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Abstract
With the Government’s drive to narrow the attainment gap of pupils from
disadvantaged backgrounds schools need to identify the needs of the pupils
who are falling behind. This flexible mixed-methods case study looks at two
schools that received training the Better Reading Partners intervention
programme more than two years ago. The aim was to see if gains made were
sustained by looking at quantitative data. The findings show that gains made
were sustained for most pupils. Qualitative data was then explored for the
practices the two case schools employed to see how they sustained the gains.
Assessment, reading intervention approaches and school factors of
leadership, professional development and working with parents, was identified
as having an impact on pupil’s outcomes. Suggestions for further research
are made.
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Chapter one
Introduction
The Oxford Declaration (World Literacy Summit, 2014) acknowledged that
improving the literacy of women and girls would reduce the global costs of
illiteracy. It demanded that marginalized members of society had the
opportunity to develop competencies, and that basic literacy is a human right.
It challenged the international community to raise awareness of illiteracy
issues in their part of the world.

With literacy skills an individual gains control over their life, without them, their
life experience is dramatically narrowed affecting personal success and
happiness, their family life and the community they live in (National Literacy
Trust, 2009). A low level of literacy is defined as leaving Primary School at
National Curriculum level 3 or below (KPMG, 2009) Much has been reported
about the cost of low levels of literacy not only to the individual in terms of
health and life chances but also to the national economy, in the UK alone the
cost of illiteracy was put at £81m per year (KPMG, 2009).

With the general election only a year away the National Literacy Trust (2009)
produced a manifesto for change they believed was practical, cost-effective
and sustainable. Four challenges were proposed for the next Government as
ways of tackling poor literacy skills:
1. Ensure that every child develops the speaking and listening.
skills they need.
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2. Enable every parent to be their child’s first and best teacher
3. Ensure that every pupil is a motivated reader, and uses their skills to
interact in a digital age.
4. Every individual must know that literacy can change their life and bring new
opportunities.
With a new Government elected in 2010, fundamental changes to the UK
educational system were introduced and a determination that schools close
the attainment gap between pupils from the poorest background and those
from better off backgrounds (DfE, 2014b). One of the ways chosen to do this
has been to raise the floor standards of Key Stage 2 results in English and
Maths from 60% to 65% in 2014; this means that 65% of pupils leaving
primary school must be at a level 4 when the outcomes of maths, reading and
writing are combined. In order to do this schools are required to identify as
early as possible pupils (KPMG, 2009) who are in danger of falling behind and
provide the relevant intervention to support that pupil to make progress.

With the rise in floor standards and the acknowledgement that children
requiring additional support costs, pupil premium funding was increased. This
money is given to school and is currently £953 per primary pupil rising to
£1,300 in 2014/15. Any pupil who has registered for free school meals (FSM)
in the last 6 years is eligible. Schools are required to show how they have
spent the money to help disadvantaged pupils to ensure efficacy (DfE, 2014a)
and one way of doing this is through an evidence based intervention
programme.
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Reports by Ofsted (DfE: 2010, 2012 and 2013) raised issues around the
attainment of some pupils in primary and the importance of getting the basic
reading skills in place by the end of Key Stage One. Effective reading
intervention starts with the assumption that the child has not made progress
because the teacher has not found the right way for them to learn (Clay, 2005;
McKenzie, 1999). Reading is a complex and demanding activity (Clay, 2005;
Garcia-Madruga, Elousua, Gil, Gomez-Veiga, Vila, Orgales, Contreras,
Rodriguez, Melero & Duque, 2013) and requires a range of skills and
strategies to get to the meaning of the text (Clay, 1998). Here the term
‘reading’ is used to mean reading comprehension, being able to understand
the message being conveyed through continuous text (Brooks, 2007; Hurry,
2000; Hudson, Isakson, Richman, Lane & Arriaza-Allen, 2011; Wolf, 2011).
Identifying those pupils who are at risk of underachievement and providing
support early on in their experience of education is important if they are to
make the expected progress and attainment.

