a time frame of 45 seconds. Children were
assessed via the Dolch Fry Word Sight Word assessment when the Dolch Word list proved
unchallenging. Raw scores were computed based on how many real words were read correctly
and converted to scaled scores and percentile ranks (see Appendix D).
Reading Fluency. Fluency is the ability to read aloud with speed, accuracy, proper
expression and understanding. Fluent readers when reading silently, have the ability to identify
words automatically while those who read aloud, read both naturally and effortlessly. Readers
who have not yet developed fluency have a tendency to read word by word which results in their
oral reading being irregular and choppy. A reader who is successful with the ability to read
fluently is able to connect word recognition to comprehension (National Reading Panel, 2000).
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Furthermore, when words are read quickly and accurately, it allows for comprehension of the
text as there is less effort needed to concentrate on decoding words. Fluency was measured by a
standard calculation of number of words read correctly per minute. Children read a passage at
their estimated reading level. The number of words read correctly within one minute was divided
by the number of words in the passage and multiplied by 60. The resulting score was recorded as
the reading fluency rate (see Appendix E).
Data Analysis
The focus of the quantitative analysis was to measure the efficacy of the 2017 Spring
Reading Program. To do this a pre-post-test analysis of emergent literacy scores means was
conducted to establish whether there were any statistically significant differences in
achievement. Pre-test data were collected during the first night of the Spring Reading Program at
Brock University in May 2017. The corresponding post-test data were collected on the final
night of the program in June 2017. Following the data collection, 18 paired samples t-tests were
evaluated corresponding to the 18 emergent literacy measures used in this study. The 18 paired
samples t-tests included phoneme identities, sight words and reading fluency. The phonics
(phonics total) included 15 subcategories; letter names, consonant sounds, consonant digraphs,
consonant blends, vowel names, short vowels, double vowels, final “e”, diphthongs, reversals,
prefixes, suffixes, compound words, silent letters and vowel + R.
In addition to the paired-samples t-tests, a measure of effect size was computed using
Cohen’s d calculation. According to Cohen (1988), an effect size of 0.8 is large, 0.5 is medium,
and 0.2 is small. The quantitative effect size was focused on the four main emergent literacy
measures: phoneme identities, sight words, phonics total and reading fluency. The four emergent
literacy measures were the main component measures as they were easily understood concepts
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and the effect size analysis was necessary to test the strength of any significant findings. Hence,
these analyses were needed only for the main measures. The 15 phonics measures were
subcategories from the main measure, phonics total, thus the effect size analysis was not
calculated on these measures.

Qualitative Component
Participants
Three groups of participants were interviewed within this study. The first group was a
randomly selected group of 6 of the 16 students registered in CHYS 3P93 in the spring semester
of 2017. On the first evening of CHYS 3P93, the study was described and all students in the
class were informed of the random sampling technique and what it involved. The second and
third group, parent-child dyads, were randomly selected groups of 5 of the 16 parent-child dyads
enrolled in the Spring Reading Program (CHYS 3P93) of May 2017.
Procedure
Randomly selected CHYS 3P93 students were invited to participate in the interview
process. The selection process design was to include all names on individual pieces of paper that
were placed into a box. Six students were selected through this random process. Students were
informed that declining to participate would in no way affect their standing in the course. This
process was not faced with any declines, however, if this had occurred, another name would have
been chosen in the same fashion. In addition, if into the study, student tutors wished to withdraw,
it was made known that there would be no repercussions for their involvement in CHYS 3P93.
Once six students were secured as participants, the process was finalized by informed consent
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(see Appendix F) and the qualitative interview protocol began. Interviews took place during
week four of the CHYS 3P93 class.
Recruitment of parents and children followed a similar protocol as the one used for
students. On the first evening of CHYS 3P93 all parents were informed about the study. A
randomly selected group of five parent-child dyads were sent letters of invitation. Families were
informed that declining to participate would in no way affect their eligibility for the intervention
program. The selection process design was to include all names on individual pieces of paper and
placed into a box. Five parent-child dyads were selected through this random process. This
process was not faced with any declines, however, if this had occurred, another name would have
been chosen in the same fashion. Furthermore, if into the study participants wished to withdraw,
it was made known that there be no repercussions for their child’s involvement in the Spring
Reading Program. Once five parent-child dyads were secured as participants, the process was
finalized by informed consent (see Appendix G and H) and the qualitative interview protocol
began. Interviews took place during week four of the program. Interviews were scheduled before
or after tutoring sessions.
Interviews
Interviews took place at Brock University and with the permission of all participants,
student tutors and parents-child dyads, the interviews were audio-recorded to facilitate collection
of information and later transcribed for analysis. Students were presented with nine prepared
interview questions, parents with eight and children were presented with ten (see Appendix I).
Before beginning the interview process, it was acknowledged that the recordings of each session
would be kept in a locked drawer and recordings would be erased upon completion of the study.
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The interview process for students was conducted individually in a separate lecture room
for approximately 15 minutes. Interviewing was conducted on week 4 of the program when
student tutors’ responses to nine prepared questions were recorded and later transcribed. Parent
and child interviews were conducted during the course duration for approximately 15 minutes. A
separate lecture room was utilized for interview purposes. Parents began the interview process
while in the presence of their children. The parents were presented with eight prepared questions
that were recorded and later transcribed. Completion of parent interviews was followed by the
children’s interviews. These interviews took place in the presence of their parents in the same
location. Children were asked ten prepared interview questions that were recorded and later
transcribed.
Qualitative Data Analysis

This study included a qualitative exploration as part of a mixed methodological approach
to assist with determining literacy development. The purpose of the utilization of multiple lenses
was to provide a thorough and resonant examination of gains in reading achievement.
Specifically, the qualitative analysis section included interview participation by student tutors,
children and their parents. From the verbatim interview transcripts, significant statements were
extracted to support three predominate pre-selected themes; (1) motivation and perceived selfefficacy, (2) one-on-one tutoring and (3) KMb. Significant statements were identified as those
that facilitate with addressing the established research questions. The three identified themes
were pre-determined prior to my data analysis, therefore establishing a deductive approach. My
research was initiated with theories that were then narrowed down into specific testable
hypotheses. This was narrowed down even further into a collection of observations to address
these hypotheses and ultimately a confirmation of original theories. The approach was utilized to
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support research evidence of the positive impact of motivation and perceived self-efficacy, oneon-one tutoring and KMb on RDs. In other words, my thesis was designed to explore only
specific issues of importance to the Spring Reading Program based on theory and past research
and without a broader investigation of informants’ experience beyond those topics. As a result of
the development of my hypotheses being based on existing research, my research strategy was
designed to test them. This is evident through utilizing the intentional design of the three
research questions to deduct conclusions as opposed to an inductive approach.

The three predominate pre-selected themes were identified through key words prevalence
and key words in context. This study did not utilize qualitative data analysis software but rather
the data were gathered and processed through manual coding. As a qualitative researcher, I
analyzed my own data to develop a deeper understanding of my results and draw upon firsthand
experience with the setting of the Spring Reading Program. Raw data were systematically
analyzed and subdivided into assigned categories to produce phenomena that would assist with
determining commonalities, differences and patterns (Seidel and Kelle as cited in Basit, 2010).
Specifically, through extensive and selective data analysis, including direct quotations,
transcripts were manually colour coded to identify categories that reflected what participants felt,
why they felt that way as well as the “where” , “when” and “how” context of each data unit
(Basit, 2010). Furthermore, this qualitative analysis presented me, as a researcher, with the
opportunity to ask and answer questions, compare data, change or drop categories and create a
hierarchical order of these established categories (Seidel and Kelle as cited in Basit, 2010). The
dropping of categories did not happen in my analysis but if it had, it would be the result of
categories being unable to be positioned or framed within existing theories or evidence outlined
in my hypotheses. Overall, qualitative data are textual, non-numerical and unstructured and
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through the creation of categories and coding, I was able to organize and ground my data to help
make sense of them.

The following section specifically discusses the steps that I took when analyzing the
interview data sets. Upon completing the interviews with the three participant groups, I reviewed
the transcribed interviews and typed up the responses to the prepared interview questions. After
verbatim transcription, the participant interview responses were printed and collated into three
packages; student tutors, parents and children. The transcripts were repetitively analyzed to
identify key phrases and patterns. The next step involved the colour coded highlighting of any
quotes or phrases that supported my pre-selected themes. I utilized a personal notebook to help
with the facilitation of organizing and connecting key quotes or phrases that were then placed
under relevant headings; motivation and perceived self-efficacy, one-on-one tutoring and KMb.
I also recorded relevant information that I believed held value for my research, i.e. preselected themes support that may or may not have been directly included in the process of
analysis. Examples of this would include parent #3’s concern with commute issues and all
parents’ frustration with not being aware of the Spring Reading Program sooner. During the
interviews, particular life experiences, reactions or thoughts that were repeatedly demonstrated
throughout the interviews were noted and kept aside. Although, this information appeared
irrelevant, it provided me, as the interviewer, with a deeper insight into the participant’s position.
After colour coding the transcripts to correspond with an identified theme, I organized these
codings and placed them under the three pre-selected themes. I then counted the number of times
that each theme was discussed in the transcripts and recorded accordingly.
The last step of the analysis involved re-reading each transcript and recording similarities
shared among the three participant groups. Once again, this was achieved through the manual
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process of colour coding and utilizing headings to facilitate the summary of findings into a
comprehensive understanding of the participants’ perception of the Spring Reading Program in
the context of my three pre-selected themes.
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Chapter Four: Results
The current study adopted a mixed-methodological approach including a quantitative
pretest-post-test research protocol and a qualitative analysis of student, parent, and child
interviews. The purpose of the overall study was to present an overall view of the efficacy of the
CHYS 3P93 program and its workings within a KMb framework.
In this chapter, the results of the quantitative analysis of the literacy measures will be
presented first followed by the qualitative analysis of the interview data gathered from
participating children, their parents and the CHYS 3P93 student tutors.
Quantitative Results
A total of 18 paired samples t-tests were conducted to evaluate 18 emergent literacy
measures used in this study. Raw mean scores and standard deviations for the four emergent
literacy measures are shown in Table 1.
Table 1
Pre- and Post-Test Descriptive Statistics for Emergent Literacy Measures
Measures (total score)

Pre-test
Mean
SD

Phoneme Identities (38)**

33.63

4.13

35.56

4.05

Sight Words (220)*

148.75

84.51

165.56

66.48

Phonics Total (202)***

123.00

44.37

145.94

42.30

Reading Fluency*

53.24

33.67

86.82

55.02

Note: n = 16. *=p < .05, **= p < .01, ***=p < .001.
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Post-test
Mean
SD

Results from the paired sample t-tests revealed that phoneme identities were found to be
statistically significant, t (16) = -3.22, p < .01, Cohen’s d = .47, indicated that participating
children improved their ability to master phonemic awareness. In other words, their ability to
recognize the same sounds in different words had significantly improved from pre-test to posttest. The effect size was moderate. The literacy measure for sight words was also statistically
significant, t (16) = -2.36, p < .05, Cohen’s d = .22, indicated that participating children
improved in their ability to recognize and memorize commonly used words by sight from pretest to post-test. This effect size was small. A paired samples t-test for phonics total was found to
be statistically significant, t (16) = -6.28, p < .001, Cohen’s d = .53, indicated that participating
children demonstrated improvement in their ability to understand the relationship between
written letters and sounds from pre-test to post-test. This effect was of moderate size. For the
reading fluency measure, results were statistically significant, t (16) = -2.54, p < .05, Cohen’s d =
.74, indicated that participating children demonstrated improvement in their ability to read with
speed, accuracy, proper expression and comprehension from pre-test to post-test. This effect size
was large. Reading fluency had the largest effect size d = 0.74, followed by phonics total d =
0.53, phoneme identities d = 0.47 and sight words d = 0.22.
The significance of the phonics total was enhanced through the breakdown of the
identification of the 15 individual measures. Means and standard deviations of these 15 phonic
measures are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Pre- and Post-Test Descriptive Statistics for Phonics Emergent Literacy Measures
Measures (total score)

