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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

I have taught secondary ESL in one district for nine years, and over that time I
have noticed a change in the demographics of the students in my classes. Nine years ago,
the majority of the students I taught were recent immigrants with either limited formal
schooling or adequate schooling. However, when I began teaching at the middle school
six years later, the population of English learners was vastly different. The majority of the
students in my classes was either born in the United States or at least had been attending
school in the U.S. since kindergarten. While my students had strong social language
skills, many lacked the academic language needed to participate in academic class
discussions. Many also performed below grade level in reading and writing and struggled
in their content area classes as well. I began to realize that their needs were much
different than those of the type of English learners I taught at the high school level.
I discovered that an increasing number of my ELs were long-term English learners
(LTELs). The number of students who had been receiving ESL services since
kindergarten and continued to receive services in at least eighth grade was on the rise. I
was concerned by this discovery, which prompted my interest and work to understand
why and what educators can do to provide more effective and efficient reading
instruction for these students.
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This year, of my 54 students, 44 are long-term English learners. The district in
which I work defines LTELs as English learners who have been in U.S. schools for over
5 years and are not meeting grade-level standards. The district chose this definition based
on a combination of the work of Olsen (2010), Dutro and Kinsella (2011), district data,
and programming capabilities. According to Olsen (2010), a good working definition of a
long-term English learner “is a student who has been enrolled in U.S. schools for more
than six years, is making inadequate progress toward English proficiency, and is
struggling academically” (p. 31). In the second chapter of this report, I present
characteristics of LTELs, as well as factors that appear to contribute to ELs becoming
LTELs.
This population of ELs has fueled my research interest. It has led me to question
whether or not these students have been receiving the instruction they require to develop
the academic English proficiency they need to be successful in school. If not, what can
ESL teachers do to help these students to develop academic English proficiency?
This year, I have had the opportunity to co-teach with a secondary literacy
specialist. Through conversations, collaboration and planning, we decided to fuse literacy
and ESL best practices into our instruction. We agreed that our LTELs struggled with
reading and wanted to find an instructional strategy that would allow us to target reading.
Based on the research and practice in literacy, my colleague suggested an approach called
sustained silent reading. These questions and her advice prompted me to study what
effects sustained silent reading (SSR) has on eighth grade LTELs’ reading achievement.
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The hope is to understand whether incorporating SSR into ESL instruction can provide
LTELs with a more effective and efficient reading instruction.
Sustained Silent Reading
According to Chow and Chou (2000), the term uninterrupted sustained silent
reading (USSR) was first presented in 1960. Since then many schools implemented some
form of a sustained silent reading (SSR) program in their classrooms (Gardiner, 2005).
There are many variations of SSR programs, however, in this paper, I will use the name
SSR to refer to class time designated for self-selected silent independent reading. The
purpose of SSR is to help students develop the reading habits of literate adults and
improve English proficiency (Gardiner, 2005).
Sustained Silent Reading and Reading Development
In this study, I am particularly interested in the relationship between the use of
SSR and the acquisition of reading skills. Specifically, how effective is the
implementation of an SSR program in an ESL class with middle school LTELs? There is
little literature on this topic.
According to Krashen’s (2004) comprehension hypothesis, we acquire language
when we understand messages, both what people say to us and what we read. In other
words, we acquire language by input. Krashen suggests research has shown that reading
is an excellent source of comprehensible input. Further, SSR is the type of reading that is
the most consistent with the principles of the comprehension hypothesis (Krashen, 2011).
Krashen’s theories have been criticized for lacking foundational studies to inform the
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theory (A. Mabbott, personal communication, August 1, 2013). In this study, I hope to
provide some data to test his theory.
MAP Reading Assessment
The Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) reading assessment is an adaptive
and computerized formative assessment. The assessment is designed to measure reading
achievement of elementary and secondary school students. The difficulty of the test is
adjusted to the student’s performance. Each question is based on how the student has
answered the previous questions. If the student answers correctly, the questions become
more difficult. If the student answers incorrectly, the questions become easier. Upon
completion of the assessment, each student receives an achievement score
(http://www.nwea.org).
Role of the Researcher and Description of the Study
My role as researcher will be as data collector. The participants were twelve
eighth grade students in my Academic Language Development (ALD) 4 class. These
students were placed into this class based on English language proficiency. Their level of
English proficiency level was determined by performance on either the WIDA MODEL
or ACCESS for ELLs Test of English Language Proficiency (World-Class Instructional
Design and Assessment [WIDA], 2011). Students in my ALD 4 class generally scored at
a level 4 on the assessment. According to the WIDA speaking and writing performance
definitions, a level four EL will be able to produce the following with instructional
support:
•

Short, expanded, and some complex sentences
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•

