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CHAPTER I 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

A top priority for this nation has been to improve educational results for Latino 

youths (Duran et al., 2010). In the country today, students who are non-English speakers 

face certain challenges in becoming well educated and have a higher chance in 

developing  reading problems and lower academic attainment (Farver et al., 2009). 

English  language learners (EL’s) are more inclined to have weak literacy skills, lower 

academic  attainment, higher-grade recurrence and school dropout rates compared to their 

non-EL  classmates (Farver et al., 2009). 

The quickest developing student population in the United States schools currently 

is children from outside the country, the majority of whom do not communicate in 

English fluently  and are categorized as English learners (Calderon et al., 2011). Spanish-

speaking  students at this time comprise the biggest bilingual subgroup (Farver et al., 

2009). Several  research studies have cited statistics that show that EL’s are growing 

rapidly in the United States.  In 1999, 14 million Americans from the ages of 5-24 spoke 

a language that was not English at  home (Slavin & Cheung 2005). In the U.S. currently, 

65% of non-English speaking people are  comprised of Hispanics. This is one of the 

quickest growing populations (Slavin & Cheung,  2005). As of 2001, 5.4 million people 
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of the entire populace in the U.S. come from outside the country (Lipka et al., 2005). 

Ethinic minority students are excessively placed in special education, specifically ELs 

receive more special education services compared to monolingual children. Many of the 

referrals received have to do with academic problems  (Cardenas-Hagan et al., 2007). 

Moreover, one study predicted that by the year 2030, Latinos will make up one-fourth of 

the nation’s children (newborn through eight years old), many of which will face the 

problems of being raised in poverty and studying English in mainly Spanish-speaking 

families (Duran et al., 2010). 

In the United States, ELs registered in public schools grew by 65% between 1994 

and  2004 - from 3 to 5 million students - whereas the entire kindergarten through 12th 

grade (K-12)  registration in the U.S. only increased by 12% (Nakamoto et al., 2010; 

Uchikoshi & Marinova-Todd, 2012;). In 2006, Spanish-speaking children represented 34% 

of Head Start  enrollment nationally (Farver et al., 2009). A longitudinal study conducted 

by Hart and Risley (2003), concluded that student’s vocabulary skills are linked to their 

economic backgrounds. 

They stated that by the age of 3, there is a 30 million-word gap between students 

from high SES  families and students from low SES families. They also concluded that 

much of the language that  students use by age 3 comes from their families directly. This 

means that students that come  from a low SES background by the age of 4 have a 30 

million-word difference compared to  students that come from a high SES family. This 

gap continues to grow as students enter school  age and this ensures that they are more 

likely to show slower progress compared to their affluent  counterparts. Moreover, a 

similar study by Fernald, Marchman, and Weisleder (2012), found that  the word gap is 
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more prevalent in students from immigrant families experiencing issues with  language. 

Therefore, this only provides more evidence that schools need to be equipped with the  

best tools and resources to meet the needs of the growing EL population can be found in 

most subjects taught in school. Low reading skills have been  shown to negatively impact 

overall academic attainment (Haager & Windmueller, 2001). Consequently, schools need 

to develop useful methods for helping EL students learn English  reading skills. The 

purpose of this study was to analyze whether a taped-words intervention  using Fry sight 

words enhances the reading skills of ELs. More specifically, the objective was to  

uncover whether the intervention would increase the EL students’ word list reading 

accuracy. According to Farrell et al. (2013), Fry’s sight words were developed in 1957. 

The list of fry words was revised in 1980 based on the number of words that were  

discovered in the daily use of children. Fry’s words include all parts of speech and are 

listed by  frequency. Moreover, it was discovered in 1980 that half of all written 

documents in English  consisted of only 100 immediate words and their universal roots. It 

was also established that  these words contain about 25% of the words used in print, and 

the first 300 words contain about  66% of words in print. 

 In today’s world, there is a current need for research targeting ELs, specifically 

interventions in English that are effective for ELs. Although there are well-documented 

interventions designed for native English-speakers, it is not often replicated or adapted to 

non-native English speakers. Specifically, the taped-words intervention has only been 

applied once to the English Learner population (Bliss et al., 2006). The purpose of this 

study is to further expand on this research by analyzing the effects of this intervention on 

English Learners who possess poor reading skills using Fry’s word lists. Research 
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question includes (a) does the use of the taped-words intervention increase the  student’s 

number of words known (accuracy)?
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CHAPTER II 

 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

Literacy development is made up of several core factors. First, in order for ELs to 

develop literacy they must have language competence in both their native and English 

language,  literacy skills prior to English literacy teaching, value in home language, 

reasoning ability,  language of teaching, and transfer of language abilities between 

languages. Research regarding  the language of teaching has found that children’s innate 

language abilities may simplify or shift  to literacy development in English, and those 

initial innate language abilities then forecast later  English literacy aptitude achievement. 