Pre-test
Mean
SD

Post-test
Mean
SD

Letter Names (53)*

49.56

3.41

51.44

2.07

Consonant Sounds (21)**

17.25

3.29

19.88

1.71

Consonant Digraphs (7)*

4.31

1.45

5.56

1.79

Consonant Blends (15)***

9.63

4.50

13.50

2.13

Vowel Names (5)

3.94

2.02

4.63

1.26

Short Vowels (12)*

6.31

4.29

8.63

3.58

Double Vowels (10)**

5.00

3.92

6.50

3.50

Final “e” (8)**

3.63

3.24

4.50

3.41

Diphthongs (8)*

2.69

2.98

3.63

3.24

Reversals (17)

7.88

7.95

8.63

8.21

Prefixes (11)

3.94

4.58

4.88

4.67

Suffixes (10)**

2.38

2.85

4.06

3.96

Compound Words (8)*

1.75

2.52

3.00

3.29

Silent Letters (12)

3.50

4.68

5.19

5.49

Vowel + R (5)*

1.25

1.92

1.94

2.02

Note: n = 16. *=p < .05, **= p < .01, ***=p < .001.
A paired samples t-test for letter names was found to be statistically significant, t (16) = 2.16, p < .05, indicated that participating children demonstrated improvement in their ability to
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recognize the 26 letters of the alphabet, both upper and lower case, from pre-test to post-test. The
measure for consonant sounds was also statistically significant, t (16) = -3.66, p < .01, suggested
that participating children demonstrated improved ability to recognize consonants as sounds and
not just letters from pre-test to post-test. A paired samples t-test for consonant digraphs was
found to be statistically significant, t (16) = -2.66, p < .01, illustrated that participating children
demonstrated improved ability to recognize that consonant digraphs produce distinct sounds
from pre-test to post-test. The measure for consonant blends was statistically significant, t (16) =
-3.89, p < .001, which meant that, from pre-test to post-test, participating children demonstrated
improved ability to recognize that consonant blends when pronounced produce two or three
distinct sounds. In regards to short vowels, the results were statistically significant, t (16) = 2.79, p < .01. This result suggested that participating children demonstrated improved ability to
recognize that short vowels have a different sound that does not say its own name. A paired
samples t-test for double vowels was also found to be statistically significant, t (16) = -3.59, p <
.01, indicated that, from pre-test to post-test, participating children demonstrated improved
ability to recognize that when a word has two of the same vowels in a row they are pronounced
as one vowel using the long sound. When testing the final “e”, results showed a statistically
significant change, t (16) = -3.42, p < .01, which showed that, from pre-test to post-test,
participating children demonstrated improved ability to articulate words correctly when the final
“e” of a word is dropped in the presence of an ending that begins with a vowel suffix. A paired
samples t-test for diphthongs also was found to be statistically significant, t (16) = -2.91, p < .05.
In other words, from pre-test to post-test, participating children demonstrated improved ability
through one-on-one tutoring sessions to recognize that one vowel sound is formed by the
combination of two vowels from pre-test to post-test. Specifically, success was determined when
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a child was able to increase correct responses, identify diphthongs more quickly and with the
student tutor adding new diphthong words. A paired samples t-test for suffixes was found to be
statistically significant, t (16) = -3.14, p < .01, illustrated that, from pre-test to post-test,
participating children improved their ability to recognize that suffixes are sets of letters that are
added to the ending of a word to create a new word. Success for the suffix testing was
determined when a child was able to increase not only correct responses to the initial list of
suffixes but increased their recognition speed. A child was also deemed successful when the
student tutor increased the number of suffixes. The measure for compound words was found to
be statistically significant, t (16) = -2.44, p < .05, indicated that, from pre-test to post-test,
participating children improved their ability to recognize that a combination of two or more
words joined together create a new word with a new meaning. Skill in compound words was
determined to be successful when the children correctly identified compound words with
increased accuracy and speed. Finally, with respect to the vowel + R measure, the pre-test to
post-test change was statistically significant, t (16) = -2.20, p < .05, indicated that participating
children demonstrated improved ability to recognize when a vowel is followed by an R, the R
changes the sound that the vowel makes. Student tutors identified a child as improving with
vowel + R measures when they were able to correctly identify these words with increased speed,
accuracy and the addition of new vowel + R words. There were no statistically significant
differences in pre-test to post-test change for vowel names (t (16) = -1.29, p = .21), reversals (t
(16) = -1.91, p = .07), prefixes (t (16) = -1.93, p = .07), and silent letters (t (16) = -1.83, p = .08).
This suggested that participating children did not demonstrate any significant response changes
on these measures.
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Qualitative Analysis
In addition to a quantitative analysis, this study included a qualitative exploration as part
of a mixed methodological approach to assist with determining literacy development. The
purpose of the utilization of multiple lenses was to provide a thorough and resonant examination
of gains in reading achievement. Specifically, the qualitative analysis section included interview
participation by student tutors, children and respective parents.
The qualitative research approach involved sixteen student tutors from CHYS 3P93 of
Brock University who participated in the five week Spring Reading Program (CHYS 3P93). All
sixteen students were informed about the study and told that six random students would be
invited to participate. It was clarified that participation in the study and that decisions to not
participate would not in any way affect their standing in the course. Six students were selected
randomly from the sixteen total student population. The six students were randomly drawn
through a ballot-technique and selected students were sent emails from myself inviting them to
participate. From here interviews with the six students were conducted individually in a separate
lecture room for approximately 15 minutes. Interviewing was conducted on the last day of the
program. Student tutors’ responses to nine prepared questions were audio recorded and later
transcribed.
Using the same selection technique, five parent-child dyads were invited to participate in
the study. Like the protocol with students, caregivers were informed that participation in the
study was voluntary and that the decision to not participate would not affect programming for
their children. Interviews were conducted with parent and child interviews were randomly
conducted during week four for approximately 15 minutes. A separate lecture room was utilized
for interview purposes where parents were asked eight prepared questions. Their answers were
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audio recorded and later transcribed. Children were interviewed in the same separate lecture
room while in the presence of their parents. Children were asked ten prepared interview
questions that were audio recorded and later transcribed.
Qualitative Results
Themes
This study adopted a deductive thematic analysis approach. That is, the themes that were
explored were predetermined based on the theoretical ideas presented in the literature along with
the core objectives of the Spring Reading Program. Following the deductive thematic approach,
three predominant themes were identified as being most relevant to this study. The first was
motivation and self-efficacy. As described earlier, children with RDs often struggle with
motivation and perceived self-efficacy. Years of academic frustration and underachievement
often result in struggling readers feeling significantly less motivated to engage in reading based
tasks and also often results in children feeling lower self-efficacy about their engagement with
reading. The second theme in this study was one-to-one tutoring. The National Reading Panel
(1998) overwhelmingly supports the idea that the most effective form of instruction for
struggling readers is individual instruction and attention. The CHYS 3P93 Spring Reading
Program capitalizes on this idea and pairs university students individually with children to
develop an individual reading program. Following this, the qualitative analysis explored the
efficacy of this instructional approach. The third theme in the study was the idea of KMb. As
described throughout this thesis, the Spring Reading Program represents an important partnership
between a university and a community agency. A third focus of this study was to ask participants
about their thoughts around this type of partnership. The following description of qualitative
results is organized around each of the abovementioned themes.
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Theme 1: Motivation and Perceived Self-efficacy. The first related theme that was
explored was motivation and perceived self-efficacy. As described in the literature review
section of the thesis, children with RDs often experience lower motivation and self-efficacy as a
result of their academic and social challenges. As such, one of the primary objectives of CHYS
3P93 was increasing children’s motivation to engage in reading-based tasks along with an
increase in perceived self-efficacy around reading. Exploring the interview data from children,
parents, and students, evidence suggests that task motivation and self-efficacy became
increasingly positive through the five week Spring Reading Program. Furthermore, these
improvements suggested that enhanced comfort, familiarity and self-confidence levels were
experienced by the children. Data collected from all groups supported the positive relationship
between the children’s perceived self-efficacy and their levels of reading performance within the
four main reading measures. Notable increased levels in perceived self-efficacy was
accompanied with the observation of the children mastering their reading challenges rather than
avoiding them. Furthermore, difficult tasks that were specific to each child were now approached
with an increased commitment level as children were able to develop confidence in their
capabilities. Additionally, they were able to focus on how to perform successfully rather than
focus on their personal deficiencies. Student tutors and parents reported that motivation and
perceived self-efficacy assisted children by guiding their actions, establishing their goals and
creating self-satisfaction.
Student Tutors. The student tutors, when asked whether any changes in motivation for
reading were observed in their child, reported a definite improvement in their assigned children’s
motivation and self-efficacy. Student tutor #1 discussed a “110%” motivation development while
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student tutor #2 described how development occurred both inside and outside of the Spring
Reading Program:
On the second night, the mom of the child called me and said she got a phone call from
the school and she was very excited about the call. Because previously, the child was
very resistant [to] doing any reading at school…the child would hide under chairs, have
a meltdown, refused to participate and after our second session, the child volunteered to
read in class…so she came back to the program [The Spring Reading Program] feeling
really happy about herself and feeling motivated. She wanted to show her mom and her
friends the graphs and how her board was progressing, so I would say definitely that she
is more confident and motivated…she came here the first night not feeling too confident
and feeling like she is really super behind but when she saw how well she did on the
phoneme identity, she had that first boost of motivation.

Student tutor #1 noticed a similar motivational and self-efficacy change as a result of the
Spring Reading Program:
I have definitely seen his [the child] motivation increase because when I asked him the
first time, “hey did you review your flashcard that I gave you”, and [child said this to
tutor] “[I] reviewed them twice”. The next time he flew through them so he definitely
reviewed them and I remember when I asked his mother, she said they did…so I know he
has the motivation coming from me and his mother as well. He is getting more excited to
graph too and putting his stickers on the boards...we tested a couple of words and he was
ready to come back and get them perfected.
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Student tutor #1 also noted motivational and self-efficacy change when asked to identify
the key elements that contributed to the Reading Program’s success:
Definitely charting the kid’s success and how they do on their performance and being
able to see it visually…by seeing this, the kids are being more engaged and excited about
this. I found we played a lot of games that allowed him to be excited about it and want to
learn the words, sounds and the phonics…I chose a more challenging reading for the kid
and he has definitely mastered a lot of the words. I also think that he wants to be engaged
with what he is reading.

Student tutors were also able to confirm the theme of motivation and perceived selfefficacy through the development of an increased level of confidence. Confidence cultivated a
sense of self-worth and goal setting that promoted reading performance. The student tutors said
things such as:
He does seem more confident after the first night. When the test [reading assessment]
was happening the first night it freaked him out…so after the first night I can see that he
is extremely more confident…you can see it in his eyes, the confidence has definitely
increased. (Student tutor #3)

Student tutor #4 also reflected on how an increase in confidence generated an increase in the
child’s excitement surrounding the setting of reading goals. Student tutor #4 stated:
Definite changes in [the child’s] motivation … she is always like “I want to read, let me
read”. She wants to read to me and the mother identified her child’s struggles with her
self-confidence at school. I even noticed that she is not scared anymore and she tells me
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everything…motivation and confidence [through the Spring Reading Program] have
given her that accomplishment and it does not matter if she has this label of a disability.
She understands if she sets goals she can reach them. She will be able to progress not
only in this program but in everyday life.

Similarly, student tutor #5 identified that their child was excited about the possibilities of
reading:
I know that my child is typically very quiet. When he first came in and he would give me
one word answers and he would not really talk…but not since we have been doing the
program for five weeks now…he is a complete chatter box. It is great and he loves to
interrupt me and say, “I just want to tell you something”. He is just really excited and it
is [the] little things where he asks me what does this mean or where can I find this. He is
excited to learn without being forced to.