As a primary teacher, then English Adviser for the LA and later a Reading
Recovery Teacher Leader, I developed an interest in how schools develop
approaches to teaching literacy in order to improve children’s life chances. I
was particularly interested in the leadership of schools and how the principles
of an intervention are scaled-up to become part of the whole school approach
to teaching literacy and how schools engage parents to support their children
when attending intervention sessions. Parental engagement in terms of ‘good
parenting in the home’ (Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003, p4) has a significant
positive effect on children’s achievement and yet research on parental views
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of literacy development (National Literacy Trust, 2012) showed that 1/3 of
parents believed that the development of skills lay with someone else: teacher
or child-minder for example.

This report describes the settings of the two case schools and the political
climate in which they operate. I begin with a literature review of relevant
research providing a conceptual framework for the case study, including a
description of effective intervention, methods of, identifying children needing
additional provision and the school practices which influence the effectiveness
of reading intervention. In Chapter 3 I describe the methodological
approaches used to explore the cases and in Chapters four and five I share
and discuss my main findings. I conclude the report with a discussion of the
findings and suggest further areas for possible research.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
2.1

Introduction

The research literature applicable to this study is reviewed to yield a
conceptual framework. This framework is taken into account to identify what
might make an effective reading intervention, in the context of the
Government’s drive to close the attainment gap. In this review I explore the
current Government’s policy on reading and the statutory approaches to
teaching it. I also look at the factors that contribute to the need for additional
provision for some pupils. I will then explore what might make an effective
intervention programme, what research suggests makes an intervention
successful and what needs to be in place for an effective whole school
approach to teaching reading. The key themes identified are:
• The policy and teaching of reading;
• Assessing the need for additional provision;
• Strengths and limitations of reading intervention approaches and
• Implications for school practices.	
  
	
  

2.2

The policy and teaching of reading

Many studies illustrate the complex nature of reading, the broad curriculum
required and what can influence its success. These include research into the
role of spoken language (Locke, Ginsborg and Peers, 2002; Snowling &
Hulme, 2006); the importance of being able to infer (Oakhill, Barnes & Bryant,
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2001; Nation and Angell, 2006); and how rapid recognition of words affects
comprehension (Castles and Nation, 2008).

The aims of the English programmes of study in the National Curriculum (DfE,
2013) are to ensure that children leave school being able ‘to read easily,
fluently and with good understanding’ as well as being articulate speakers
(DfE, 2013, p3). The policy presents schools with statutory guidance on how
pupils should be taught to read through two dimensions: decoding and
language comprehension. It is a statutory requirement that pupils are taught
phonics to aid the ‘speedy recognition of words’ (DfE, 2013, p3). The theory
being that, in order to read, letter/sound correspondence needs to be
understood so that words can be worked out (DfE, 2013). It is not that other
aspects of reading are ignored - the policy states that pupils are expected to
check for sense, infer, predict and use of prior knowledge to comprehend - but
the introduction of the Phonics Screening Check (DfE, 2012), the results of
which are reported to the Local Authorities for the purpose of monitoring and
accountability, places phonics teaching and testing firmly at the heart of the
Government’s commitment to this methodology. However this high stakes
accountability testing has been demonstrated to narrow the literacy curriculum
(Johnston and Costello, 2005) and this has implications for assessing the
need for intervention and additional provision.

Research shows that pupils who are identified as poor readers do have poor
alphabetic and phonetic knowledge (Ehri, 1995; Hurry, 2000; Vellutino,
Fletcher, Snowling & Scanlon, 2004) and that with explicit teaching of phonics
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word recognition improves (Ehri, 1995; Nation, 2008; Watts and Gardner,
2013). Moreover, teaching reading of words using phonic knowledge is
reasonably easy (Stuart, Stainthorp & Snowling, 2008). However, word
recognition does not necessarily lead to comprehension (Hurry, 2000; Watts
and Gardner, 2013; Torgerson, Brooks and Hall, 2006), and the teaching of
comprehension is much more difficult (Stuart, Stainthorp & Snowling, 2008).