Furthermore, transfer of language abilities between  languages means that if the 

languages have a similar alphabet, spelling, and depiction of  phonemes, transfer is more 

likely to occur (Restrepo & Gray, 2007).  The National Reading Panel has five 

foundational pillars of reading that are crucial in order to establish reading 

comprehension. When evaluating programs, it is essential to look at the five pillars to 

determine if the reading instruction provided is effective. The five pillars are  phonemic 

awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (National Institute of  Child 

Health and Human Development, 2000). 
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 First, phonemic awareness is the ability to  comprehend that verbal words are 

made up of distinct sounds that are merged simultaneously  when words are stated. 

Second, phonics consists of a set of guidelines that state the association between letters 

and sounds in the forming of words. Phonics helps with the ability for children to read 

and spell words both fluently and accurately. Third, fluency is the ability to read  text 

quickly and accurately. Fluency is important because once the child is fluent, it becomes  

automatic and helps the child to automatically recognize words and become proficient. 

Fourth,  vocabulary is the ability to recognize and express words. There are four types of 

vocabulary that  are known: listening, reading, speaking, and writing. Vocabulary is 

important in word  identification, comprehension, reading to learn and learning to read. It 

is essential for children to  understand what they are reading and the meanings behind the 

words in order to learn from what  they read. Fifth, comprehension is the ability to build 

meaning that is sensible and precise by  linking what has been read to what the student 

knows and processing the information up until its  implicit (National Institute of Child 

Health and Human Development, 2000).   

The National Reading Panel developed a reading skills pyramid that 

conceptualizes how students become successful readers. First, students must develop 

their phonemic awareness skills and letter-sound knowledge early on. This ensures that 

the student becomes a stronger  reader. Second, the student must then be able to work 

with individual sounds (phonemes) and  recognize the relationship between letters and 

sounds to learn how to decode those words. The  third component involves a higher level 

reading skills known as reading fluency. Next,  comprehension of those words being read 

cannot happen without the students connecting  unfamiliar words with words they have 
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already mastered. This allows the student to build on  their vocabulary skills. As EL 

students become more advanced readers, they learn to then  connect these words to their 

oral vocabularies and reading vocabularies. Vocabulary  development involves a higher-

level of reading skills and is most often connected to  comprehension (National Institute 

of Child Health and Human Development, 2000). Lastly, students are then able to 

understand what is being read (comprehension; National Institute of Child Health and 

Human Development, 2000). Knowing these five pillars and implementing them into 

instruction can make reading instruction more effective. 

EL Reading Interventions 

Although there has been research on teaching literacy, instructional practices 

specifically  for EL students are still very fluid in the field (Linan-Thompson et al., 

2003). A recent study found that there is an achievement gap between white and  Latino 

children. For instance, Latino students who enter kindergarten are scoring one standard  

deviation below their same-age white, English speaking classmates on various 

assessments of  literacy. Due to the strong correlations between literacy and language and 

long-term achievement, there is a demand for evidence-based instruction that addresses 

literacy development of ELs in the U.S. (Duran et al., 2010). 

 One study in particular found tremendous results with the use of systematic 

instruction. Vaughn et al. (2006) looked at systematic instruction delivered in Spanish by 

a bilingual instructor to 1st grade EL children. This study examined Spanish instruction 

and the effect on oral  language skills in both English and Spanish. Instruction was 

mainly focused on phonemic  awareness, letter naming, and vocabulary. Vaughn et al. 

(2006) used a flashcard method known  as the flashcard drill, using only unknowns. This 
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intervention was given for five days a week, for  one hour, for nearly the entire school 

year. Results showed that students who were given the  intervention increased 

considerably in all measured dependent variables compared to the control  group. This 

program had great success because it provided many opportunities to respond,  immediate 

corrective feedback, and it was given at a quick pace, all of which align with the 

principles of direct instruction. Moreover, he found that Spanish instruction generalized 

the best  to English oral reading fluency measures after five years (Vaughn et al., 2006).   

 While there is research to support best teaching practices for EL students, there is 

a  disconnect with teacher training regarding teaching students English as a second 

language. In  today’s schools many teachers who teach ELs have limited training, in fact, 

only 30% of teachers  actually receive training for students who are not native English 

speakers as only 20 states are  even required to train teachers in this area (Ballantyne et 

al., 2008). EL instructors must have a  Master’s degree or doctorate in some states 

(Ballantyne et al., 2008). For many elementary  teachers, it is required that they know 

how to assess and teach ELs writing (Schulz, 2009). Best  practice would recommend 

that EL instructors should be trained in bilingual education and have  EL certification to 

be effective (Ballantyne et al., 2008). 