Parents. Similarly, the themes of motivation and self-efficacy development were also
noted by parents of the participating children. The prepared interview questions specifically
asked for feedback on observed changes in the child’s motivation or engagement in reading, the
child’s perception of the Program and immediate changes in the child’s reading skills.
Qualitative analysis revealed that children were willing to work harder and participate more as
their confidence level progressed. Parents credited the Program’s focus on the interests of the
children as a key component that encouraged their child to strive for successful reading. In
particular, parent #1’s observation supported this point as her child’s reading skills changed and
improved both “constantly and continually”.
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Definitely, his [reading] motivation and engagement did go up as well as him being more
confident and having more interest [in] sitting and reading a book. Even when we go on
car rides, he is reading or if my husband and I ask him to pick a book at the table – he
does not push back. Before, when he had less ability to read, he was less willing to do it.
Now that he has motivation to read at his reading level, he is more willing to sit down
and pick up a book and read. Even when we are out, he is able to read and pick up words
on billboards, signs and vehicles. He can also pick out words that look familiar and [he]
can ask questions. This program definitely made a difference and I think it has helped
him build his confidence.

In addition, parent #1 also recognized that their child’s personal feelings towards the
Program also assisted with an increase in motivation that was exhibited through a positive
change in their desire, energy, interest and reading commitment levels. This parent described that
the interactivity component of the Program was “not dry, sitting next to somebody and practicing
reading” but was designed to meet their child’s personal interests.
They [the children] are interested and they want to participate in reading because it is
based on their interests…sometimes he [the child] was so excited because his progress
and goals were off the chart and that is something [that] we want [the child and both
parents] to continue. He is very proud of himself and we will continue teaching him what
he has learned. He is very happy to continue his reading games…that is definitely
something that we can continue doing...school is finished and he always has us to read
with him…he is very engaged. The [Spring Reading Program graphing] boards are
designed to my child’s interest and he loves it. He gets excited to see the development of
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the board and he asks, “oh, do I have reading tonight”. He loves to come and definitely
gets excited and enjoys going to it. He had another extra curriculum activity at the same
time and chose to come here. When he found out he was going to reading instead, he was
very happy and very willing to come…These children are excited to attend the Program.

Children began to achieve personal reading goals as a result of capitalizing on their own
interests. Self-efficacy was in part developed through success and the achievement of
encouraging reading experiences. The Program also helped the parents not to dwell on their
child’s personal deficiencies and to accept obstacles and setbacks. Parent # 1 described the
Program’s effect on instilling the possibility of positive reading experiences:
Just because he [the child] has difficulty in reading does not mean that his intelligence
level is not there. At first, you think that overall there are issues everywhere and not just
in reading. The program really makes you understand that some kids can just have a slow
start or difficulty in the beginning…once you tackle it early on, it is beneficial as they
[children with RD] continue through schooling. You [parent enrolling their child in the
program] started something early on rather than waiting when they are more behind in
their grade level. When they are young, they can overcome it rather than older…it has
been three years now that this program has contributed to him.

Parent #2 also reiterated the improvement in reading skills and confidence levels. Parent
#2 reported that her child had a personal desire to become a successful reader and her child
“never complains about coming here as she is always willing to come and is excited”. Parent #5
expressed comparable sentiments and observed that their child is “quite proud of herself and
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once she gets “in the swing of things”, the “fear of not doing well” is conquered. Parent #3’s
observation of their child’s reading skills supported a “boost” in motivation and “pumped” desire
to come to the Program and actively “engage”. Parent #2 reflected the same sentiments.
Her [the child] reading is improving and she loves coming to this Program because at
home, she is not interested in reading but when she comes here, she is so interested and
eager to learn…she never complains coming here, she is always willing to come and is
excited. I never heard her complain saying, [the child saying this towards her mother] “I
do not want to go, and I do not feel like going”…her words are improving and her
confidence, and to me confidence is a big thing. My kids love coming here [The Spring
Reading Program] also because of the reading games. They are fun and they are
interested in learning more reading.

Parent #3 and parent #5 respectively reiterated similar sentiments surrounding an
improvement in their child’s motivation and self-efficacy.
She [the child] has started reading books by herself this year and she likes to read.
Before she did not want to read because she did not know how to pronounce words and
now she knows a lot of blends and she loves to read by herself. Her motivation has
boosted up…I can see that and this is why I want to keep her in here…every time it
finishes, she says to me, “are you registering me next time, are you registering me”. She
always listen[s] and tells me when it is time to go. I ask her if she wants to go and she
always says, “I want to go and I learn in a fun way”. Before she did not want to read and
now she wants to sit down and read [and] that is [part of the reason] of her success in
reaching her goals. (Parent #3)

52

Her reading skills have improved because she brings cue cards home with her [provided
by the student tutor], reads them in the car and we practice them…we did watch a movie
together and at the end, we were reading the subtitles because it was based on a true
story. She was actually sitting there and she was reading and processing it better than
before…[as] before she would just have walked away. (Parent #5)

Children. Comparable reactions were consistent amongst the children themselves. Although,
the responses of the child participants were age appropriate and they were expressed
simplistically. All of the children agreed with a resounding “yes” that they enjoyed coming to the
Spring Reading Program and unanimously agreed that the Program had made them enjoy reading
more. The Program instilled in the children the feeling that they were not only in control of their
learning situation but were also in possession of the necessary capabilities for reading
improvement. The children’s demonstration of perceived self-efficacy and motivation
contributed towards their positive experiences with reading where reading resulted in becoming a
source of pleasure rather than something that they needed to do.
Specifically, child #1 liked learning new sight words and playing reading games while child
#2 referenced her tutor as a reason for her enjoyment of the Program “because she is there with
me every time and we get to have fun together two times a week”. The children in identifying
their favourite things about the Spring Reading Program said things such as; “learning new
interesting stuff” (child #2) and “learning new sight words” (child #4). In turn, they focused on
reading processes that assisted them to achieve their reading goals. The Program provided the
children with clear goals for reading tasks and they were receptive to these reading strategies.
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For each of the 15 subcategories of the phonics assessment, goals were based on an expected
number of correct responses and newly learned components of each subcategory with a focus on
the four emergent literacy measures; phoneme identities, sight words, phonics and reading
fluency. The children also began to understand the usefulness of their reading activities as they
actively chose to do them. This was supported by child #2 explaining:
I like my tutor because she is there with me every time and helps me and we get to have fun
together with reading two times a week…this helps me when I go to school and read because
I remember what we did.

Child #5 also expressed:
With my tutor, we play a lot of reading games which will help me when I go to school.

The Spring Reading Program consists of four short-duration instructional blocks that
incorporate motivational tactics designed to minimize distractions which, in turn, keeps children
engaged with the task at hand in order to meet a specific instructional goal. The instructional
blocks integrate the use of hands-on, engaging activities and strategies. Student tutors and
parents regularly described that these tactics contributed to changes in the children’s motivation,
perceived self-efficacy, goal-setting and goal achievement. The instructional environment, as
previously outlined, presented the children with the specific hands-on activity to graph and
visually monitor their reading progress. Children took great pride in graphically charting their
progress through the use of personal chosen markers, stickers and various art materials. The
graphic visual representation of their accomplishments allowed the children to track and feel
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good about their improvement(s) that contributed to the development of their reading skills and
academic success. The children expressed their personal pride through the following sentiments:
I like graphing on the charts! Reading and putting stickers onto the boards. Graphing my
goals! (Child #3)

I would tell my friend about my board and my graphs. My board is Star Wars and I love to
graph. I like getting more stickers when I reach my goals. (Child #1)

I like working with her because she is nice and we became friends. We put stickers on my
board every time I reach my goal. (Child #4)

Self-efficacy and motivation are important variables that were recognized by all group
participants in contributing to the children valuing the reading process and developing a
commitment level that was based on enjoyment rather than on unpleasantry. The Program’s plan
of action also promoted a one-on-one instructional approach to help the children increase their
reading proficiency.
Theme 2: One-on-one Tutoring. The second theme explored in this thesis was one-onone tutoring. Qualitative analysis of data from participating student tutors, parents and children
showed that all were in agreement that this specific instructional approach contributed to the
children’s success in the Spring Reading Program. This instructional approach was
individualized to the child’s learning needs so they were able to learn at their own pace. It also
created a comfortable environment where this active learning allowed student tutors to use the
children’s reading strengths to assist with developing skills to reduce their areas of weakness.
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Instructional supervision and student tutor support were key in improving reading skills.
Furthermore, the one-on-one learning environment facilitated the children not feeling pressured
by the progress of others. This learning environment component also removed the need for
children to feel forced into seeking competition for the instructor’s time.
Student Tutors. Student tutors’ response to the structured interview questions indicated
that one-on-one tutoring was a key element that contributed to the children’s success or
appreciation of the Program. This instruction allowed the student tutors to have the opportunity
to “get to know our kids” (student tutor #3) through the “hands on approach” (student tutor #1)
of working individually with the children. Specifically, student tutor #1 explained:
One-on-one [tutoring] motivates them [the children] even more because they have that
one-on-one engagement…everything is focused on them…working one-on-one with the
kid and getting that experience with a child is definitely a benefit…the hands on
[approach] and working with a child [individually]…[Student tutors are] not just
working on desk work but are actually doing something that is good and something that
is beneficial.

The one-on-one tutor to child ratio presented the opportunity for a focus on individual
literacy needs that creates a personal support system for the children. On the other hand,
classroom environments enable educational instructors to “look at a whole group” (student tutor
#4) that limits the opportunity for “taking the time to really individualize” (student tutor #6). In
particular, student tutor #5, described the importance of this networking when asked to identify
the key elements of the Spring Reading Program that contributed to their child’s success or
appreciation of the Program.
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Being able to build that connection with her [the child], definitely helps with the needed
connection or relationship with someone before you can even think about learning.
Having that and knowing that she [the child] can trust me and I can trust her, definitely
helped [with]her learn[ing]…knowing that they understand the tutors are there to help
them, makes them feel good that translates into the [child’s] learning.

Student tutor #6 also identified the importance of the one-on-one instruction:
The one-on-one interaction and being able to take a break to shake off your silliness and
get up… [with] one-on-one, you are taking the time to really individualize the Program.
This Program has really helped him [the child], especially with him being young, this is
definitely improving his reading success.

Parents. The attention to one-on-one instruction as being an important contributor to
successful reading was also consistently recognized by the children’s parents. Children were able
to work individually with a tutor rather than being “in a classroom with 25 other students”
(parent #1). The Program “is one-on-one direct” (parent #4) and this was an identified key
element in the Program for parents #1, #3, #4 and #5 respectively who stated:
The one to one interaction is what stands out to me. Often at times, he [the child] gets
distracted. There is constant background noise and other children in the classroom that
contribute towards this and he needs to concentrate with one person. If you look at a
classroom, the teacher ratio to children is 1:25. They [the teachers] cannot focus on one
child who has reading difficulties versus a child who does not. The opportunity to have
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this program twice a week, is amazing. If this was once a week, I would still be ecstatic.
(Parent #1)

Her [the child] motivation has boosted up…I can see that and this is why I want to keep
her in here [The Spring Reading Program] because [the] one-on-one [ratio] definitely is
100 percent beneficial [and] better than being in a class of 20. (Parent #3)

It is certainly the one-on-one interaction and also because he knows he is coming to see
“X” [Student Tutor] and he likes “X” [Student Tutor]. The two have built a relationship
and it is [more than] coming to [just] do school work, it makes school fun. (Parent #4)

Overall, the relationship with the tutor is important. She [the child] always has done
better with the one-on-one [instruction as] she does not do well in group settings…there
is distractions and she needs to be aware of what is going on in the classroom at all
times. You have a tutor specifically for you and not just for everybody [child and student
tutor ratio]. (Parent #5)

Parent #3 confirmed the significance of this support system as student tutors became able
to intuit “different personalities” (parent #4) where “they have to be able to find what the interest
is and the student tutors have to plan accordingly” (parent #3). The individual child focus
allowed for the student tutor and child to “build a relationship” (parent #5) that evolved into “not
just coming to do school work anymore but makes school fun” (parent #5). One-on-one tutoring
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facilitates children in becoming better readers and developing a feeling of being special (Taylor
et al., 1997).
Children. Tutoring programs are instrumental in helping children to achieve
improvement in literacy development (Taylor et al., 1997). One-on-one tutoring provides a
supportive environment that was overwhelmingly recognized by the child participants through
the qualitative analysis. All child participants enjoyed working with their individual tutors
because they were there with them “every time and we get to have fun together two times a
week” (child #2). Furthermore, the importance of this component was recognized and
appreciated by child #2 when asked during the interview what they would tell their friend, if they
wanted to join the Program:
I would say that you get a tutor and you come there two times a week and that helps with
your reading. You come two times a week and you get to have fun with reading and my
dance charts [graphing board].