2.3

Assessing the need for additional provision

So for those pupils who struggle with reading, early identification and
additional provision is required (Douetil, Hobsbaum & Maidment, cited in
Burroughs-Lange & Ince, 2013) and pupils’ needs should be matched
carefully against the specifics of the chosen scheme used (Brooks, 2007;
Cain, 2010). In a study comparing a variety of reading assessments to test
the validity of another, Cain and Oakhill (2006) concluded that comprehension
has many different skills and there is no one best way to help us understand
an individual’s comprehension (Cain and Oakhill, 2006, p 705). In addition to
this, what also needs to be taken into account is what the teachers bring to the
assessment process in terms of their understanding of literacy development
(McNaughton, 2001) and the principles behind the assessment tool (Johnston
and Costello, 2005).

Teachers assess for progress and attainment and should regularly evaluate
the assessment instrument and procedures (Cain and Oakhill, 2006) and be
aware of the methodology behind the assessment’s design (Hurry, 2000;
Nation, 2004) for example if reading accuracy and comprehension are not
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measured separately a mis-diagnosis could occur (Nation, 2004). Assessing
how the child decodes words does not give a full picture of reading skill, as it
omits information about reading comprehension (Clay, 2005; Locke, Ginsborg
& Peers, 2002; Nation and Angell, 2006; Torgerson et at, 2006). Care is
therefore needed when selecting assessments to screen children who might
need literacy intervention but equally important is that the intervention closely
matches the needs of the individual pupil (Hurry, 2000; Cates, Thomason,
Havey & McCormick, 2007; Goulandris and Snowling, 1995; Cain and Oakhill
2006; Brooks, 2007).

2.4

Effective reading intervention

The promising benefits of early intervention are if the child receives instruction
that develops their processing skills, they will continue to use them in class,
enabling the child to work at the same level as their peers and therefore get
better at reading because they will be reading more (Stanovich, 1986). This
potentially reduces the need for longer-term intervention as the longer a
reading problem is not detected or addressed the more difficult it will be to
remedy (Schwartz, 2005). However, often interventions focus on one facet of
reading which is easily measurable (Ferguson, Currie, Paul and Topping,
2011).

A broad curriculum of reading: phonics, re-reading and using continuous texts
for example need to be included and require coordinated training (Rose, 2006;
Brooks, 2007) to provide a framework for the development of reading within
the whole school (Hurry, 2000; ACER, 2013).
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For an intervention to be effective it needs to have long-term gains. Evidencebased interventions which contribute towards aspects of the broad curriculum
such as phonic programmes (Brooks, 2007) or those which cover the broad
curriculum such as Reading Recovery and BRP (Brooks, 2007) have shown to
have long-term impact (Hurry, 2012).

2.5

School factors that lead to effective outcomes from

intervention.
Sharing the knowledge and principles behind intervention programmes with all
staff has the potential to change school practice and become part of the
schools provision to be successful in addressing the needs of pupils
(Burroughs-Lange, 2013, cited in Burroughs-Lange & Ince, 2013). This is
likely to present challenges as new knowledge brings different values
(Burroughs-Lange, ibid) within an education system that is constantly
changing (Amott, Hindmarsh & Morris, 2013).