Organized expression of ideas with emerging cohesion

•

A variety of grammatical structures

•

Sentence patterns characteristics of particular content areas

•

Specific and some technical content-area language

•

Words and expressions with expressive meaning through use of collocations and
idioms across content areas

With respect to reading and listening, a level four EL will process the following with
instructional support:
•

Connected discourse with a variety of sentences

•

Expanded related ideas

•

A variety of complex grammatical constructions

•

Sentence patterns characteristic of particular content areas

•

Specific and some technical content-area language

•

Words or expressions with multiple meanings across content areas
Students received direct instruction in a supplementary ESL class. I saw these

students during a 49 minute period five days a week. During this time, students received
content-based academic language and reading instruction. SSR was practiced for 15-20
minutes four days a week and 40 minutes one day a week for the academic school year.
This time was taken from ALD class time. During SSR, students self-selected a book. To
facilitate selection, students were given access to approximately 200 books in the
classroom, as well as access to the media center and other teachers’ book collections.
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Further, during SSR, the teacher was a role model as a reader and read her own selfselected book. The teacher also conferred with each student once a week about his or her
book, test scores, and goal setting. There was minimal accountability for what they read.
For example, no book reports, summaries, or comprehension questions were required.
However, at the end of each SSR session, students completed a reading log. Students
chose one prompt to respond to each session. The purpose of the reading log was to
monitor students’ reading and to get students thinking and writing academically about
their reading.
During ALD 4 students received content-based academic language and reading
instruction. When students were not engaged in SSR, instruction consisted of word work,
structured academic conversations, reading strategies for nonfiction texts such as tracking
the text, written responses to texts, and read alouds.
Background of the Researcher
I currently teach sixth and eighth grade ELs at a public middle school in a first
ring suburban school district. This is my third year at the middle school but my ninth in
the district. The first six years I was at the high school.
As I stated above, this year I have had the opportunity to receive co-teaching
support from a secondary literacy specialist. Two of her responsibilities this year were to
build capacity of ESL teachers as teachers of reading and writing and to increase literacy
and academic language proficiency of students. With her guidance, I implemented a form
of SSR into all of my ALD classes. My informal observations tell me that students appear
to have improved stamina and engagement in their reading.
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Guiding Question
In this thesis, I will address the question:
How do MAP reading scores of long-term English learners (LTELs) engaged in sustained
silent reading (SSR) differ from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR program?
Summary
In this study, I will focus on the effects of SSR on eighth grade LTELs’ reading
achievement. I am motivated to find a way to increase the academic achievement of ELs,
specifically LTELs. I want to find out whether incorporating SSR into ESL instruction
was an effective intervention.
Chapter Overviews
In Chapter One I introduced my research by establishing the purpose, significance
and need for the study. The context of the study was briefly introduced, as was the role,
assumptions and biases of the researcher. The background of the researcher was provided
as well as my guiding question related to the effectiveness of SSR on eighth grade LTELs
reading achievement.
In Chapter Two I will provide a review of the literature relevant to LTELs and
SSR. Chapter Three includes a description of the quantitative research design and the
methodology that guides this study. Chapter Four presents the results of the study. In
Chapter Five I reflect on the data collected. I also discuss the limitations of the study,
implications for further research and recommendations for successful implementation of
SSR in an ESL classroom with LTELs.

8

CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

The purpose of this study is to determine whether incorporating SSR into ESL
instruction can provide LTELs with more effective and efficient reading instruction. The
ultimate goal is to determine how MAP reading scores of LTELs engaged in SSR differ
from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR program.
This chapter presents a description of LTELs, their characteristics, and factors
that contribute to becoming an LTEL. It includes an overview of SSR and research on the
benefits of SSR for second language acquirers.
Long-Term English Learners
Long-Term English Learners (LTELs) are one type of English Learner. Some of
the labels applied to LTELs are negative, some are neutral, and some are not strictly
exclusive to LTELs. These include: “ESL Lifers,” “The 1.5 Generation,” “Forever LEP,”
and “The 6 Plusers.” While they are not a new group of ELs, there is little national data
available on LTELs. However, research shows that by the time LTELs arrive in
secondary schools, they are struggling academically. They have very weak academic
language and significant deficits in reading and writing skills (Olsen, 2010). The number
of years used to define an LTEL varies from five or more years in U.S. schools to seven
or more years. Those who believe that LTELs should be defined as students who
continue to have significant difficulty with academic English after seven years in U.S.
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schools are basing that belief on linguistic research that “it normatively takes up to seven
years to reach proficiency in a second language” (Olsen, 2010, p. 12). In an oft-cited
longitudinal study, Collier and Thomas (1997) found that ELs who are schooled in all
English (L2) take seven to ten or more years to reach grade level performance on English
reading.
Freeman, Freeman & Mercuri (2002), Kinsella (2013), and Olsen (2010) all agree on the
following characteristics that describe LTELs by the time they arrive in secondary
schools:
•

Been in U.S. schools for at least 6 years

•

Perform below grade level in reading and writing

•

Have conversational fluency in both home language and English

•

Lack academic language and literacy skills needed to participate and succeed in school.