This instructional approach created a comfortable camaraderie where the children felt guided and
supported. Child #5, #2 and #3 respectively explained:
It is actually really funny because your teacher [student tutor] is there and she helps you,
she doesn’t walk around and say “hey, you are making a mistake”. She doesn’t talk to
other students but just me….other people are not looking at your [graphing] board and
seeing how you are doing. It’s just so easy for me to concentrate on that because there is
no other people yelling across the room like it is at school. (Child #5)
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I like working with my tutor because we play a lot of reading games which will help me
when I go to school. She helps me read and put stickers on my chart. (Child #2)

I like doing calculations [reading fluency] with her [student tutor] together. We time my
reading and then we look at my cupcake chart. (Child #3)
The closeness of one-on-one tutoring provided a supportive environment that manifested
itself in the encouragement of positive thoughts in children seeking literacy development through
the Spring Reading Program. The qualitative results showed that through one-on-one tutoring,
CHYS 3P93 students were successful in supporting children’s motivation and self-efficacy. In
addition, a successful reading intervention needs to address knowledge development for RDs
through thoughtful and deliberate planning known as KMb.
Theme 3: Knowledge Mobilization. The final theme explored in this thesis was KMb.
RDs are identified as a persistent problem with little agreement on the nature of solutions (Centre
for Education, 2017). Furthermore, all stakeholders are not always known because there is no
“one size fits all” KMb strategy (Bennett & Jessani, 2011, p. 10). It is no easy task to determine
what knowledge and expertise is needed as well as who the experts with the knowledge are
(Bennett & Jessani, 2011). In other words, it takes time to determine who possesses knowledge,
shares a common interest, passion and who has the power to take action through policy and
practice. In addition, there is often disagreement amongst known stakeholders who are needed
for social intervention. Social innovation involving new alliances with new ideas and knowledge
is essential in tackling the social problem of RDs. This exchange and transfer of knowledge
shares a connection between academic research and society known as KMb; the third theme. As
discussed earlier, KMb is a deliberate paradigm for social change between academic and non-
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academic decision makers. It provides an opportunity for different groups to be part of a
reciprocal relationship of knowledge exchange. The qualitative component of this research
approach regularly identified this relational concept without specifically acknowledging the term
KMb. During the interviewing process, student tutors and parents were directly asked about their
impressions of the partnership between academic research and the public. This paper specifically
identified Brock University as the academic decision maker and the LDANR as the public, nonacademic decision maker with the role of guiding the KMb practice and involving the central
stakeholders; parents and children.
Student tutors. The importance of the sharing of information supported by this relational
model was consistently recognized by the student tutors. This relationship was very influential in
achieving an impact on those individuals with RDs and the tutors themselves as academic
researchers. Student tutor # 1 and #5 explained:
I definitely think that the partnership is beneficial and I think the fact the Brock
[University] works with the LDANR is an extremely good thing for Brock and a good
thing for the LDANR. It allows kids with RDs to gain knowledge through students at
Brock University taking the course. I am learning while at the same time, a kid who has
gone through the LDANR is [also] learning. It is benefitting not just one person but two
people. As well, it benefits Brock as a whole to work with the LDANR. (Student tutor #1)

Definitely benefits! This is the first time for me that a course offers knowledge that I can
apply it. I was so excited and I was going through Brock’s course offerings in the Spring
time and when I saw this one, I thought I really want to take this [CHYS 3P93]! It is sad
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that this course is only a month long and to be honest with you, it should be longer… this
is something that they should consider for [all] university students. (Student tutor #5)

Furthermore, the relationship provided students with an opportunity to gather practical
experience that enabled one to “become a better professional” (student tutor #6). This partnership
promoted the awareness that “Brock really does care about the community and what is going on”
(student tutor #3). Student tutors are engaged in this community practice model not “only to
study but we want to help to create change and get involved with the community” (student tutor
#4). Student tutors possessed an awareness of the need to “have community engagement”
(student tutor #2) in research. The importance of research, evidence, knowledge and the
distribution of this knowledge was recognized by student tutor #6 when asked about impressions
of the partnership with Brock University, LDANR and the Spring Reading Program (CHYS
3P93).
If we are doing research and it is not going out to people then what is the point of doing
research? The point of research is to make the world better and seeing what we
[students] can do with it. If research is not going out to people, then we are not making a
change. So, definitely this partnership represents research and making change.

KMb provided the student tutors with an opportunity to improve reading outcomes for
children through the sharing of learned knowledge by being actively entrenched in the evaluation
process. This process included engagement, end-user participation and practice-based evidence
from real life experience(s). Specifically, KMb empowered the student tutors to apply their
learning in strategic ways to prompt change and strengthen the reading performance of children.
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Student tutors were able to put what they know into active use by implementing a reading based
intervention in practice. The theme of KMb was predominantly identified by the student tutors as
a means to promote successful reading outcomes through applied learning. Student tutors #1, #2
and #3 respectively noted that when asked, what stands out to them from taking the course
CHYS 3P93.
I definitely think that this course gives you so much knowledge and skills to use in the
future. Obviously, you cannot do one-on-one [tutoring] being a teacher as it is hard to do
within the classroom…but the tactics that you learn in this course can be used in the
classroom [setting]. An example would be when you send words [phonic words] home
with the child at the end of the week and then you can graph their progress within the
classroom. When you can graph the child’s progress independently, that is motivation for
them within the classroom. (Student tutor #1)

I would say this is the first time that I actually have been doing something practical. So, I
was super nervous about this course because I thought that I took the theory course and
now I am going for it and applying what I know…but seeing how transferring things
[research] from lecture to real life… it is great and it is a great challenge too. This is
helping me becoming a little more confident and trusting myself to go with it. (Student tutor
#2)

Super important [the partnership]. I would say that parents are very desperate for help
for their children [with RD] and I think that this is the best place for parents to bring
their children because we are all passionate about children. We are transferring the
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learned knowledge and so I think that the partnership makes sense. What we [student
tutors] are learning, we are applying it to these children and everything is kept at ground
level. So as I said… it would have to be applying what I learned in lecture and then
applying it to the kid and best fitting their [reading] needs. This is very ground level to
me and it is beneficial for both [student tutor and child]. (Student tutor #3)

KMb is the transferring and exchange of knowledge so that it is transformed into action.
It is a means that can be utilized to facilitate bridging the gap for children to become successful
readers. KMb creates an exchange relationship between supply and demand of knowledge that in
turn provides the tools and skills needed for all parties involved to help children with RDs.
Specifically, the Program created a knowledge exchange role for student tutors through the
Program design of knowledge exchange reading activities. Student tutors strongly recognized the
concept of KMb and their role in it. Furthermore, the Program allowed them to broaden their
understanding and awareness of the concept of knowledge sharing and knowledge transfer. This
awareness was demonstrated through the sentiments of student tutors #4, #5 and #6 respectively.
You get one child, in any other place you would not get that dynamic and you would
have to have a full class. The lecture is different because it is not teaching you [student
tutors] theory or teaching you how to write a test or essay but teaching you how to write
an [reading] assessment. You cannot look at a research paper and paraphrase, you have
to look at the kid yourself and go from there. It is really on you and you have to be on the
ball or you will fail the child and fail yourself. (Student tutor #4)
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I definitely want to be a teacher and reading and learning disabilities are becoming more
prevalent in schools today. Especially with the [decline] of educational assistants’ support,
it is nice to have that knowledge in your pocket. To know that this child is having [reading]
difficulties [and] with this I can think of what prevention is the best outcome for them.
Especially with this course, I am applying what I have learned to the child who has a
learning disability. (Student tutor #5)

It is so nice to be able to see [the partnership between Brock and LDANR] because a lot
of people have this impression that university students just sit here and study and that is
all that we do… but being able to have this partnership and see that Brock really does
care about the community and what is going on is important. Having this reputation does
not only help Brock but shows students are not only here to study but we want to help to
create change and get involved with the community. (Student tutor #5)

This course [CHYS 3P93] allowed us [student tutors] to put our knowledge to the test
and by reading articles we cannot do that. It takes a lot of work and realizing how hard
and how long it will take to create a program for X… it took a lot of time, effort and work
that I did not even realize… it is going to be so worth it in the end! I do not even care
about the grade to be honest with you, it is just nice to look into X eyes and seeing that
she is succeeding and knowing that I was a part of it, is just awesome! (Student tutor #5)

I honestly think this is one of the most practical courses that I have had. It actually
brings in what I learned in the class to understand the child’s learning and how you can
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help them to succeed. Seeing what works the best and what does not work, but it is up to
you [student tutors] to decide and assess. (Student tutor #6)

The thing about this course is that it is the first course that I got to actually work with a
child and it is not just sitting in the classroom and being lectured at. I feel like I am being
part of a whole group and with my professor, the TA, the kid and even the parents.
Everybody is working together and I do not feel that I am just a student and the professor
is above me or other students. It is a partnership that everyone is working on together
and make change together. (Student tutor #6)

Parents. Parents also recognized the need for new re-imagined solutions to help their
children with their RDs. The interaction of the relationship between Brock University and the
LDANR facilitated the understanding of the need of the sharing of knowledge to bring about
desired changes. Parent #1 explained:
I think that the partnership is a perfect partnership …what better place than Brock
University to support the program? The tutors in the program are students at Brock and
they are completing what they are studying and then teaching these children what they
have learned. There are definitely mutual benefits for all parties involved. I am not in a
position if there was a fee involved that I would not do it but some people cannot pay for
services…the fact that there is no fee for this program, is amazing. There are not a lot of
services [The Spring Reading Program] out there that people can take advantage of.
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Parents understood the unfamiliar concept of KMb and its importance without
cataloguing it as such. They possessed an awareness that all participants; children, educators and
parents, involved in addressing the issue of RDs, benefited from the Program’s KMb framework
design. The Program goal of KMb is to help assist the participating groups in making
connections with research, expertise and policies to improve reading outcomes for children.
Furthermore, the goal facilitates the development of the participants’ knowledge and skills to
impact the real life problem of children with RDs. This was shown through parents #4, #5 and
#2’s response to the question of their impression of the partnership between Brock University
and the LDANR.
You know what…when I think about it, it is a great program…partnering with the
community and it is an amazing partnership…here, we do not have to pay anything. It is
the benefit for the kids and future generation which is amazing. It is a great investment.
The partnership is good because there are more people working and helping together.
There is more communication and everyone working together…word can spread around
with this program so people know where to go. (Parent #4)

The partnership is great. It is nice to see the University working with parents like
ourselves to help our daughter. The partnership is great, I think it is truly great and I
wish I would have known about it 5 years ago! Not just for us but for everybody. Another
good thing is that the professor is teaching the students, the students are making an effort
and learning what they have learned and use that ability towards whoever they are
tutoring. This works hand in hand because all is trying to improve. (Parent #5)
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For this program essentially, it is the students that are running the program. The students
are in the midst of their education. They are benefitting from it and they see a sense of
reward when they see their child thrive and excitement [grows] when their confidence
starts to build up. Their motivation goes up and accomplishments towards the goals and
games that they play in the different sessions. (Parent #2)

Parents valued the social networking of KMb to address and provide solutions for their
children’s RDs by making information both useful and available. The appreciation for the
partnership between Brock University and LDANR was described by parent #1:
The opportunity to have this program twice a week, is amazing. If this was once a week, I
would still be ecstatic. I am extremely very grateful that this program even exists. Even
the promoting which his school did, I must say that was great. I had no idea that the
LDNAR offered a program and the only way that I found out was there was a flyer sent
home in his agenda. I said, “what is this, why did I not jump onto this”! And I jumped
into this opportunity and I pushed and I ended up getting him in. I just said that “I cannot
stress enough how much my son would benefit [from] this program”. This is just great.