According to the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education, 

there are  expected standards pertaining to EL students including the ability for the 

instructor to obtain  pertinent academic knowledge, assess and evaluate work, field 

experience and model instruction, understanding of diversity, and the ability to obtain 

adequate resources for their students  (Ballantyne et al., 2008). Students who have 

instructors who have received adequate training  have shown to have greater educational 
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gains than those who have teachers who have not  received sufficient training (Gandara et 

al., 2005).  

Some of the frustrations  discussed by teachers are the inability to communicate 

with the parents or the child, lack of  resources, lack of teacher aides, language and 

cultural barriers, trouble motivating ELs, difficulty  making ELs feel comfortable in their 

class and with their peers, and lack of tools and resources  to assess ELs (Gandara et al., 

2005). Moreover, teachers have stated that they are concerned with  their state's testing 

procedures because they feel that the assessments do not adequately assess ELs (Gandara 

et al., 2005). Regrettably, many teachers feel that they are not prepared to deal with all 

the challenges and special accommodations that are needed by ELs (Schulz, 2009).  

Literacy evaluations given in elementary schools are generally presented in English only 

formats, which pose additional barriers as they can become less valid if ELs are unable to  

comprehend assessment questions (Schulz, 2009). Generally, ELs receive 30 minutes of 

EL instruction but attend their general education classes for the remainder of the day, 

typically with instructors who are ill-equipped to instruct them (Calderon et al., 2011; 

Farver et al., 2009; Proctor et al., 2007; Slavin & Cheung, 2005). 

Children who are poor readers in first grade often continue as poor readers in the 

fourth  grade and beyond, and are less likely to be at the same level as their classmates as 

time goes on  (Linklater et al., 2009). The National Assessment of Education Progress 

found  that 73% of ELs fall below basic reading level in fourth grade and eighth grade. 

Even though  these statistics are disheartening, given the right instruction ELs are able to 

attain literacy skills  (Restrepo & Gray, 2007). Furthermore, a correlational study found 

that ELs typically take about  7-10 years to catch up to their classmates in vocabulary. 
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This latency can cause problems in reading comprehension as well as delayed 

vocabulary, which can then affect ELs ability to comprehend text (Chen et al., 2012). 

The purpose of the study conducted by Chen et al. (2012) was to look at two 

metalinguistic features: English attainment awareness and English-Spanish language 

related awareness. They predicted that attainment awareness would predict vocabulary. 

The participants  in this study were 260 fourth and seventh graders from 22 different 

schools. The children in this  study were asked to fill out a family survey to determine 

home language use, immigration  familiarity, and maternal and paternal education. The 

children were then given the Raven’s Standard Progressive Matrices to Measure 

Nonverbal Ability. Phonological awareness was measured using the Elision subtest of the 

Complete Test of Phonological Processing. Letter-Word identification was measured 

using a subtest from the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery. The children were 

also tested on morphological production and morphological structure.  Vocabulary was 

measured using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Third Edition. The  sample 

populations used in this experiment were 89 Spanish-speaking ELs, 77 Chinese-speaking  

ELs, and 78 monolingual English-speaking children in grades 4 and 7 (Chen et al., 2012). 

To  determine if there was an effect on word formation awareness on vocabulary, this 

experiment  conducted a ranked regression examination for each group individually. 

Moreover, cognate  (related language) awareness was measured using cognate and non-

cognate items chosen from  the PPVT assessment (Chen et al., 2012). The results of this 

study found that ELs scored  significantly lower on the vocabulary test compared to their 

non-EL peers. Furthermore,  monolingual children also scored higher in English word 

reading, morphological production, and  morphological structure (Chen et al., 2012). 
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 For ELs, there has been debate on which language to target for instruction 

initially, the  primary or secondary language. Many people argue that one should teach 

children in their native  language while others argue that you should teach in the culture’s 

dominant language (i.e.,  English). There have been numerous studies done in this area 

because of the increase of Spanish- speaking individuals recently. The main focus of this 

review revolves around looking at the  different instructional strategies for developing 

literacy in English for elementary school-aged  English language learners. Moreover, 

there have been numerous studies conducted regarding  reading interventions and reading 

strategies, but there is a lack of research regarding the best  literacy instructional 

strategies. Most importantly, it is becoming very apparent that English-only reading 

interventions are most often administered to students who are English learners.  