2.5.1 Leadership of intervention
When there is a whole school approach and effective leadership, then high
levels of achievement are seen (Leithwood, Harris and Hopkins, 2008) and
schools that adapt the curriculum and interventions to meet the needs of their
pupils are more effective (Ofsted, 2011). Advice given to schools through the
School Improvement Programme Handbook (2009a) identifies processes
focusing on the skills, knowledge and understanding that teachers and
headteachers need to improve learning and strengthen leadership. However,
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this document focuses on strategies with little guidance on how the school is
to manage the changes in relationships that will undoubtedly take place. For
an intervention to influence whole school practice then innovation needs to
take place and the leader of the intervention will need to understand the
change process, which is likely to include resistance before coherence is
achieved (Brookfield, 1986; Argyris, 1991; Fullan, 2001). Changes in
relationships will undoubtedly occur and leadership is more successful when
the change process is understood. Shared commitment contributes to a
greater coherence in understanding and practice (Fullan, 2001; Barber,
Whelan & Clark 2010) and also requires active support of leadership at all
levels if the school is going to become a professional learning community
(Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace & Thomas, 2006; Skerrett, 2010).

Leading on interventions demands more than relying on sharing lesson plans
and materials if capacity through depth of knowledge and sustainability
through ownership is to be achieved. Strong leadership enables capacity for
the intervention to be a tool for improving literacy (Amott et al, 2013) and
sustain excellence in school practices that address identified needs of pupils
(Ofsted, 2010) without losing the principles and fidelity to the programme
(Amott et al, 2013; Moss, 2009).

2.5.2 Schools as learning communities - Professional development
For an intervention to be effective, the teacher must understand the skills of
the pupil and how these will help the pupils problem-solve (Hurry, 2000; Clay,
2005). To do this the teacher must have a depth of understanding in literacy
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development that will enable them to help the pupil learn to read (Hurry 2000).
Pupils who require one to one support are likely to need a trained specialist to
work with them (Hurry, 2000; Brooks, 2007). Whether the intervention is
being delivered by researchers (Oakhill, 1983), trained teachers (Ferguson et
al, 2011), trained TAs (Snowling & Hulme, 2011) or a mix of adults (Hudson,
Isakson, Richman, Lane & Allen, 2011) for research purposes, they all
demonstrate that for an intervention to be effective the depth of knowledge
and understanding of what is being observed are important if there is to be an
impact; therefore an investment in professional development is key (Hurry
2000; Rose, 2006; ACER, 2013).

In learning from the intervention principles, schools move from a community of
practice where groups of people share and operate with set routines and
negotiated and shared meaning for example (Fullan et al, 2005; Skerrett,
2010) to being a learning community where they share meaning about their
practice and use this to inquire and create new meanings to improve practice
(Stoll et al, 2006). Sharing the principles of effective evidence-based
interventions brings professional development to staff as it impacts on
teaching and learning (ACER, 2013) so scaling up from small-scale success
brings innovativeness, as tacit knowledge becomes organisational knowledge
(Fullan, 2001).

What is important is that teachers see themselves as learners too and
understand what learning is and how they learn (Brookfield, 1986). This
understanding moves schools from a problem-solving way of operating to a
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learning community, reflecting critically on their own behaviours (Argyris,
1991).

2.5.3 Working in collaboration with parents
The part that parents play in their child’s education will be highly individual,
being bound up with who the child is, how the parents view themselves and
what they want for their children (Ramaekers & Suissa, 2011). Research has
found that parental involvement has a positive significant impact on their
child’s achievement so engaging parents and keeping them engaged is
important (Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003; Siraj-Blatchford & Blatchford, 2009;
DCSF, 2009b).
Pupils who have low social economic status (SES) have been found to be
particularly vulnerable to underachievement and are more likely to require
interventions (Siraj-Blatchford & Blatchford, 2009; Hurry, 2000; KPMG, 2010).
That is not to say that parents from low SES do not have high aspirations for
their children (Mohr, Zygmunt & Clark, 2012) but pupils in this group are
significantly lower in attainment by age 11 (Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003;
Siraj-Blatchford & Blatchford, 2009).
Parents who are not confident in supporting their children are likely to need
intervention themselves which could be in the form of literacy classes or
parenting classes (Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003; DCSF 2009b). Although
Desforges and Abouchaar (2003) concluded that parental interventions and
their impact on pupil achievement was weak and could not be securely
commented upon, a report by DCSF (2009b) aimed to address this. They
concluded that initial enthusiasm of parents was not always enough to result
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in practical changes at home. Where there was success was when activities
were based on general principles of supporting children’s learning and
matched parents’ philosophies (DCSF 2009b).
Moreover, practices in engaging parents to support their children need to
address the ‘hard-to-reach’ parents who lack confidence or have work
patterns that restrict the time they can give to attend school based sessions
(DCSF, 2009b). This requires training of teachers as they work with parents
whose backgrounds are different to their own (DCSF, 2009b). Engaging and
collaborating with parents requires good relationships if they are to be
convinced to stay involved for an impact to be seen (Siraj-Blatchford &
Blatchford, 2009).