Children. KMb utilizes interactive strategies that supports research for the greater benefit
of many in society and is not restricted to the benefit of a particular structure. Children in this
study were also able to recognize the significance of KMb although, like their parents, they not
identify it as such. These children failed to possess a specific awareness of KMb’s academic and
non-academic partnership. Yet, this did not prevent them from unanimously recognizing its
benefits and becoming the recipients of KMb’s success. In particular, child #1 recognized that
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the Spring Reading Program allowed the learning of “new interesting stuff”. The Program
through its partnership permitted the children to enjoy reading more and this enjoyment was
transferred to the school environment. Child #2 did not enjoy sitting in the classroom for long
periods of time but the Spring Reading Program allowed for the opportunity to “play a lot of
reading games which will help me when I go to school”. The Program provided an opportunity
for the children to apply their increased desire to read and the knowledge from this partnership to
their school and home. Specifically, child #2 and child #4 when asked if they like reading more
responded;
Yes, because we play a lot of reading games which will help me when I go to school.
(Child #2)

Yes. It helps me at home and school. (Child #4)

Reading was further described by the children as “boring” (child #3), “not into it” (child
#4) and “a lot of words” (child #2). Yet, the Spring Reading Program through KMb created an
environment where children looked “forward to going right into it and start reading” (child #5)
and engaged in “playing reading games, they are fun” (child #5). The end result of the
partnership between the community and Brock University created the opportunity for child #3 to
participate in the Spring Reading Program and succinctly described this as “a great program”.
The qualitative analysis utilized in this study confirmed the three main themes: (1)
motivation and perceived self-efficacy, (2) one-on-one tutoring and (3) KMb. Qualitative data
assisted the study in providing a detailed representation of the personal experiences of direct
stakeholders of the community regarding the Spring Reading Program and RDs. The mixed
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methodological approach adopted in this study allowed student tutors, parents and children to
provide inductive insight through the qualitative approach as to why or how people have
particular thoughts and feelings (Sutton & Austin, 2015).
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Chapter Five: Discussion