 Both Quiroga et al. (2002) and Vaughn et al. (2006) established that EL students’ 

phonemic awareness  in their primary language may predict their English phonemic 

awareness. However, reading  instructions provided solely in English tend to be the most 

effective for developing EL students’ reading skills. In essence, if educators focused on 

building phonemic awareness in only their native language it is insufficient to generalize 

to increase phonemic awareness in English. Therefore, it is extremely critical to create 

reading interventions for EL students that can be given in English. 

Sight Word Reading Interventions 

Sight word recognition and acquisition skills can lead to fluency. This is true if a 

student  has strong decoding skills that allow him/her to recognize words as a whole. 

Levy et al. (1997)  examined the sight-word reading speed on reading fluency and 

comprehension. He established  that if content words are included during the training 
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phase and shorter amounts of time are  allowed to learn these words, then you are most 

likely to increase reading fluency and  comprehension skills. Additionally, Mayfield and 

Holmes (1999) used direct instruction to teach  sight words. The goal of the study was to 

increase the students’ scores on story and unit reading  tests. The researchers took 27 low 

achievement students from a rural low income school district.  They discovered that 

students that received sight-word interventions increased both their reading  fluency and 

comprehension skills. Rinder (1994) implemented a sight-word intervention using  

precision teaching methods. Precision teaching uses progress monitoring on a daily basis 

on  specific skills as well as measuring the speed of skill performance. This ultimately 

has two broad  outcomes: accuracy and fluency. The researchers discovered that students 

who practice their vocabulary words for 30-45 minutes per day and are able to chart their 

performance showed increases in their vocabulary and language-related skills. 

Taped-Words Intervention 

Taped-words interventions are a form of sight-word interventions that have been 

researched and validated across skills and disability type. While most of the research has 

been focused on native or fluent-English speakers, there is evidence to suggest that the 

taped-words intervention can improve English reading skills in English Learners. This 

intervention is made up of one or more lists of words that are recorded on a tape 

recorded. The words are printed on  sheets of paper and the student is asked to read each 

of the words while listening to the word being read on the PowerPoint recorder. The 

student tries to read the word at the same time as the recorded word, or before the 

recording announces the word. 
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Taped-words interventions have been shown to be very effective (Codding et al., 

2009).  First, it allows for self-monitoring. Self-monitoring allows the student to note if 

they have  engaged in the target behavior. The student then modifies their behavior in 

order to meet their  goals (Lalli & Shapiro, 1990). Moreover, the intervention provides 

feedback within 1-5 seconds  after the student hears each prompt. This allows the student 

to learn immediately whether or not  they have read the word correctly and it allows them 

time to change their behavior, which in turn  provides reinforcement to increase their 

correct response (Kazdin, 2001). Moreover, the  intervention allows the student to catch 

their errors and receive immediate feedback which  prevents them from reading the words 

incorrectly (Skinner & Smith, 1992). Modeling is another  benefit of the intervention, 

which has been shown to increase students’ reading accuracy  (Skinner et al., 1997). 

More recently, Bliss et al. (2006) used the  taped-words intervention on an English 

Learner. The researcher used Dolch sight-words to develop the tapes and word lists. On 

the first recording, the sight word was read aloud 1 second  after the presentation of the 

number of the word. On the next recording, there was a 3-second  delay between the 

reading of the number and the reading of the word. The third recording did not  contain 

any delay between the reading of the words and their numbers. The assessment tape  

contained numbers read 3 seconds apart, but not words. The intervention forced the 

student to  freely listen to the lists of words and was asked to read the word from the list 

before hearing it  from the tape. Results showed that the intervention increased the 

student’s sight-word reading  accuracy. 
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CHAPTER III 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

Participants 

The participants in this study were first grade students in general education in an 

urban elementary school. English was not their first language. The participants were 

nominated by their  EL teacher and designated to be at-risk for reading and the students 

were defined “at-risk” for  reading by their performance on STAR benchmark 

assessments (below the 25th percentile). Each of the students' WIDA scores were 

analyzed to ensure that they were identified as Limited  English Proficient (LEP). 

According to the Oklahoma State Department of Education (OSDE),  students are 

identified as LEP and eligible to receive additional English language development  

services if they indicate on a home language survey that they speak another language 

other than  English at home and score below the proficiency level on the WIDA-Access 

Proficiency Test  (W-APT). All of the students were receiving EL support and 

intervention using both phonics and  whole word approaches.
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Materials 

Materials used to implement the taped-words (TW) intervention included printed 

Fry’s sight word lists (first 100 words), computer, word lists recorded on PowerPoint, 

headphones, and stopwatch. 

Design 

A multiple-probe design was used across word lists to evaluate the effects of the 

TW intervention using visual analysis. This design was chosen because it illustrates 

whether a distinct outcome can be credited to the intervention. Specifically, when the 

outcome is due to the intervention, the changes in the dependent variable occur only 

when the intervention is  implemented. This design allows for experimental control 

especially when there is only one  participant available. 