•

Have significant gaps in academic background knowledge.

•

Are at risk of failing or dropping out of school.

Kinsella (2013) and Olsen (2010) both discuss that LTELs are students who:
•

Have developed habits of non-engagement, learned passivity, and invisibility in school.
They have not developed behaviors associated with school success.

•

Are typically stuck at intermediate levels of English proficiency or below; others reach
higher levels of proficiency but are unable to achieve enough academic language to be
reclassified.

Freeman, Freeman & Mercuri (2002) adds the following characteristics:
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•

Students have a false perception of their academic achievement. As students are
promoted from one grade to the next, students and their families assume they have
mastered the skills for that grade.

•

Students have no or low literacy skills in their first language or English.

•

Students earn adequate grades but low test scores.

•

Students are in the process of losing their home language.

Through her research of the educational background of LTELs, Olsen (2010)
identified several factors that seem to contribute to becoming a Long-Term English
Learner:
•

Received no language development program at all during entire schooling.

•

Enrolled in weak language development programs or poorly implemented programs.

•

Given elementary school curricula and materials that were not designed to meet English
learners’ needs.

•

Were delivered narrowed curricula and only partial access to the full curricula. English
learners only have as much access to the curriculum as the teacher finds ways to make it
comprehensible.

•

Had a history of inconsistent programs – this inconsistency is due to both mobility of
students and changes in programs and instruction provided. This results in limited
opportunities for academic language development in both home language and English.

•

Were socially segregated and linguistically isolated – English learners tend to be
clustered in classes primarily with other English learners. Therefore, they learn English
from other English learners.

•

Moved transnationally – although most LTELs were born in the United States and have
been in the United States schools since kindergarten, many have a history of transnational
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schooling. Each move back and forth during the course of their education results in
interruption of language development of either their home language or English. Further, it
results in a gap in knowledge, as curriculum is not aligned across school systems.

As I noted above, one characteristic that describes Long-Term English Learners is
that they lack the literacy skills required to understand academic texts, complete
academic work, and participate in academic classroom discussions. LTELs perform
below grade level in reading. As a result, LTELs have gaps in academic background
knowledge, struggle in content area classes, and are not reaching grade level standards on
standardized tests or English proficiency assessments. Without literacy skills, students are
not able to access the academic content being taught (Kinsella, 2013; Olsen, 2010).
Krashen (2004) strongly advocates for reading, namely free voluntary reading
(FVR). FVR means reading because you want to. He states “FVR is one of the most
powerful tools we have in language education…FVR is the missing ingredient in first
language ‘language arts’ as well as intermediate second and foreign language instruction”
(p. 1). He concludes that reading provides knowledge, both of the world and subject
matter. Reading for pleasure allows students to unconsciously acquire language skills and
become adequate readers. While it is not recommended as the sole instruction, he argues
that it is the foundation of language education.
LTELs are the group of students who enroll in the primary grades as ELs, and yet six
or more years later have not developed the English proficiency needed for academic
success. They have plateaued at an intermediate proficiency level and have accumulated
academic deficits over the years.
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Sustained Silent Reading
Sustained silent reading (SSR) is referred to by many different names, for
example FVR (free voluntary reading), DEAR (drop everything and read), IRT
(independent reading time), and USSR (uninterrupted sustained silent reading).
According to Chow and Chou (2000), SSR is defined as designated class time for selfselected silent independent reading. The theory behind SSR is that the more students read
and enjoy it, the better readers they will become and the more reading skills they will
acquire (Gardiner, 2005). Research suggests that SSR is beneficial for children,
teenagers, adults, and first and second language acquirers (Krashen, 2000).
Effective SSR programs have the following key components in place: 1) students
select their own reading material; 2) have easy access to books; 3) the entire class reads;
4) accountability is non-existent or very low; and 5) students need to be relaxed and
comfortable in their environment (Chow & Chou, 2000; Krashen & McQuillan, 2007;
McCracken, 1971). SSR proponents also recommend that teachers model good reading
habits during SSR time (Chow & Chou, 2000).
There are suggested benefits of SSR on students’ reading. According to Chow &
Chou (2000), students develop a positive attitude toward reading, develop a better
reading habit, and improve in reading skills and vocabulary acquisition.
Many researchers have observed favorable outcomes of SSR, especially for native
English speakers. However, there are several studies that provide evidence that SSR can
be valuable for English as a foreign language students. One study, showing positive