Considerable research has been conducted over the years to determine the prevalence of
RDs and the associated vulnerabilities for these children. Yet, the issue is not merely the
identification of the high percentage of children who have low literary success in the classroom.
To be more precise, the National Reading Report Panel (Shanahan, 2006) identified that the real
issue is the concern for the implementation of an effective reading initiative to improve current
educational pedagogical practices. The Panel members believed that although teachers,
principals and parents were working hard to improve the reading achievement of children,
national reading achievement results indicated that their efforts were falling short (Shanahan,
2006). The Report was written with the intent of “shaping reading education” (Shanahan, 2006,
p. 1) and assisting teachers by providing them with advice. More specifically, how do key
leaders in schools, at all support levels, encourage and ensure that the quality of instruction in
early learning classrooms will lead to children reading and thriving? These concerns led to the
purpose of this study’s focus on effective instruction through the examination of an
individualized reading intervention and its influence on literacy development, CHYS 3P93.
Furthermore, the study focused on what made this reading intervention possible, KMb.
Specifically, CHYS 3P93 adopted the principles of Brock University’s Mandate Agreement that
reflected the concept of KMb. The collaborative partnership fostered between the LDANR and
Brock University created a reading improvement opportunity for children that promoted the
translation of knowledge into action. This study demonstrated that an effective intervention
could be determined by utilizing research, expertise, policies and practices to improve outcomes
for all stakeholders affected by RDs.
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Achievement Gains
The study revealed that children participating in the Spring Reading Program
demonstrated achievement gains in all emergent literacy score means: fluency, phonics,
phoneme identities and sight words. The study analysis supported existing research that
phonological awareness can be developed through carefully planned instruction and significantly
influences a child’s reading and spelling achievement (Shanahan, 2006). The identified four
emergent literacy measures were conducted with the intent to establish if there were significant
differences in reading achievement. As reflected in Table 1, the children showed pre-program to
post-program achievement gains in all four identified emergent literacy skills. The study further
explored the magnitude of the Program’s effect size for each of the four emergent literacy
measures. The study results indicated in statistical significance; reading fluency large effect size
d = 0.74, phonics medium effect size d = 0.53, phoneme identities medium effect size d = 0.47
and sight words small effect size d = 0.22. These results support findings in the literature
regarding the identification of fluency as an important phase in reading (S. Shaywitz & B.
Shaywitz, 2004). A large effect size is an indicator that the children’s ability to read accurately,
smoothly and with expression improved and helped the children to bridge a connection between
word recognition and comprehension. The ability to decode text quickly, efficiently and
automatically is key to allowing children the opportunity to focus their efforts more on the
content of text. The results are also representative of the fact that fluency can be taught and
developed through modeling reading strategies and practices. In addition, the medium effect size
of phonics and phoneme identities proved significant as strong phonics awareness assists
children in becoming accurate readers. The ability to identify words in a sentence reduces
feelings of being overwhelmed and is replaced with a positive challenge. These four identified
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emergent literacy skills were used to further explore the impact of the Spring Reading Program’s
effect through the breakdown of the identification of 15 individual phonic measures.
Specifically, there were 11 identified individual measures displaying significant gains: letter
names, consonant sounds, consonant digraphs, consonant blends, short vowels, double vowels,
final “e”, diphthongs, suffixes, silent letters and vowel + R. Quantitatively, the results showed
that the children made significant gains in literacy development. Although, my study was limited
by the absence of a control group, the positive skill change in the pre-program to post-program
analysis suggest that the Program had a positive impact on the children’s learning in the 11
identified areas. Furthermore, the quantitative results also supported the goal of effective
Programming that was evidenced by an increase in the children’s scores from the start to the end
of the Spring Reading Program. As previously recognized, reading problems are not outgrown
and struggling readers need to be identified early and supported by intervention to eliminate the
wait-to-fail model (Shaywitz et al., 2008). The Spring Reading Program offered “proper”
instruction that corrected and improved the children’s core deficits in phonological processing.
This five week reading intervention Program guided children with poor reading progress in using
individual learning strategies to improve their reading comprehension skills. The Spring Reading
Program was representative of the suggestion in the reseearch that these improvement goals need
to be accompanied by effective instructional approaches (Chard & Dickson, 1999). In addition,
the Program statistically measured significant progress in reading that created an awareness of
the ongoing progress for each of the children participants through effective reading instruction.
The study’s analysis supported the research importance of phonological awareness in early
reading development, teaching strategies and instructional design to address reading issues in
early reading development (Chard & Dickson, 1999). The Spring Reading Program, although not
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a cure for RDs, was influential in correcting RDs so that the children could be more prepared to
learn how to read.
Program Experience and Responses
Motivation and Perceived Self-Efficacy. The gains in reading achievement were
described in the qualitative analysis conducted through interviews with student tutors, children
and their parents. Specifically, the children’s experience in the Spring Reading Program
supported the three pre-selective themes from the data collection identified in the deductive
qualitative analysis. Motivation has been identified as a predictor of successful reading
comprehension and a powerful characteristic of learners (Procter et al., 2014). Furthermore,
motivation is a characteristic directly linked to reading practice due to its direct effect on an
individual’s desire to read (Marglois & McCabe, 2004). Interview informants described the
influence of motivation on the improvement in the children’s desire to become successful
readers. All three participant groups described how increased motivation positively impacted the
children’s enthusiasm to read as without it, children would not make or continue the effort
needed to become successful readers (Marglois & McCabe, 2004). The understanding of the
impact of motivation on reading gains for struggling readers is evident through the Spring
Reading Program as participants described how the children’s motivation increased during the
Program. Secondly, the Program provided the opportunity to help children to develop reading
competence by matching their personal interests with reading learning activities. The children
actively chose to read and, as a result, were able to complete reading tasks that enabled them to
feel good about themselves. The definition of self-efficacy as a construct that attributes to
persistence, task performance and effort put forth to perform a particular task (Troia et al., 2012)
was supported through interview results. Self-efficacy statements provided by all three
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participant groups indicated an increase in self-efficacy with the children viewing themselves as
capable readers and accomplishing tasks that were required of them. Both increased motivation
and self-efficacy, as described by the student tutors, parents and children, were described as
turning both reluctant and struggling readers into enthusiastic readers.
During the interviews, student tutors were questioned specifically about their
observations of changes in their child’s motivation. Definite improvements in motivation and
self-efficacy were noted by student tutors. The responses of the student tutors strongly supported
motivational development with student tutor #1 citing a “110%” increase. The confirmation of
the theme of motivation and perceived self-efficacy was noted by the student tutors’ observations
of an increased level of confidence in the children. An increase in the level of confidence
cultivated a sense of self-worth and goal setting where children set higher performance goals for
themselves that was reflected in the progress of their reading performance. Student tutors
consistently acknowledged the relation between self-efficacy and goal setting as the children
progressively engaged in the Program’s reading learning process. The continual expansion of
new goal setting was accompanied by excitement and enthusiasm. Specifically, student tutors
observed that motivation and perceived self-efficacy were influential in predicting the effort and
persistence exhibited by children when working through reading tasks. The student tutors’
observations of the children’s learning process during the Program suggested that initial failure
and weakened self-efficacy were replaced with the children believing that new reading strategies
could improve their reading competence. Furthermore, this was demonstrated by the children’s
charting of their reading success and visually seeing their performance progress. This visual
charting was accompanied by an observed improvement in the children’s engagement,
confidence and enthusiasm.
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The deductive themes of self-efficacy and motivation were also described by the parent
participants as supporting the effectiveness of these constructs with assisting children to become
better readers. As noted earlier, prepared interview questions were designed specifically to obtain
feedback about observed changes in these areas and their effect on immediate changes in their
children’s reading skills. The Spring Reading Program was credited with instilling the mindset of
self-efficacy and motivation as the children began to believe that through effort and perseverance
they would be able to improve their reading ability. In addition, the Program provided the
children with the awareness that new learning opportunities allowed them to use new strategies
that fostered their goal setting and mastery of reading comprehension goals. The parents
observed that their children were encouraged by their success in reading comprehension and, as a
result, continued their efforts to learn. The children’s focus was not on their past failings or
personal deficiencies but rather on being motivated to work harder and to engage actively even
when challenged by RDs. Motivation was driven by the children’s belief that their efforts would
result in positive outcomes in their reading progress. The children’s learning belief structure
influenced the ways in which they approached a learning task. The instructional design of the
Spring Reading Program not only developed the children’s literacy skills to a higher level but
also advanced their levels of motivation, engagement and, ultimately, self-efficacy. Standardized
assessments are administered by the student tutors that result in the creation of an individualized
program for their particular child. As previously identified, the design is based on the
recommendations of the National Reading Panel (2000) about both systematic and explicit
instruction. In addition, the design offers the opportunity for individual feedback and practice
associated with foundational literacy skills including phonetic decoding, phonics, sight work
vocabulary, fluency and comprehension. Importantly, one-on-one instruction, such as the
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approach used in the Spring Reading Program, is regarded as the gold standard for instruction for
children experiencing RDs as it allows the reading specialists to customize the program to best
meet various needs of individual children (NRP, 2000). As a result of its specific design, the
Spring Reading Program provides an individualized learning environment to help with the
creation of reading goals, planning, rehearsing, evaluating and monitoring reading task
accomplishments. The children, as learners, are able to develop an increased feeling of
competency as they begin to develop the necessary strategies and skills to become successful
readers.
The child participants in the Program unanimously described that the Program played a
role in their growing enjoyment of reading as they were able to look beyond their personal
deficiencies. The child participants were motivated to perform reading tasks as they believed in
what they were able to do. Success was due to the children’s perceived self-efficacy; they
described that they had the ability needed to succeed both inside and outside of the Program.
This was possible as a result of being provided with the necessary skills for successful reading.
This included the children assuming an active role in becoming engaged learners by mastering
goals, monitoring their success and developing the ability to self-regulate their learning. Child
participants began to trust that their reading experiences could result in positive outcomes as
their reading ability could be improved with task persistence and learning. The children were
engaged through hands-on activity-based learning strategies and consistently identified their
favourite things as “learning new interesting stuff” (child #5). As the children developed an
appreciation for and an understanding of the value of the reading processes, the 18 emergent
literacy measures, they were able to link reading practices to enjoyment. The children’s
monitoring of their personal performance guided their assessment of their self-efficacy as
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learners as they understood that “this will help me when I go to school and read because I
remember what we did two times a week” (child #3). Specifically, the children were definitively
responsible for developing their perceived self-efficacy as they believed that their efforts would
lead to positive outcomes. As a result of the children developing a greater awareness of their own
performance enhanced through the visual tracking of their reading skills improvement, their
levels of enjoyment and commitment to reading increased. The short duration instructional
blocks were incorporated with motivational tactics to meet specific goals. Progress and success
were visually charted by the children and exemplified their personal pride. The children
specifically identified their personal enjoyment of “graphing on the charts….graphing my goals”
(child #4) and “getting more stickers when I reach my goal” (child #1). Instructional design and
strategies have an effect on a learner’s motivation (Margueratt, 2007). Instruction specifically not
only needs to stimulate the learner into action but this excitement must be maintained throughout
the learning experience (Margueratt, 2007). This challenge was addressed through the action
plan of the Spring Reading Program that incorporated influential instruction for the children by
the student tutors on learner motivation. Research recognizes that an educator is not able to
totally control a learner’s motivation but the qualitative analysis findings of this study did
support the notion that “excellent instruction can inspire an otherwise unmotivated learner”
(Margueratt, 2007, p. 11).
One-on-one tutoring. The interview data also revealed that a one-on-one instructional
approach contributed to the success of the children in the Spring Reading Program. This
instructional approach ensured that the goal of effective programming for RDs, i.e., all children
become the best readers possible, was met. Furthermore, one-on-one instruction helped to correct
reading problems that focused on the core deficits in phonological processing, phonemic
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awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension (Shaywitz et al., 2008). One-on-one
tutoring has been identified as an effective intervention in providing literacy gains in reading
skills. Participating student tutors, parents and children all identified the significance of the
contributions of one-on-one instruction. All participants valued the elements of commitment,
closeness of tutoring partnerships and monitoring of progress that contributed to reading
achievement improvement. Specifically, through its adoption of one-on-one instructional
intervention the Program presented student tutors with the opportunity to connect with their
assigned children and to devise learning experiences that best matched each child’s particular
RDs deficit(s). This high quality interaction promoted the commitment and attention level that
student tutors were able to provide outside of the traditional classroom setting. In addition, the
Program’s learning setting placed the tutors in a position to gauge success and personalize
learning to incorporate the children’s interests. The children were able to benefit from the
undivided attention of the tutor as they learned at their own pace and did not need to compete for
their time for assistance. Furthermore, through close interaction, student tutors were able to
observe, accept and work within the children’s learning pace. Tutors were able to develop
rapport with the children and to offer them empathy and support when the children were faced
with reading challenges. The student tutors were also in a position to provide positive feedback.
Personalized instruction placed the tutors in a position to concentrate on the children’s strengths,
minimize their weaknesses, set goals with them, listen to them and collaborate with them.
Similarly, the parents recognized the ideal relationship provided by one-on-one tutoring.
Student tutors were able to offer exclusive support that disrupted the one teacher standard
practice approach. This support addressed different personalities, reduced distractions, lowered
pressure and helped diminish the children’s fear of failure. This high level of quality interaction
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provided children with the opportunity to be heard and to receive individualized teaching
instruction that was designed to match their children’s passions and learning styles. One-on-one
tutoring allowed the opportunity to prepare lessons geared towards individualized learning needs.
Parents described how the individualized instruction provided their children with the benefits of
being able to become comfortably acquainted with their tutor, engage in learning and experience
the transition of learning into fun. Fun and enjoyment had an impact on motivation while
simultaneously improving reading achievement.
Participating children readily recognized that the focus on their individual literacy needs
provided them with support and guidance. The children themselves felt supported as they
transitioned from being struggling readers to confident readers. Furthermore, their desire to
learn, their ability to focus and their feeling of being important all increased through the one-onone instruction. Specifically, reading instruction became an experience where the children
engaged in reading intervention that was fun and enjoyable. The children felt that they were
recognized as individuals where their personal needs were assessed and, as a result, they were
supported with individual learning plans. Additionally, one-on-one instruction reduced their
feelings of being overwhelmed when faced with task challenges that often are found within a
group learning environment. Instead of falling behind, challenges were offset with learning
processes that lead the children to become successful readers. The new learning strategies
instilled confidence in the children and a comfort level that alleviated frustration and anxiety.
Importantly, there was a feeling of specialness as the tutor “doesn’t talk to other students but just
me” (child #5).
Knowledge Mobilization. KMb refers to a process of transfer between knowledge
“producers” and knowledge “users” (Anderson & McLachlan, 2016). Through its exchange of
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sharing and transferring of knowledge CHYS 3P93 was designed to embrace the principles of
effective KMb. It is purposely designed to welcome community partnerships that productively
address both the prevalence of RDs and intervention solutions. Specifically, the partnership
between Brock University and the community provides both the time and the resources that are
necessary to create an accessible program for families with children who have RDs. This alliance
produces a hierarchy of knowledge that is and can continue to be utilized to reduce reading
inequalities. Importantly, this Program exists because of the partnership between the instructor of
CHYS 3P93 and the LDANR. Together, this community-academic partnership provides an
important community service as well as an opportunity for university students to receive
practical, hands-on training. Furthermore, this shared relationship of knowledge exchange
creates an opportunity for student tutors, parents and children to reap the benefits of
implemented policies and practices. The KMb plan to raise awareness for RDs utilized research,
policy and best practice designs to lead to the creation of a community-based tutoring
programming for vulnerable readers called the Spring Reading Program.
KMb’s focus of responsibility rests on raising awareness, prompting change and bringing
individuals together (Levin, 2008). KMb is utilized through the university and community
partnership(s) to improve RDs outcomes. It moves knowledge into action, promotes engagement
and addresses the real life problem of RDs. The goals and advantages of KMb are discernible
through this study and its success remains dependent on valuable communication networking.
KMb is further dependent on who will “shoulder the responsibility” (Gainforth et al., 2014, p.
293) and the Spring Reading Program specifically addresses the issues of KMb infrastructure
and support through the LDANR and Brock University. By working together, these two
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organizations were able to design, evaluate and implement a strategic plan for supporting
children with RDs.
Brock University’s Mandate Statement
The effectiveness of CHYS 3P93’s adoption of the principles of KMb cannot be fully
determined or appreciated without an examination and understanding of Brock University’s
Mandate Statement. The mandate reflects the university’s commitment to innovative research
and community connectedness through its ongoing exploration of new teaching approaches and
goal defining. The enactment of the mandate is reflected in the Spring Reading Program’s goal
of social change through network building to assist with increasing the awareness of RDs. As
previously outlined, established regional partnerships are created to exchange information, share
resources and address problems that result in improved outcomes for all. As a result, Brock
University aligns its research in an attempt to effectively solve problems and generate knowledge
to address socially impactful issues. There is a commitment to address issues that affect both the
community and the university itself as an academic leader. Policies, services, programs and
partnerships of Brock University are designed to nurture economic, social and cultural
development. Specifically, these obligations are aligned with the present study’s concern for
intervention to address inequality related to the high prevalence of RDs. The commitment to the
mobilization of knowledge that is reflected in the Mandate Agreement is extended to the students
and their efforts to assist with the issue of RDs.
CHYS 3P93
The goals of Brock University’s Mandate and ultimately KMb are clearly extended into
the Program that is associated with CHYS 3P93. Specifically, the course applies the concept of
reciprocal relationships as seen through its offering of a no fee program to participating families
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experiencing the implications of RDs. The student tutors find themselves in a position to transfer
knowledge and address the real-life problems associated with living with RDs through offering
their assistance within an applied setting. Brock University’s resources have been vested in
developing an intervention for RDs that can be accessible to all.
Qualitative analysis indicated that student tutors, in their role as academic researchers,
recognized the significance of the sharing of information and its impact on those with RDs. More
specifically, the LDANR’s partnership with Brock represents a beneficial reciprocal cycle of
knowledge exchange that includes themselves, parents, children and CHYS 3P93 that is offered
through Brock University. As previously outlined, enactment of the goals of KMb presented
student tutors with an opportunity to gather practical experience and better themselves as
professionals. This “community engagement” allowed the student tutors to help create change
and promote awareness that “Brock really does care about the community and what is going on”
(student tutor #6). The opportunity for interpersonal commitment moved the students’
knowledge into action and promoted this knowledge to improve outcomes for children with RDs.
Specifically, student tutors identified the key advantages of Brock’s partnerships as being
research and their role of creating change. CHYS 3P93 created the opportunity for student tutors
to broaden their understanding and awareness of the concept of knowledge sharing and
knowledge transfer.
Parents also recognized CHYS 3P93’s effective alignment with the principles of KMb.
The alliance with the LDANR promoted desired changes for their children experiencing RDs
through the sharing of knowledge. In particular, this partnership facilitated a process where
meaningful practices were created to benefit the end users, their children. As previously noted,
parents possessed an understanding of the valuable concept of KMb without labelling it as such.
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An increased awareness of the implications of RDs became possible through the evidence-based
practices of CHYS 3P93. Parents had a deep appreciation for the partnership as a result of being
directly engaged through an interpersonal connection with Brock University where they were
able to both receive and share information. Parents developed an understanding that the more
individuals who were involved in the social networking of KMb, the greater the possibility that
their children could benefit from the opportunities presented through the exchange of knowledge.
The advantages of KMb interactive strategies supported by CHYS 3P93 were also extended to
the children in this study. Although the children failed to specifically express an awareness or
understanding of the partnership of sharing and transferring of information, they undeniably
recognized the personal benefits of the Spring Reading Program. The benefits were an increased
enjoyment of reading that was extended to the school environment and an improvement in their
reading success.
Overall, this study attempted to answer research questions through a mixedmethodological approach aimed at capturing the experience of CHYS 3P93 and the Spring
Reading Program. This approach provided both a quantitative and qualitative analysis of whether
children made significant increases in their literacy development. Specifically, the quantitative
analysis provided statistical data to support reading achievement gains for children participating
in the Spring Reading Program while the qualitative analysis provided a detailed representation
of the personal experiences of its direct stakeholders. In particular, the qualitative analysis
focused on three main themes; motivation and perceived self-efficacy, one-on-one tutoring and
knowledge mobilization.
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Limitations
Although this research was carefully prepared and reached its goals, limitations of this
study that influenced and impacted the interpretation of its findings rested within the
characteristics of the study design and methodology. Primarily, the absence of an inductive
analysis minimized the concern for the generation of new theories emerging from the data. The
study sample size of 16 children solicited from the community was relatively small in relation to
the overall population of the Niagara region size for this study. The sample size of 16 children
was utilized for the pre-and-post-test assessments. This number was further reduced to five
children who were included in the qualitative analysis. Although, the sample group accurately
included individuals with RDs, its size could suggest bias or under coverage. The solicitation of
the child participants with RDs from the community, although necessary, prompted the
possibility of voluntary response bias in this convenience sample. In addition, the context of the
interviews with children was also restrictive. For ethical purposes, children were interviewed in
the presence of their parents who may have influenced their responses. Furthermore, for all
participants, including children, student tutors and parents, responses to the pre-designed
interview questions may have been highly biased due to their knowledge of the expectations of
the Spring Reading Program. Self-report data itself is limited due to the fact that interviews are
accepted at face value. As a researcher, interview responses are accepted, believed and often are
not questioned in regards to their validity. Additionally, the data collection process was
conducted in a physical area that did not fully eliminate distractions and that may have caused
the respondents to feel rushed in giving their responses. Time also presented itself as a strong
limitation in this study. Effective RDs interventions need to incorporate a developmental
perspective that includes a series of evaluations over time as opposed to one-time evaluations
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(Shaywitz et al., 2008). The inclusion of the pre-test and post-test evaluations for the children
fulfilled the requirement of more than a one-time evaluation but it was conducted within a short
five week period of time. Pre-test and post-test evaluations were further limited by the absence of
this study having a control group.
KMb emphasis for change rests on influencing policies and programs, and in this study,
was specific to children with RDs. Yet, the study was limited due to the lack of a specific
evaluation strategy for KMb. KMb success involves not only the need to build trust worthy and
committed connections but also research connections need to be tracked and measured (Levin,
2008). It is not always clear as to who would be responsible for this task and how exactly KMb
would be tracked and measured. What exactly does good KMb look like? Furthermore, how
exactly does a researcher optimize a study’s impact of KMb research knowledge? KMb involves
knowledge transfer but it involves more than just having stakeholders’ acceptance of knowledge.
This acceptance of knowledge needs to be accompanied by changes in thoughts that lead to
actions being based on this new knowledge.