General Procedures 

The word lists were made up of 100 Fry’s sight-words at the first grade reading 

level.  The researcher tested the student on all 100 of the words. The words were 

randomized using a  random number generator found online. The students were asked to 

read all of the words three  times. The words that the students missed were included in 

the intervention pile. The unknown  words were randomly selected and divided into three 

sets of 15 words. Next, three intervention  sheets were developed for each set of 15 

words. The intervention sheets contained the 15 words  in random order three times for a 

total of 45 words per intervention sheet. The 45 words were  numbered. If the students 

made errors reading a word, a time-delay approach was used on the intervention sheets. 

First, the student was given a 5 second time delay on the intervention sheets.  The time 

delay was then decreased by one second after a predetermined number of participant 
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errors, allowing the participants to make fewer errors. This also allowed the students to 

receive at least 5 repetitions to hear the word and answer it correctly. An audio recording 

on PowerPoint  was made for each intervention sheet. The tapes were developed by 

reading the word into the  PowerPoint recording. 

After consent was obtained from the school district, the researcher spoke with the 

site administrator to identify an EL teacher with students needing additional reading 

support. The PowerPoint slides were prepared according to Hopkins et al. (2011): 

1. Open PowerPoint and create the first slide “Start”; when the student clicks, the  

intervention will begin. 

2. Create target-word slides. 

3. Create recordings for each slide. These will not play automatically. 

4. Slide intervals. Five-second intervals will be used. 

5. Audio recording intervals. After the word appears on the screen, the student will  

receive a 5-second auditory delay. 

6. As words are learned, they can be deleted and replaced with new words. 

Baseline Procedure 

 At the beginning of each day, the students were evaluated using the  assessment 

sheets from word Sets A, B, and C on 3 consecutive days. The researcher read a short  set 

of instructions asking the student to read the word lists once. During this time, the 

researcher  followed along on another copy of the word list. Each time the students did not 

read a word  correctly within 5 seconds, the researcher asked the students to move on, then 

marked the word  on his copy of the word list. Corrections and feedback were not provided 
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at this time. A stopwatch was used to time the students as they read the list. Subsequently, 

the researcher counted the number of words correct for each of the lists. 

Treatment Procedure 

For the intervention, the students began with a list of targeted  words from Set A. 

For additional intervention administrations, the students will rotate through  sheets 1, 2, 

and 3 of the Set A intervention sheets until they are ready to move to the next  

intervention phase (Set B). The same procedures will be followed for Set B and Set C. 

Each  intervention consisted of the student listening to the corresponding recording for 

the chosen  intervention word list (e.g., Set A, sheet 1), consisting of 3 columns of 15 

words for a total of 45  words. The words were randomized each day to decrease order 

effects. The student was  instructed to attempt to read each word from the sheet aloud 

before hearing it from the PowerPoint recording within 5 seconds.  

If the student could not or did not read the words aloud  within 5 seconds, the 

student was given a 5 second time delay on the intervention sheets. The  time delay was 

then decreased by one second using a stopwatch after a predetermined number of  

participant errors, allowing the participants to make fewer errors. This also allowed the 

students  to receive at least 5 repetitions to hear the word and answer it correctly. The 

researcher assessed  the student’s reading accuracy and fluency by providing a probe at 

the beginning of each  intervention session. Each probe was randomized each day the 

intervention was given. The researcher administered an assessment probe before and after 

each phase change to account for covariance consistent with the multiple probe design. 

The study lasted approximately 6 weeks during the school year. The intervention was 

implemented 3 times per week for 10 minutes per  session. 
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Maintenance and Generalization. Maintenance and/or baseline data were 

obtained  every fifth day using the assessment probes (List A, B, and/or C) matching the 

condition theparticipant was assigned (see Appendix A for Sight Words). The order of 

these were counterbalanced. 

Interobserver Agreement. To check for interobserver agreement, the graduate 

students listened to 20% of the sessions and scored the student’s word list accuracy in the 

form of a  scripted checklist of what the administrator says during intervention. These 

protocols were how treatment integrity and fidelity were maintained. 

COVID Precautions  

Schools that participate in the study will receive valuable information on how to 

address academic concerns that can have long-term and negative impacts on their 

performance. This information is even more useful since students have had variable  

exposure to school in the past 6 months; so by gathering this data, schools can be better 

equipped to address academic deficits that may be exacerbated by COVID-19. 