results, was conducted in India (Aranha, 1985). In this study, students participated in SSR
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twice a week in a fourth grade class. Both reading achievement and attitude toward
reading were compared between an experimental class and a control class. The results
indicated that students in the experimental class had high gains in reading attitudes and
achievement scores compared to the students in the control class (Chow & Chou, 2000).
Elley and Mangubhai (1983) studied fourth and fifth grade students of English as
a Foreign Language in the Fiji Islands. English is a required subject beginning in
kindergarten and is taught for thirty minutes a day. The students were divided into three
groups. The control group received traditional instruction via the audio-lingual method.
This method emphasized drill, repetition, and grammar exercises. A second group did
sustained silent reading for the entire thirty minutes. A third group received instruction
via a method called shared reading experience. This method included books read aloud to
the students by the teacher, reading them together, and then books were discussed with
the students. After two years, the SSR and shared reading groups were far superior to
traditionally taught students in tests of reading comprehension, writing, and grammar.
Elley (1991) replicated these results in Singapore. Elley conducted three studies
involving approximately 3,000 children, which lasted from one to three years. The
children followed a program that was a combination of shared reading experience,
language experience, and free reading. The children outperformed traditionally taught
students on a variety of tests of English.
One study completed by Pilgreen and Krashen (1993) in the United States
investigated the effects of SSR on 125 high school ESL students in grades 10 through 12.
The students were at the intermediate English proficiency level. An intermediate English
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proficiency level meant they were also in sheltered subject matter classes. The students
represented approximately 30 different first languages. The students participated in 12 to
15 minutes of SSR per day, and were encouraged to read at home. The program was
sixteen weeks in length. Results indicated that students enjoyed SSR and also showed
that students made gains in the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Comprehension Test. This
study did not have a control group; therefore, results are only suggestive.
Even though SSR is a widespread practice, the National Reading Panel (NRP)
published a report in 2000 on reading instruction concluding that there is no clear
evidence supporting the practice of in-school free reading. They found that there was not
sufficient research from studies of high methodological quality to support that SSR
increases how much students read or improves reading skills. The report suggests that
such research be conducted (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development,
2000).
In Krashen’s critique of the NRP report, he argues that the NRP both missed a
number of studies and misinterpreted some of the studies they included. Specifically, the
NRP included only 14 comparisons of in-school free reading and regular instruction;
Krashen found 53. In the 53 studies, students did as well or better than comparison
students in 50 of the comparisons. Krashen notes that even if one uses the limited
analysis completed by the NRP, the results found SSR students did as well as or better
than comparison students in 10 out of 14 comparisons. He also notes that the NRP did not
include any studies lasting longer than one academic year. This is important because
studies lasting longer show more consistent, positive results (Krashen, 2001; 2004).
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Further, Krashen reports that a finding of “no difference” in comparison studies
suggests that in-school free reading is just as good as traditional instruction. His rationale
is that it is more pleasant than traditional instruction and it provides valuable knowledge
and insights to students. Contrary to the NRP’s conclusion, Krashen concludes that
evidence in support of free reading in school was strong (2001).
SSR is implemented throughout the world. The purpose of SSR is to develop
literacy and language of its participants. Studies have shown that it is good for first and
second language acquirers, and for learners of all ages. I believe it would be particularly
appropriate for my LTELs because of the characteristics that describe them. For example,
my students read and write below grade level and struggle with their content classes.
They also have impressive social interactional language. Therefore, they have a relatively
extensive English vocabulary and familiarity with the basic structures of English as
compared to limited formal schooling (LFS) students or newcomer ELs. While SSR is of
limited use with LFS students and newcomers, it may be valuable for LTELs..
Measures of Academic Progress (MAP)
In this study I have decided to use the MAP reading assessment as a way of
measuring student growth in reading. The MAP reading assessment
(http://www.nwea.org) is a computer-adaptive test that is designed to measure reading
achievement of primary and secondary school students. There are four subareas for the
reading assessment: word meaning, literal comprehension, interpretive comprehension,
and evaluative comprehension. Upon completion of the assessment, each student
receives an achievement score. I chose the MAP reading assessment to measure reading
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growth for the following reasons. First, it is taken in both the fall and spring so it enabled
me to measure growth over an academic year. Second, the subareas for the assessment
represent the skills I hoped students would gain through SSR, namely, text
comprehension and vocabulary comprehension. Third, it is a standardized test.
With respect to reliability and validity evidence of the MAP assessment, the
Buros Institute of Mental Measurement Test Review suggests MAP would benefit from
additional attention in some aspects. One suggestion is that additional descriptive
information should include “data on gender representation, inclusion of special needs and
limited-English proficient students, school type (i.e., public/private), location
(urban/suburban/rural), and other demographic characteristics” (Spies, Carlson &
Geisinger, 2010).
On the other hand, Spies et al. (2010) also found the MAP assessments to have
many advantages such as: precision in scores, efficiency with respect to testing time, and
individual and aggregate score reporting. Further, the computer-adaptive format permits
testing that is tailored to individual students. Therefore, they conclude that MAP
assessments can be used with confidence to measure student learning, relative standing,
and growth with respect to a comparison group.
The Gap
Hundreds of sustained silent reading programs have been studied for over 60
years. These studies have focused primarily on native English speakers or speakers of
English as a foreign language. However, there have been only a small number of studies
that have focused on English learners in the United States, but I could find none which
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were specific to LTELs. Therefore, a current gap exists in the field of ESL regarding
whether or not implementing SSR in an ESL classroom for LTELs would be effective
and efficient instruction. I aim to find out what how MAP scores of LTELs engaged in
SSR differ from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR program. Further, this study
will contribute to the literature on using the MAP reading assessment with EL students.
Research Question
In this study, I will address the question:
How do MAP reading scores of long-term English learners (LTELs) engaged in sustained
silent reading (SSR) differ from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR program?
Summary
In this chapter, I have defined LTELs, their characteristics, and factors that
contribute to becoming an LTEL. It gave an overview of SSR and research on the
benefits of SSR for second language acquirers. I discussed why the MAP reading
assessment is appropriate for this study. In the next chapter, I will discuss the