Conclusion
The Ontario Ministry of Education opened an Early Reading Strategy report with the
following conviction; “A child's success in school and throughout life depends in large part on
the ability to read. Educators in Ontario have the profound challenge of making reading a reality
for all children” (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2018, p. 1). This same report also adeptly
recognized that early identification of RDs can contribute to the prevention or considerable
reduction in their impact but more than often this does not happen (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2018). The purpose of the current study was to address this issue specifically through
the examination of an individualized reading intervention. Furthermore, the focus of this study
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was on the use of a mixed-methodological approach to determine increases in children’s literacy
development following their participation in CHYS 3P93. The qualitative data collection in the
study focused specifically on the investigation of three main areas; (1) motivation and perceived
self-efficacy, (2) one-on-one instructional approach and (3) the concept of KMb.
Children’s motivation and self-efficacy were described as improving during the course of
the Spring Reading Program. Data supported not only improvements in these areas but also a
positive relationship between these changes and their influence on the children’s levels of
performance. The study results support previous research that motivation is a powerful
characteristic of learners and has been identified as a predictor of reading comprehension
(Proctor et al., 2014). Self-efficacy, a construct of motivation, was shown through the qualitative
data analysis to support a positive relationship with the children’s reading capabilities. Selfefficacy influenced the children’s levels of performance through their personal belief in task
success and personal goal achievement. The study further examined one-on-one tutoring as an
effective intervention with increasing reading success. Specifically, this instructional approach
attempts to prevent and alleviate the effects of RDs, increase the number of those who are able to
read well at an early age and protect others from the repercussions of reading failure (Lyon &
Moats, 1997). Lastly, the concept of KMb addressed RDs through the connection between
research and practice. Knowledge on its own is not enough to change current practice regarding
intervention for RDs. This study particularly examined an infrastructural RDs support to bridge
knowledge and understanding of reading and RDs through community engagement. In particular,
KMb was explored through CHYS 3P93 with a commitment to innovative research and
community connectedness to define new teaching approaches for children with RDs.
Particularly, my thesis presents KMb as an opportunity for community engagement that offers a
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beneficial reciprocal cycle of knowledge exchange primarily between the LDANR and Brock
University. Research conducted on the Brock University campus, specifically this RDs focus
study, can contribute to innovative ways to improve reading skills for those children who have
been identified with having RDs or displaying RDs characteristics. The findings from this study
can be utilized to promote change in how others approach support for children with RD in
regards to internal procedures and processes to the RDs trajectory. This includes an instructional
design process and strategies that nurture learner motivation for reading tasks. For this study,
KMb was made possible by the presence of both academic and non-academic partners from
Brock University and the LDANR. Each of these KMb units have worked together and can
continue to work together using their individual practices and finding new partners to join their
commitment to their RDs KMb network. Brock University as an institution rather than individual
researchers can be responsible for maintaining these connections even after a particular research
project ends (Conference Board of Canada, 2016). KMb’s success in regards to RDs must focus
on the end users, parents and children with RDs. This KMb network can begin collaboration with
non-academic sectors to assist in finding meaningful solutions for the pervasiveness of RDs and
the associated vulnerabilities for these children. Research impact and a customization of a RDs
KMb focus can provide a shared understanding between academic and non-academic sectors.
More importantly, this community-university partnership involves different groups with different
perspectives being committed to finding solutions of an effective reading initiative to improve
current pedagogical practices.
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Appendix A: Brock University Research Ethics Clearance
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Appendix B: Phonics Inventory Assessment
1. Letter Names

10. Reversals

BAISCDFEPTMLRZJUHGWXQK
VYNO

pal even no saw raw ten tar won pot
rats nap tops read meat lap never keep

r o n f l m y t v k p z i a j u s h b g
w f d x e c q

11. Prefixes
repan conjump inwell dellike display
enstand combent ungate excry proread
prehead

2. Consonant Sounds
m s f l r n h v w z b c d p t j g k y x
q

12. Suffixes
3. Consonant Digraphs
sh ch th wh ng ph tch

smalling booker floorest dation skimmance
meatness chairly waterful burnaten
broukous

4. Consonant Blends

13. Compound Words

gr sl cr pl st bl fl tr cl dr gl sp fr scr str

nightbank dinnerplayer basketmeat
broomfeather paperjumper eatmobile
spaderoom carthouse

5. Name the Vowels:
a e i o u

14. Silent Letters

6. Short Vowels

know knit write wrong walk comb lamb
might gnaw sleigh high half

fis gud hin sut jav bam nib pud nel ruft
rist sant

15. Vowel + R
flir worb vark mer burk

7. Double Vowels
teal vie shoal seep raid ray feast fair peel
moat

8. Final "e"
fade cube cone file lane tune joke wife

9. Dipthongs
maul foil cowl soy rout awl boon rook
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Appendix C: The Phoneme Identities Assessment
The Test of Phoneme Identities is designed to see whether beginners recognize phonemes
when they are hidden in spoken words. Research has shown this measure to be a
particularly effective predictor of code-breaking potential with children who do not yet
have the alphabetic insight that letters signal the vocal gestures of speech.
Notes: Read with expression. Do not emphasize phonemes. Accept any repetition of the
sentence that includes the target words, but repeat the sentence if either is incorrect.
Require a correct approximation of the isolated phoneme. Repeat the sound-to-word
matching question if the response is unclear. To record the answers, circle the child's
response in the words of the question.
Directions: We’re going to play a repeating game. First, I’ll say a sentence, then you say it
back. Then I’ll say a sound, and you say it back. Then I want you to listen for the sound in
a word. Let’s begin.
1. Say: We’ll see the moon soon. Now say /s/. Do you hear /s/ in moon or soon?
2. Say: She caught a fish by the fin. Now say /sh/. Do you hear /sh/ in fish or fin?
3. Say: That bug makes a buzz. Now say /z/. Do you hear /z/ in bug or buzz?
4. Say: We hid from him. Now say /m/. Do you hear /m/ in hid or him?
5. Say: Those girls have the same name. Now say /n/. Do you hear /n/ in same or name?
6. Say: I race to wash my face. Now say /f/. Do you hear /f/ in race or face?
7. Say: Can you move a moose? Now say /v/. Do you hear /v/ in move or moose?
8. Say: He gets a badge for taking a bath. Now say /th/. Do you hear /th/ in badge or bath?
9. Say: This card game is hard. Now say /h/. Do you hear /h/ in card or hard?
10. Say: His chin is too thin. Now say /ch/. Do you hear /ch/ in chin or thin?
11. Say: We found him in the gym. Now say /j/. Do you hear /j/ in him or gym?
12. Say: I brought a scoop to school. Now say /l/. Do you hear /l/ in scoop or school?
13. Say: There’s a rat under that hat. Now say /r/. Do you hear /r/ in rat or hat?
14. Say: We have tar on our car. Now say /k/. Do you hear /k/ in tar or car?
15. Say: Would you share a pair of socks? Now say /p/. Do you hear /p/ in share or pair?
16. Say: The playground is part of the park. Now say /t/. Do you hear /t/ in part or park?
17. Say: The cub will come when you call. Now say /b/. Do you hear /b/ in cub or come?
18. Say: She likes to leap into deep water. Now say /d/. Do you hear /d/ in leap or deep?
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19. Say: In this game, you have a new name. Now say /g/. Do you hear /g/ in game or name?
[Take a stretch break for half a minute before continuing.]
20. Say: We hate to wait for the bus. Now say /w/. Do you hear /w/ in hate or wait?
21. Say: The yarn is in the barn. Now say /y/. Do you hear /y/ in yarn or barn?
22. Say: He popped the bag with a bang. Now say /ng/. Do you hear /ng/ in bag or bang?
23. Say: Find a space by the spice. Now say /A/. Do you hear /A/ in space or spice?
24. Say: This street is straight. Now say /E/. Do you hear /E/ in street or straight?
25. Say: We go from nine till noon. Now say /I/. Do you hear /I/ in nine or noon?
26. Say: I have a nose for news. Now say /O/. Do you hear /O/ in nose or news?
27. Say: Your shoelace is loose. Now say /OO/. Do you hear /OO/ in lace or loose?
28. Say: He’s the last on the list. Now say /a/. Do you hear /a/ in last or list?
29. Say: I have a red fishing rod. Now say /e/. Do you hear /e/ in red or rod?
30. Say: On Halloween bring a big bag. Now say /i/. Do you hear /i/ in big or bag?
31. Say: Move the rock with the rake. Now say /o/. Do you hear /o/ in rock or rake?
32. Say: Don’t cut our kite. Now say /u/. Do you hear /u/ in cut or kite?
33. Say: I heard a sound in the sand. Now say /ow/. Do you hear /ow/ in sound or sand?
34. Say: We saw the old barn burn. Now say /er/. Do you hear /er/ in barn or burn?
35. Say: The fair is far from school. Now say /ar/. Do you hear /ar/ in fair or far?
36. Say: We’ll draw on our pictures after they dry. Now say /aw/. Do you hear /aw/ in draw or
dry?
37. Say: That spill might spoil. Now say /oy/. Do you hear /oy/ in spill or spoil?
38. Say: Look at the beautiful lake. Now say /oo/. Do you hear /oo/ in look or lake?
Interpretation: Score the test by counting the number of items correct out of 38.
* Since there are two choices per item, we can expect scores in the vicinity of 19 by chance.
Students who score below 25 are probably not aware of phonemes.
* The average kindergarten score is 28, with a standard deviation of 6. Scores in the 28-33
range imply some developing phoneme awareness.
* Students who score 34-38 have well-developed phoneme awareness. They are ready to
learn to read and spell words. Follow this link to the letterbox lesson, an explicit, hands-on
lesson format for teaching phonics.
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Appendix D: Dolch Sight Words Assessment
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Appendix E: Fluency Assessment in WCPM
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Appendix F: Student Tutors Consent Form
Informed Consent (CHYS 3P93 Students)
Date:
May, 2017
Project Title: Literacy Intervention for Struggling Readers – Knowledge Mobilization in
our Communities
Principal Investigator:
John McNamara
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-688-5550 ext. 3835
Principal Student Investigator:
Tara Johnston
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-920-8249
INVITATION
You are invited to participate in a study that involves research. The purpose of this study is to
develop and measure the effects of CHYS 3P93, a course offered at Brock University where
Brock students work with children from the Niagara community to support their reading-based
needs. The research will be conducted by Dr. John McNamara and Tara Johnston from Brock
University. The research is aimed at measuring the effectiveness of the CHYS 3P93 course and
reading program.

WHAT’S INVOLVED
You are enrolled in CHYS 3P93. Your enrolment, course progress, and course grade will not be
affected if you choose not to participate in this study. We are interested in interviewing CHYS
3P93 students about their experience with the course. This interview will allow us to assess how
well the CHYS 3P93 course and program is working and whether we need to make any changes
to improve it. Interview will be conducted during the program time. Student interviews will take
about 30 minutes. Interviews will be audio recorded and analyzed. When interviews are
analyzed, your name will not be used and qualitative data from the interviews will be used
anonymously. Refer to the confidentiality section below.

POTENTIAL RISKS
One possible risk is that may feel obligated to participate in the study. To offset this potential
risk, I will ensure that you are informed first that the interview is completely voluntary and that
not participating will have no effect on your participation in the program or standing in the
CHYS 3P93 class. The principal investigator (PI) will be unaware of who participates in the
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study after the final grades are submitted and the PI no longer has bearing over your final mark
in CHYS 3P93. There are no known or anticipated risks associated with participation in this
study. Your decision to participate or not is totally up to you and you may discontinue at any
point during the interview.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS
Findings from this study will make a significant contribution to the reading program and more
broadly to practice in general. The findings will point policy makers to move towards designing
and implementing programs for children displaying reading difficulties. Moreover, this study
will also point to the importance of continual or on-going programming for vulnerable children,
particularly those with reading difficulties.