Physical Distancing: Before collecting pre-test scores, parental consent will be 

obtained  virtually due to COVID-19. The permission form will be given via email in 

both Spanish and  English. The intervention will also be delivered via ZOOM and 

PowerPoint to comply with the  district’s COVID procedures and to achieve 100% 

integrity. The packets will be emailed to the  parents/guardians to abide by the distance 

learning protocols set by the school district. 

Data-collection for each individual classroom will require minimal contact and take 

approximately 15 minutes, The intervention, data-collection, and contacts will all be done 

virtually using ZOOM. 
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CHAPTER IV 

 

 

RESULTS 

 

Figure 1 displays the number of known word for each of three sets of sight words. 

Visual  analysis of baseline data across the three sets of words show a stable baseline 

with little to no  growth across all phases for the two participants. Once stable baseline 

data were established, the  treatment was introduced in a staggered order across three sets 

of sight words. Student response  to the implementation of the taped-words intervention 

was similar for both participants. Across  each of the problem sets there was a marked 

increase in the trend of the number and rate of known words. Maintenance data shows 

that both students retained learned words across all sets throughout the duration of the 

study. Data did not show any substantive growth during baseline phase or decay within 

the maintenance condition resulting in no covariation across phases. These data 

demonstrate experimental control between the taped problems intervention and increases 

in the number of words learned. 



 

20 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Number of known words across word lists. 
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Figure 2. Number of known words across word lists. 

Interobserver Agreement Results. Protocols for pre and post testing 

(Appendices B and C) were used to maintain treatment integrity. During the pre-testing 

session, 45 words were observed by an independent administrator. Treatment integrity on 

the word reading lists was maintained at 90%. Post-testing IAO on the word reading lists 
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was maintained at 94.4%. IAO on the word list assessments ranged from 72.42% to 

100%.



 

23 

CHAPTER V 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The primary aim of this study was to examine the effects of a taped-sight word 

intervention on English Learners. It is important to note that the EL population in schools 

is  growing in the United States and more interventions and research are needed to 

examine how  English-only interventions influences students ability to read. This study 

expanded the literature  on best practice in teaching English Learners to read in English. 

English Learner students across  Oklahoma are in great need of evidence-based 

interventions. There has been much debate on  whether the interventions need to be 

provided in other languages. This study demonstrates  language matters shouldn’t be 

interpreted as somehow invalidating evidence based interventions  such as taped-words. 

It is important to note that the use of modeling, cues, immediate feedback,  and error 

correction in the taped-words intervention caused the students to learn. This  intervention 

consisted of the students listening to one of three sets of target words on a recorded  

PowerPoint and following along from a printed sheet of words.  

The researched then assessed the  students on that specific word set. This was 

repeated across all three target word sets. Overall,  this study showed that both paticipants 

increased their overall ability to read sight words. The other purpose of this study was to 
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analyze whether a taped-words intervention using Fry  sight words enhances the reading 

skills of ELs. More specifically, the objective was to uncover  whether the intervention 

would increase the EL students’ word list reading accuracy.  Furthermore, the study was 

conducted to compare results against other studies and to see if  results were consistent 

with previous research. In general, replication studies need to be broaden  to include 

students from all demographics. This study concluded that these academic  interventions 

are effective with English Learners. Providing the intervention consistently and  with 

fidelity increased both students ability to read sight words they were never exposed to. 

The  intervention also showed that learned words were maintained throughout the entire 

study. Both  students showed an upward trend and the intervention was considered to be 

effective. The  question that was addressed in this study were: (a) does the use of the 

taped-words intervention  increase the student’s number of words known (accuracy)? The 

answer to this question is YES. The intervention was deemed effective for both students. 

Both students showed improvement in  word list accuracy. A comparison of baseline and 

intervention data shows a clear increase in both  student’s accuracy. It is important to 

note that the intervention was delivered virtually and results  showed that the intervention 

continues to be effective regardless of instructional modality. 
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CHAPTER VI 

 

 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

 

One limitation is that the study was not conducted 5 times per week due to the 

students  only being in school 3 times per week. We probably would have seen stronger 

effects if the  intervention was conducted more frequently. Factors such as absences, 

COVID-19 school  closures, time limitations, and other student activities prevented the 

researcher from working  with each student each day. Future research will need to look at 

how this intervention may/may  not produce different results if delivered in-person and 

for a longer duration. Another limitation  is that the study only included two students, 

which limits our ability to generalize. This study  also did not take into account cognates 

and non-cognates when selecting sight words. Another  limitation is that the intervention 

was not implemented by the teacher. Future research will need  to look at how this 

intervention may/may not produce different results if delivered in-person by a  teacher 

that is familiar with the students. Another limitation is that the study only included two  

students, which limits our ability to generalize. This study also did not take into account 

cognates  and non-cognates when selecting sight words. 