methodology of my study, including an overview of the quantitative research paradigm. I
will also describe the method and procedure used to analyze the data.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

This study is designed to explore the impact of SSR on eighth grade LTELs’
reading achievement. The guiding question in this study is: How do MAP reading scores
of LTELs engaged in SSR differ from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR program?
Overview of Chapter
This chapter describes the methods used in this study. First, a description and
rationale of the quantitative research paradigm is discussed. Second, the data collection
technique is presented, including a comprehensive description of the participants and
setting. Third, the procedure used in this study is outlined. This chapter ends with
descriptions of how the data will be analyzed, the validity and reliability of the data, and
the ethical considerations related to this study.
Quantitative Research Paradigm
The purpose of this study is to determine the relationship between the dependent
and independent variables; therefore, quantitative research is required. In this study, the
dependent variable is LTELs’ MAP reading scores and the independent variable is the
use of sustained silent reading (SSR) with LTELs. There are four types of quantitative
research: descriptive, correlational, causal-comparative or quasi-experimental, and
experimental (Macky & Gass, 2005). This study will be somewhere in between causalcomparative and experimental. True experimental design requires that subjects be

19
completely randomly assigned to control and experimental groups. I needed to use intact
classes for this study so the participants cannot be completely randomly assigned, which
aligns with causal-comparative design. However, causal-comparative research typically
does not have the researcher manipulating the independent variable. On the other hand, in
an experimental study, researchers manipulate a variable to determine the effect(s) on
another variable. The goal is to determine causality. One way to do this is to measure
subjects before and after a treatment. Using a pretest/posttest design, an immediate effect
of the manipulation can be determined. The data collected is then quantified and analyzed
numerically (Mackey & Gass, 2005; Ouyang, n.d; “Key elements of a research proposal”,
2010).
Data Collection
Participants
There were a total of 23 participants in this study. I needed to use two intact
classes for this study. Participants were enrolled in the classes based on English language
proficiency level. The counseling department at the school randomly assigned each
participant to one of the two classes. No clustering was implemented for the assignments
of these classes. Although unintentional, it is important to note that the control group is
made up entirely of participants whose first language is Spanish, whereas the
experimental group is made up of participants whose first language is Lao, Cambodian,
and Hmong as well.
The participants in the experimental group of the study (see Table 1) were twelve
eighth grade students in an Academic Language Development (ALD) 4 class. All names

20
are pseudonyms. Students were enrolled in the class based on language proficiency level.
Students’ language proficiency levels were determined using either the WIDA MODEL
Test of English Language Proficiency or the WIDA ACCESS Test of English Language
Proficiency (http://www.wida.us). There are seven female and five male students. The
age range is from 13 to 14 years old. Students’ first languages include Spanish, Lao,
Hmong, and Cambodian. Eleven of the students were born in the United States and one in
Mexico. All twelve students are LTELS.
Table 1

Experimental Group

Name
Desserei

Gender
Female

First
Language
Spanish

WIDA
Access for
ELL
Composite
2011-2012
Proficiency
Level
4.9

Lalo

Male

Spanish

4.1

Summer

Female

Lao

N/A

Nicole

Female

Spanish

3.2

Jennifer

Female

Spanish

4.1

Jonathan

Male

Spanish

4.1

Miguel

Male

Spanish

3.6

Johanna

Female

Spanish

3.7

Timmy

Male

Cambodian

4.4

Karla

Female

Spanish

4.1
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Cinthia

Female

Spanish

3.5

Ty

Male

Hmong

3.6

Control Group
The participants in the control group of the study (see Table 2) were eleven eighth
grade students in an Academic Language Development (ALD) 4 class. All names are
pseudonyms. Students were enrolled in the class based on language proficiency level.
Students’ language proficiency levels were determined using the either the WIDA
MODEL Test of English Language Proficiency or the WIDA ACCESS Test of English
Language Proficiency (http://www.wida.us). There are eight female and three male
students. The age range is from 13 to 14 years old. All of the students’ first language is
Spanish. Ten of the students were born in the United States and one in Mexico. All
eleven students are LTELS.
Table 2
Control Group