CONFIDENTIALITY
All information you provide is considered confidential; your name will not be included or, in any
other way, associated with the data collected in the study. Furthermore, you will not be identified
individually in any way in written reports of this research. With permission, both investigators
intend to use anonymous quotations. All information, including audio tapes and transcripts will
be kept under lock and key until completion of the study and then disposed by erasing the tape
and discarding them within a two year time frame. Written records will be shredded and audio
tapes will be erased. Data collected during this study will be stored at Brock University with the
principal investigator. Data pertaining to the research study will be kept for two years after which
time it will be destroyed. Access to this research data will be restricted to the research team
consisting of Dr. John McNamara and Tara Johnston working on the research project.
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you wish, you may decline to answer any questions or
participate in any component of the study. Further, you may decide to withdraw from this study
at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled.
Participation or withdrawal at any time from the study will have no bearing on your participation
in the CHYS 3P93 course. If you choose to withdraw from the study, all of the data collected
from you will be destroyed. As a participant, you can withdraw up to 2-3 days after the interview
has been conducted.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS
Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences.
Feedback about this study will be available by approximately November 2017 by the principal
investigator who will e-mail a brief report indicating the general results.
CONTACT INFORMATION AND ETHICS CLEARANCE
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If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the
Principal Investigator using the contact information provided above. This study has been
reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University
(file 16-271).

Thank you for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT FORM
I agree to participate in this study described above. I have made this decision based on the
information I have read in the Information-Consent Letter. I have had the opportunity to receive
any additional details I wanted about the study and understand that I may ask questions in the
future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name: ___________________________

Signature: _______________________________
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Date:

___________________________

Appendix G: Parental Consent Forms
Informed Consent (Parent and Child Interviews)
Date:
May, 2017
Project Title: Literacy Intervention for Struggling Readers – Knowledge Mobilization in
our Communities
Principal Investigator:
John McNamara
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-688-5550 ext. 3835
Principal Student Investigator:
Tara Johnston
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-920-8249
INVITATION
You and your child are invited to participate in a study that involves research. The purpose of
this study is to develop and measure the effects of CHYS 3P93, a course offered at Brock
University where Brock students work with children from the Niagara community to support
their reading-based needs. The research will be conducted by Dr. John McNamara and Tara
Johnston from Brock University. The research is aimed at measuring the effectiveness of the
CHYS 3P93 reading program.

WHAT’S INVOLVED
You and your child will be participating in the CHYS 3P93 reading program regardless of your
participation in the study component of the program. If you and your child choose not to be
included in the study, your child will continue to receive program. We are interested in
interviewing parents and their participating children about their experience with the program.
This interview will allow us to assess how well the CHYS 3P93 program is working and whether
we need to make any changes to improve it. The interview will be conducted before the program
time. Parent interviews will take about 30 minutes and child interviews will take about 10
minutes. Interviews will be audio recorded and analyzed. When interviews are analyzed, yours
and your child’s name will not be used and qualitative data from the interviews will be used
anonymously. Refer to the confidentiality section below.

POTENTIAL RISKS
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One possible risk is that you may feel obligated to participate in the study, as you and your child
are receiving a free service. Your decision to participate or not is totally up to you and you may
discontinue at any point during the interview.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS
Findings from this study will make a significant contribution to the reading program and more
broadly to practice in general. The findings will point policy makers to move towards designing
and implementing programs for children displaying reading difficulties. Moreover, this study
will also point to the importance of continual or on-going programming for vulnerable children,
particularly those with reading difficulties.

CONFIDENTIALITY
All information you provide is considered confidential; your name will not be included or, in any
other way, associated with the data collected in the study. Furthermore, you will not be identified
individually in any way in written reports of this research. With permission, both investigators
intend to use anonymous quotations. All information, including audio tapes and transcripts will
be kept under lock and key until completion of the study and then disposed by erasing the tape
and discarding them within a two year time frame. Written records will be shredded and audio
tapes will be erased. Data collected during this study will be stored at Brock University with the
principal investigator and student principal investigator. Data pertaining to the research study
will be kept for two years after which time it will be destroyed. Access to this research data will
be restricted to the research team consisting of Dr. John McNamara and Tara Johnston working
on the research project.

VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION

Participation in this study is voluntary. If you and your child wish, you may decline to answer
any questions or participate in any component of the study. Further, you and your child may
decide to withdraw from this study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of
benefits to which you are entitled. Participation or withdrawal at any time from the study will
have no bearing on your child’s participation in the CHYS 3P93 Program. If you choose to
withdraw from the study, all of the data collected from you will be destroyed. As a participant,
you can withdraw up to 2-3 days after the interview has been conducted.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS
Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences.
Feedback about this study will be available by approximately November 2017 by the principal
investigator who will e-mail a brief report indicating the general results.
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CONTACT INFORMATION AND ETHICS CLEARANCE
If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the
Principal Investigator using the contact information provided above. This study has been
reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University
(file 16-271).

Thank you for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT FORM
Parent Consent
I agree to participate in this study described above. I have made this decision based on the
information I have read in the Information-Consent Letter. I have had the opportunity to receive
any additional details I wanted about the study and understand that I may ask questions in the
future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name: ___________________________

Signature: _______________________________

Date:

___________________________

Parent Consent on Behalf of Child
I agree to allow my child to participate in the child interviews. I have made this decision based
on the information I have read in the Information-Consent Letter. I have had the opportunity to
receive any additional details I wanted about the study and understand that I may ask questions
in the future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name: ___________________________

Signature: _______________________________
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Date:

___________________________

Informed Consent (Participating Child’s Reading-based Data)
Date:
May, 2017
Project Title: Literacy Intervention for Struggling Readers – Knowledge Mobilization in
our Communities
Principal Investigator:
John McNamara
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-688-5550 ext. 3835
Principal Student Investigator:
Tara Johnston
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-920-8249
INVITATION
You and your child are invited to participate in a study that involves research. The purpose of
this study is to develop and measure the effects of CHYS 3P93, a course offered at Brock
University where Brock students work with children from the Niagara community to support
their reading-based needs. The research will be conducted by Dr. John McNamara and Tara
Johnston from Brock University. The research is aimed at measuring the effectiveness of the
CHYS 3P93 reading program.

WHAT’S INVOLVED
You child will be participating in the CHYS 3P93 reading program regardless of your
participation in the study component of the program. If you and your child choose not to be
included in the study, your child will continue to receive program. Part of the regular
programming involves assessing your child’s reading skills on the first and last evening of
programming. This data is typically gathered for your reading report to give you information
about your child’s reading needs. If you and your child choose to accept the invitation to
participate in the program study, the reading-based data that is typically collected on the first and
last evening of the program will be collected and used to assess the general usefulness of the
CHYS 3P93 program. The data will be collected by your child’s tutor (as normal) but will also
be used in a general data set that Dr. John McNamara and Tara Johnston will analyze to assess
how well the CHYS 3P93 is working. Overall, we are interested in whether the CHYS 3P93
program is increasing participating children’s reading scores.

POTENTIAL RISKS
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There are no known or anticipated risks associated with participation in this study. Your decision
to participate or not is totally up to you and you may discontinue at any point during the
program.

POTENTIAL BENEFITS
Findings from this study will make a significant contribution to the reading program and more
broadly to practice in general. The findings will point policy makers to move towards designing
and implementing programs for children displaying reading difficulties. Moreover, this study
will also point to the importance of continual or on-going programming for vulnerable children,
particularly those with reading difficulties.

CONFIDENTIALITY
All information you and your child provide is considered confidential; your name will not be
included or, in any other way, associated with the data collected in the study. Furthermore, you
will not be identified individually in any way in written reports of this research. Data collected
during this study will be stored at Brock University with the principal investigator and student
investigator. Data pertaining to the research study will be kept for two years after which time it
will be destroyed. Access to this research data will be restricted to the research team consisting
of Dr. John McNamara and Tara Johnston working on the research project.
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you and your child wish, you may decline to participate
in any component of the study. Further, you and your child may decide to withdraw from this
study at any time and may do so without any penalty or loss of benefits to which you are entitled.
Participation or withdrawal at any time from the study will have no bearing on your child’s
participation in the CHYS 3P93 Program. If you choose to withdraw from the study, all of the
data collected from you will be destroyed. As a participant, you can withdraw up to 2-3 days
after the interview has been conducted.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS
Results of this study may be published in professional journals and presented at conferences.
Feedback about this study will be available by approximately November 2017 by the principal
investigator who will e-mail a brief report indicating the general results.

CONTACT INFORMATION AND ETHICS CLEARANCE
If you have any questions about this study or require further information, please contact the
Principal Investigator using the contact information provided above. This study has been
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reviewed and received ethics clearance through the Research Ethics Board at Brock University
(file 16-271).

Thank you for your assistance in this project. Please keep a copy of this form for your records.

CONSENT FORM
I agree to participate in this study described above. I have made this decision based on the
information I have read in the Information-Consent Letter. I have had the opportunity to receive
any additional details I wanted about the study and understand that I may ask questions in the
future. I understand that I may withdraw this consent at any time.

Name: ___________________________

Signature: _______________________________
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Date:

___________________________

Appendix H: Child Assent Form
Assent for Children Participating in Interviews.
Date:
May, 2017
Project Title: Literacy Intervention for Struggling Readers – Knowledge Mobilization in
our Communities
Principal Investigator:
John McNamara
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-688-5550 ext. 3835
Principal Student Investigator:
Tara Johnston
Child and Youth Studies, Brock University
Tel: 905-920-8249
We want to tell you about a research study we are doing. A research study is a way to learn more
about something. We would like to find out more about how this reading program you attend
here at Brock University is helping you with your reading. You are being asked to join the study
because we think that how you are doing in this program is important and we want to learn about
how to make this program even better than it already is.

If you agree to join this study, you will be asked to spend about 10 minutes talking to me
(teaching assistant). I will ask you about 10 questions about how you feel about this reading
program and about reading in general.

There isn’t anything that you won’t like about these questions and you can ask me to stop these
questions anytime and we will then just go back to working on your reading with your tutor.

If you do agree to have me ask you some questions, we will learn more about how this program
has worked for you and whether we need to change anything.

You do not have to take part in these questions. It is up to you. You can say okay now and
change your mind later. All you have to do is tell me you want to stop. No one will be mad at
you if you don’t want to be in the study or if you join the study and change your mind later and
stop.
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Before you say yes or no to being in this study, I will answer any questions you have. If you
want to answer my questions, you can ask me questions at any time. Just tell me that you have a
question.
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Appendix I: Interview Questions
Student Tutors
1. What would you say are key elements that contribute to CHYS 3P93’s success?
2. Have you seen any changes in motivation for reading as a result of your child
participating in CHYS 3P93?
3. Have you noticed any immediate changes in your child’s reading skills?
4. Did the CHYS 3P93 program benefit your child? If so, in what ways?
5. What were key elements of the program (specific examples) that contributed to your
child’s success or appreciation of the program?
6. How will CHYS 3P93 contribute to your academic trajectory? Your career trajectory?
7. Can you talk about CHYS 3P93 as a course offered at Brock University; are there
benefits to taking a course like this? Are there drawbacks to taking a course like that?
8. The Spring Reading Program has a partnership between Brock University and the
Learning Disabilities Association of Niagara Region; what are your impressions of this
partnership and the program?
9. What is different about this course that stands out to you?
Parents
1. Why did you choose to have your child participate in the Spring Reading Program? Tell
me more what caught your interest?
2. Since beginning the program, have you seen any changes in motivation or engagement in
reading? Please explain.
3. How does your child perceive the program? Do they get excited before coming?
4. What were key elements of the program (specific examples) that contributed to your
child’s success or appreciation of the program?
5. Have you noticed any immediate changes in your child’s reading skills? Can you talk
about how the program has changed your child’s reading?
6. The Spring Reading Program has a partnership between Brock University and the
Learning Disabilities Association of Niagara Region; what are your impressions of this
partnership and the program?
7. What is different about this program that stands out to you?
8. How will you go forward after this program is over? Will you continue to do the things
that you have learned?
Children
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Do you enjoy school?
What do you like best about school?
Do you like reading?
Why do you like reading?
Did you like coming to the Reading Program?
Do you like working with your tutor?
What do you like best about working with your tutor?
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8. Has the Reading Program made you like reading more?
9. If your friend wanted to join the program, what would you tell them?
10. What did you like best about the program?
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