 While this worked with English Learners, future research will need to look into 

implementing this with other students from minority backgrounds to continue to show the 
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effectiveness of this intervention. Another area of research needed is if there are any 

differences if the intervention was provided in both Spanish and English. Another area of 

needed research would be to conduct this study with more students in a rural school 

district that has  limited resources. 

Based on the limitations of this study, future researchers should explore the 

effects on the  reading skills of students who are English Learners. Since only 45 sight 

words were used, future  research can look into using more words and determining if 

these words generalize to other  reading skills. One study can examine the taped-words 

intervention and its influence on reading  comprehension skills for English Learners. 

Another study could be using the taped-words  intervention without the use of cognates 

and its influence on phonemic decoding. Future research  can look into implementing this 

intervention 5 times per week by a teacher that is familiar with  the students and families. 

This study did have several limitations and additional research will be needed in refining 

this intervention, the taped-words intervention continues to prove that it’s an effective 

and useful tool for educators. 
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CHAPTER VII 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

The current study showed the effects of a taped sight word reading intervention on 

the reading skills of two English Learners. Results demonstrated that the intervention 

improved the word list reading accuracy of students learning English. 

There is evidence to suggest that the study was internally valid. A graduate 

student assistant found 90% procedural integrity which contributes to internal validity. 

Moreover, the  data for both students shows that reading accuracy increased when the 

intervention was  implemented. There is some concerns with external validity due to the 

small number of  participants. However, this study showed that results generalized among 

two non-Native English  speakers with very poor reading skills. Similar to what Skinner 

(2008) found, external validity  was limited due to the small sample size. However, there 

is still evidence that shows that the  intervention was effective with English Learners who 

possess poor reading skills. Future  research can look into expanding this intervention 

with more diverse groups and larger sample  sizes. 

Based on the limitations of this study, future researchers should explore the 

effects on the  reading skills of students who are English Learners. One study can 

examine the taped-words  intervention and its influence on reading comprehension skills 
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for English Learners. Another  study could be using the taped-words intervention without 

the use of cognates and its influence  on phonemic decoding. Although in this study, the 

researched implemented the intervention independently throughout each intervention 

session, the students could have done the intervention independently. This intervention 

requires little time from teachers to implement making this intervention both efficient and 

effective. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

 

SETS  

Set A 

 

 

The Or Will Number 

Of One Up No 

And Had Other Way 

A By About Could 

To Words Out People 

In But Many My 

Is Not Then Than 

You What Them first 
That All These Water 

It Were So Been 

He We Some Called 

Was When Her Who 

For Your Woul
d 

Oil 
On Can Make Sit 
Are Said Like Now 

As There Him find 

With Use Into Long 

His An Time Down 

They Each Has Day 

I Which Look Did 

At She Two Get 
Be Do More Come 

This How Write Made 

Have Their Go may 

From If See part 
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Set B 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Number The Or Will 
No Of One Up 

Way And Had Other 

Could A By About 
People To Words Out 
My In But Many 

Than Is Not Then 

first You What Them 

Water That All These 

Been It Were So 

Called He We Some 

Who Was When Her 

Oil For Your Would 

Sit On Can Make 

Now Are Said Like 

find As There Him 

Long With Use Into 

Down His An Time 

Day They Each Has 

Did I Which Look 

Get At She Two 

Come Be Do More 

Made This How Write 

may Have Their Go 

part From If See 
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Set C 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Or The Will Number 

One Of Up No 

Had And Other Way 

By A About Could 

Words To Out People 

But In Many My 

Not Is Then Than 

What You Them first 
All That These Water 

Were It So Been 

We He Some Called 

When Was Her Who 

Your For Would Oil 
Can On Make Sit 
Said Are Like Now 

There As Him find 

Use With Into Long 

An His Time Down 

Each They Has Day 

Which I Look Did 

She At Two Get 
Do Be More Come 

How This Write Made 

Their Have Go may 

If From See part 
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APPENDIX B 

 

 

TAPED SIGHT WORD INTERVENTION PROTOCOL AND SCRIPT 

 

Intervention 

 
There are 3 sets of 15 words in the PowerPoint. Each day the order of the set will 

rotate. 
 
1. After the student has joined you via ZOOM, you will tell them “ You are going 

to listen  to a PowerPoint with some words on it. The same words are printed on this list. 

You will  hear a word. Try to read the word from this printed list before you hear the 

word from the  PowerPoint. Read each word aloud. If you can’t read a word, that’s OK. 

First, you will  hear the first column of words, then the second column of words, and so 

on. Do you have  any questions? (Give further explanation if needed). 
2. Baseline/Assessment Instructions: Read down this list. When you get to the 

bottom of the  column, start here (point to second column). Go ahead (start timer). (Mark 
all word  misread or not read within 5 seconds). (Start timer when child reads last word or 
when  child does not respond to last word for 5 seconds). (Record time at bottom of 
page). 