Name
Filiberto

Gender
Male

First Language
Spanish

WIDA
Access for
ELL
Composite
2011-2012
Proficiency
Level
4.4

Lysandra

Female

Spanish

3.5

Jacqueline

Female

Spanish

4.6

Kevin

Male

Spanish

3.8
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Laeny

Female

Spanish

4.2

Alejandra

Female

Spanish

4.2

Ana

Female

Spanish

3.8

Alondra

Female

Spanish

3.6

Veronica

Female

Spanish

3.8

Alexis

Male

Spanish

4.2

Chelsea

Female

Spanish

3.2

Location/Setting
The context for this study is a first ring suburban public middle school in the
upper Midwest. The school has a population of approximately 900 students. About thirty
percent of the students are English learners (ELs). More than ninety percent of the ELs
are LTELs.
Data Collection Technique
The MAP reading assessment is a formative assessment that is both adaptive and
computerized. A typical MAP test has approximately 40 to 50 multiple-choice items.
There are four goal subareas for reading: word meaning, literal comprehension,
interpretive comprehension, and evaluative comprehension (Spies et al., 2010). The
difficulty of the test is adjusted to the student’s performance. Each question is based on
how the student has answered the previous questions. If the student answers correctly, the
questions become more difficult. If the student answers incorrectly, the questions
become easier. Upon completion of the assessment, each student receives an individual
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RIT (Rasch UnIT) score. This score is a standardized, normed achievement score
(http://www.nwea.org). The score ranges from 140 to 300 (Spies et al., 2010). The RIT
scores make it possible to monitor student growth throughout the school year and from
year to year. After the fall assessment, students also receive an average growth score to
try to reach or surpass by the spring assessment. This growth score is determined by
norms based on average RIT growth for students at that particular level and grade.
Teachers use growth and achievement data from MAP assessments to make instructional
decisions (http://www.nwea.org). Data was collected using the NWEA website and
entered in a spreadsheet. Fall and Spring Map reading scores for each student were
retrieved through the website. Student achievement data was collected using the MAP
reading assessment (http://www.nwea.org).
Procedure
Participants
The participants of the study were 23 eighth grade LTELs. The students were
randomly assigned to one of two ALD 4 classes by the counseling department at the
middle school. The 12 participants in the experimental group engaged in SSR for the
academic school year, while the 11 participants in the control group did not. All
participants took the MAP reading assessment in the fall and spring to measure growth in
reading scores.
Sustained Silent Reading (SSR)
Students participated in SSR for the academic school year during a supplementary
ESL class. SSR was practiced for 15-20 minutes four days a week and 40 minutes one
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day a week. This time was taken from class time. During SSR, students self-selected a
book. To facilitate selection, students were given access to approximately 200 books in
the classroom, as well as access to the media center and other teachers’ book collections.
Students were encouraged to read any type of book that was of interest to them. They
were also encouraged to abandon a book at any time. To create a conducive environment
for reading, students were allowed to read anywhere in the classroom. To offer
encouragement to read, the teacher was a role model as a reader and read her own selfselected book. The teacher also conferred with each student once a week about his or her
book, test scores, and goal setting. If students exhibited avoidance behaviors, the teacher
would offer gentle reminders, explicit explanations about the importance of reading, and
provide guidance in finding books. Another component of SSR was minimal
accountability for what they read. For example, no book reports, summaries, or
comprehension questions were required. However, at the end of each SSR session,
students completed a reading log. Students chose one prompt to respond to each session.
The purpose of the reading log was to monitor students’ reading and to get students
thinking and writing academically about their reading.
During ALD 4 students received content-based academic language and reading
instruction. When students were not engaged in SSR, instruction consisted of word work,
structured academic conversations, reading strategies for nonfiction texts such as tracking
the text, written responses to texts, and read alouds. The control group participated in this
same instruction minus the SSR.
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Pre-/Post-test
Students took the MAP reading assessment in the fall and spring. The assessment
was administered both times during their English Language Arts class over two class
periods. If students required additional time, they finished the assessment as computers
became available. Using the NWEA website, I retrieved their scores and growth targets
and entered them in an spreadsheet for analysis. I also calculated each student’s actual
fall to spring growth and entered this data on the spreadsheet as well.
Data Analysis
Once the data was entered in a spreadsheet, I ran two t-tests to compare the fall to
spring growth of the experimental and control group. A t-test is a statistical test used to
compare two means to determine whether the difference between them is statistically
significant (Ravid, 2005). More specifically, I ran two two-tailed independent sample ttests because the two groups whose means I was comparing are independent of each
other. One t-test I ran compared the actual fall to spring growth of the experimental and
control group. The other t-test I ran compared the actual fall to spring growth minus the
expected growth of the experimental and control group.
In addition to the t-tests, Frank Shaw, statistics professor at Hamline University,
ran the Wilcoxon Rank-Sum test. It is a nonparametric alternative to the two-sample t-test
and is used when there are conspicuous outliers or other deviations from normality.
Verification of Data
I am ensuring internal validity with peer review of the data. I had a colleague
review students’ data before it was analyzed. This consisted of a colleague viewing each
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student’s MAP report and crosschecking it with the scores entered on the spreadsheet to
ensure accuracy. Frank Shaw, statistics professor at Hamline University, reviewed the
data after analysis and interpretation to ensure accuracy. For example, he re-ran the ttests, to verify the tests were run correctly.
Ethics
This study employed the following safeguards to protect informants’ rights.
1. Removing of all student identifiers; use of pseudonyms.
2. Obtaining permission and following the Human Subjects Research protocol from
Hamline University.
3. Obtaining approval from district before research began.

Conclusion
In this chapter, I described the method I used to examine how MAP scores of
LTELs engaged in SSR differ from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR program. I
described the data collection method, the procedure, and data analysis. I also accounted
for the validity and ethical factors in my research. The next chapter presents the results of
this study. In Chapter Five I will discuss the major findings and the implications they
have. I will also discuss the limitations of this study, as well as what further research
needs to be done with respect to SSR and LTELs.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

This study took place in a first ring suburban public middle school in the upper
Midwest. Fall and spring MAP reading scores and growth targets for 23 students were
retrieved through the NWEA website. Through the collection of the data, I sought to find
the answer to the following question: How do MAP reading scores of LTELs engaged in
SSR differ from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR program?
Table 3 reports the fall and spring MAP reading scores, growth targets, actual
growth, and difference of actual minus expected growth for each student in the
experimental group. It also reports the average expected growth and average difference of
actual minus expected growth, along with the standard deviation. As indicated in table 3,
students showed an average growth of 7.92 points and an average of 4 points above
expected growth.
Table 3
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP (n=12)
Difference:
Expected

Actual

Actual-

Name

Fall

Spring

Growth

Growth

Expected

Met?

Desserei

217

218

3

1

-2

N

Lalo

223

226

3

3

0

Y
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Summer

216

223

3

7

4

Y

Nicole

181

210

6

29

23

Y

Jennifer

214

215

3

1

-2

N

Jonathan

210

212

4

2

-2

N

Miguel

208

220

4

12

8

Y

Johanna

193

204

5

11

6

Y

Timmy

210

223

4

13

9

Y

Karla

214

219

3

5

2

Y

Cinthia

204

203

4

-1

-5

N

Ty

210

222

4

12

8

Y

Average=

7.92

4.08

StDev=

8.30

7.57

Table 4 reports the fall and spring MAP reading scores, growth targets, actual
growth, and difference of actual minus expected growth for each student in the control
group. It also reports the average expected growth and average difference of actual minus
expected growth, along with the standard deviation.
Table 4
CONTROL GROUP (n=11)

Name
Filiberto

FALL
222

Expected Actual
SPRING Growth
Growth
222
3
0

Difference:
ActualExpected
Met?
-3
N

Lysandra

209

206

4

-3

-7

N

Jacqueline

211

212

4

1

-3

N

29
Kevin

218

217

3

-1

-4

N

Laeny

219

220

3

1

-2

N

Alejandra

203

184

4

-19

-23

N

Ana

201

216

4

15

11

Y

Alondra

212

209

4

-3

-7

N

Veronica

200

216

4

16

12

Y

Alexis

220

234

3

14

11

Y

Chelsea

201

202

4

1

-3

N

AVERAGE=
STDEV=

2.00

-1.64

10.08

10.15

Table 5 reports the actual growth from fall to spring and the difference of actual
growth minus expected growth for the experimental group and control group. As
indicated in table 5, students in the experimental group showed an average growth of 7.92
points and an average of 4 points above expected growth. Students in the control group
showed an average growth of 2 points and an average of 1.64 points below expected
growth.
Table 5
Gains on the MAP Reading Assessment

Experimental Group

Average
Growth
7.92

Average
Difference: Actual
Growth - Expected
Growth
4.08
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Control Group