 

3. Intervention Instructions: The student will begin with a list of targeted words 

from Set A. When the student has mastered this list, they can move on to Set B and Set C. 

Each intervention sheet will consists of 3 columns of 15 words Tell the student: “You 

will read  each word from the sheet aloud before hearing it from the PowerPoint 

recording. When  the student gets to the bottom of the column, start at the next column 

Go ahead (start  timer). (Mark all word misread or not read within 5 seconds). (Start timer 

when child  reads last word or when child does not respond to last word for 5 seconds).. 

(Record time  at bottom of page) 

4. Maintenance Instructions: There is a single list of 45 words labeled with the 

corresponding set. Open the PowerPoint. After the student has joined via ZOOM tell  

them: “Today, I am going to have you read the entire list of sight words we have been  
working on to see how many more words you have learned. The words will go by very  
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quickly and I want you to read aloud the words you know. The ones you do not know just  
wait for the next word. Just try your best Ready, Begin. Start the PowerPoint on the first  

word, it is automatically set to move on to the next word. Stop the PowerPoint when the 
blank black slide comes up. Remind the student to keep looking at the screen and try 

when they don’t know several in a row. Provide basic feedback at the end such as “Great  
job.” 

5. Administrator says: “Now let’s practice the ones you missed.” Pull up the first 

word on  the slideshow view, and say “This word is __________.” Pause and then say, 

“What is  this word? (Wait for an accurate response). Without an accurate response you 

prompt for  one with “This word is ______”. Repeat this step for all missed words. 

Provide simple  praise for all correct words like “right, ummm hmm, good work”. If no 

words are missed  run through the powerpoint backward - starting with the 15th word to 

the 1st word. Repeat  step 4 twice for a total of three cycles. After the three practices, say: 

“Now we are going  to go through the 15 words again and I want you to read me the 

words you know aloud”.  Start the Powerpoint from the 1st word and mark the correct 

words with a CHECK MARK  and the wrong words with a X. Tell the student how many 

more words they got correct  and dismiss the student from the session. 



 

46 

APPENDIX C 

 

 

TAPED SIGHT WORD TREATMENT INTEGRITY PROTOCOL 

 

This protocol is to be used by teachers when working with students using the 

Taped sight word  procedures. It is meant to ensure adherence to treatment and should be 

used when you are  administering the intervention to document how often and for how 

long the intervention is ran. 

Student:_______________________  Date: ________   Start/End Time: 

_________ 

 
Materials 
 
Required: □ Unknown and known item sight words □ Scoring sheet □headphones 

□  Timer 
 

Intervention Procedures 
 
1. Document date, start time, & end time: This is useful when investigating 

student response  to intervention. You can answer how often and consistently the Taped 
sight word  intervention was done and how many instructional minutes were spent with 

the student  engaged in the procedure. 

2. Prepare sight words for use: Using the Target Assessment and/or Pre-
Assessment data  identify unknown items to be used during the intervention session. In 
addition, specify  the number of cycles to be used with these items. 

3. For an unknown item, hold up a flashcard and say, “This 

(letter/sound/number/word) is  ______. What (letter/sound/number/word) is this?” If the 

student correctly responds,  praise and move to the next flashcard. If the student responds 

incorrectly, provide  corrective feedback and repeat model and prompt saying, “No, the 

(letter/sound/number/word) is ______. What (letter/sound/number/word) is this?” Repeat 

until student correctly responds. Record student responding.
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1. If revisiting a known item hold up the flashcard and say, “What (letter/sound/number/ 
word) is this?” If the student correctly responds, praise and move to the next flashcard. If 
the student responds incorrectly, provide corrective feedback and present a model and 
prompt saying, “The 

(letter/sound/number/word) is ______. What (letter/sound/number/word) is this?” 

Repeat until student correctly responds. Record student responding. 

4. Tell the student, “Now you should know all the items on the flashcards. You 
are going to  read all the sight words ___ (e.g., 5) more times. I want you to do your best 
to say all the  (letters/sounds/numbers/words) correctly.” 

5. Summarize the intervention, “Each day we meet we will do the same set of 

activities.  You will begin by saying (letters/sounds/numbers/words) on flashcards, I will 
help you  with (letters/sounds/numbers/words) you have trouble with, then you will read 

the  flashcards eight more times. Lastly we will graph how many (letters/sounds/numbers/ 

words) you said correctly and compare it to other times you read to see how much you 

improved. Do you have any questions?” When providing feedback remember to attribute 
increased reading skills to effort & practice. 
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