2

-1.64

Table 6 reports the p-values from the t-tests and Wilcoxon Rank-Sum test. With
respect to the results of the t-tests, the p-values of around 0.14 point to the fact that there
is so much variation within the growth scores that I can’t assert that I have evidence of a
difference between the control and the experimental group.
Table 6
Statistical Analysis
p-value
0.14

t-test for Actual Growth
t-test for Difference: Actual - Expected

0.15

Wilcoxon Rank-Sum Test

0.108

Conclusion
In this chapter I presented the results of my data collection. In Chapter Five I will
discuss my major findings, their implications, and suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS

In this research project I attempted to answer the question: How do MAP reading
scores of LTELs engaged in SSR differ from LTELs not participating in a formal SSR
program? In this chapter, I will discuss my major findings from the data collected, as well
as the limitations of the study. I will also discuss implications for the educational
profession and suggestions for future research.
Major Findings
Analysis of data led to the following key finding: Sustained silent reading may
lead to increased academic reading skills as measured by the MAP reading assessment.
Even though the results of the study did not reach statistical significance, the
average growth above expected growth of the experimental group exceeded the control
group. Further, the average growth of the experimental group exceeded the control
group. The actual growth scores of individual students in the experimental group
increased for eight of the twelve students compared to only three of the eleven in the
control group. The small sample size of this study does not allow for significant
conclusions; therefore, larger scale studies are needed to show conclusive results.
Although students’ perceptions of SSR were not measured in this study, I was
able to identify an overall positive tone through observation and individual conferencing.
Many students looked forward to SSR time. They asked regularly to ensure it was going

32
to occur. They complained when they had to stop. Many students began to develop a
habit of reading. As the academic year progressed and SSR became a habit, student
reading stamina increased. They began to read for the entire SSR time period. They
started taking books home to read. They finished novels. Some students reported
finishing their first novel ever. Students began to develop an appreciation for reading.
There were, however, students who struggled to become fully engaged during
SSR from time to time. When students displayed avoidance behaviors, I would kindly ask
them to identify their behavior and choose a reason to read, both of which were posted as
anchor charts in the classroom. I would also use this time to see if the student needed to
choose a different book. These behaviors were more typical in the beginning of the year
and phased out as the year progressed.
Limitations
There are several limitations when considering this study. First, this study was
implemented with a limited number of participants. To determine accurate statistics,
more data is needed and thus a larger student population would need to be evaluated.
Also, the need to use intact classes did not allow for complete random assignment of
participants to the experiment or control group. Randomization can enhance experimental
validity (Macky & Gass, 2005). Therefore, in future studies, I will attempt to exert real
random sampling. Second, a different teacher taught the control group. Therefore, there is
variability in how the class is taught. Further, the different teachers may have different
levels of teaching skills. Also, SSR was not the only thing that was taught. It is

possible that students could gain from other parts of the curriculum. In addition, I
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only teach them a part of the day. There is no control over what else the students
are exposed to in the day. Finally, MAP is a standardized test intended for the native

speakers of English in traditional school settings and needs to add additional descriptive
information to include data on inclusion of limited-English proficient students (Spies et
al., 2010). As a measure developed for and normed on English native speakers, the
validity of MAP for English learners has not been clearly established.
Implications
Even though limitations to this study exist, there is evidence that suggests that
SSR is valuable for LTELs with respect to reading ability. Teachers and administrators
should pay particular attention to the structure and implementation of SSR to ensure
success. Teachers and administrators should also be cognizant that SSR is only one
component of instruction and that LTELs need development in all for domains of
language and in multiple contexts.
In addition to following the basic structure of SSR, as outlined in chapter three,
one component I added that I believe was valuable was the individual conferring that
occurred weekly. Students met with the literacy coach or the teacher to discuss their
books, test scores, and goals. Although the meeting was brief, it allowed the student to
take ownership in their learning and data and for the teacher to provide individual
attention to each student. Further, these conferences also allowed students to see the
benefits they were experiencing from SSR.
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Further Research
Further research with a larger student population needs to be conducted. This research
will help educators understand whether or not incorporating SSR into ESL instruction
would be effective and efficient reading instruction.
Research must continue to investigate the effectiveness of SSR on LTELs
language and literacy development. Qualitative and quantitative research should focus on
the structure of SSR as well to maximize its effectiveness. Studies should be designed to
understand the appropriate length and frequency of SSR for LTELs. Further, studies
should focus on LTELs in different age groups and language proficiency levels. Level of
accountability is another component of SSR that should be investigated.
Conclusion
With the increasing recognition of the presence of LTELs in schools in the United
States, the awareness of their distinct needs arises as well. The purpose of the study was
to find out whether incorporating SSR into ESL instruction could provide LTELs with
more effective and efficient reading instruction. While not reaching statistical
significance, this study found a trend suggesting the advantage of using SSR with LTELs,
and experiential observations supported its use. It is my hope that researchers will
continue to investigate this topic and determine what is most effective in producing
growth in reading ability.
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