Summary
The ways in which reading is taught is determined by policy. However even
when policy is followed carefully there will be children who need some
additional support in order to keep up with their peers because reading is a
complex skill. Appropriate assessments need to be used to identify the best
intervention to address pupils’ needs. However factors in the school context
might play a part in the success of the intervention and how well the students’
gains in reading are sustained following the intervention. Leadership,
professional development and engagement of parent support may be key
factors. In the next chapter I will discuss the design of the research and the
data methods in this case study.
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Chapter 3
Research Methods
3.1 Introduction
In the current climate of change Government education policy and the raising
of floor targets, the achievement gap between the lowest and highest attaining
pupils has the potential to get bigger. So the impact of any intervention needs
to be seen quickly and for the programme to have efficacy, the gains made
need to be sustained. This study looks specifically at Better Reading Partners
(Education Works, 2005, Appendix 3.1) commonly referred to as BRP. BRP is
a reading comprehension intervention programme and can be delivered by
trained TAs, parents and volunteers to address the needs of pupils who are
working at just below national curriculum expectations. In this chapter I
discuss the research design used to explore whether gains made in a reading
intervention programme are sustained and school practices that may
contribute to those gains being sustained. I outline the data collection methods
used in the study and how the data were analysed. Ethical responses to the
treatment of participants and data are discussed and I also consider aspects
relating to validity and trustworthiness of the data and data interpretation.

3.2 Research Question
I was interested in exploring to what extent gains are made with a reading
intervention programme and how the schools’ practices ensure they are
sustained. Based on my reading of related research, two types of questions
were used to help shape the study. Variance questions using quantitative data

	
  

21	
  

allows comparison of outcomes (Maxwell, cited in Robson, 2011) and process
questions look at the qualitative data identifies operational links (Yin, 2013)
These included:
•

How is the intervention lead in school?

•

How the schools encourage parents to support their children
with their reading?

•

What is the impact of parental support?

3.3 Design
First I considered the research question and what I wanted the study to
achieve. I identified that qualitative and quantitative data was required to
explore the question and consulted Robson’s (2011) view of the mixed
methods approach. Some science-based researchers argue that the mixed
methods of qualitative and quantitative data, are not compatible (Punch, 2009;
Robson, 2011) as they cannot study the same thing (Robson, 2011) being two
paradigms of research. However, the mixed method design uses the
strengths from both views and allows the research to take place in
‘naturalistic’ setting as the situation is not being contrived for the purpose of
the research (Punch, 2009) and is a less intensive approach (Punch, 2009;
Robson, 2011).

The study was designed to determine progress through pre and post-test
results of the pupils who attended BRP sessions. Quantitative data was used
to provide a narrative (Robson, 2011; Hennink, Hutter and Bailey, 2011) of the
practices each school employed to ensure that any progress made by pupils
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attending BRP sessions was maintained. The approaches were explored so
that internal generalisations about each setting could be made rather than
statistical generalisations, which would rely on representative samples, which
this study does not (Robson, 2011; Yin2014).

Qualitative methods were used to explore and understand the context of the
study (Hennink, Hutter and Bailey, 2011; Punch, 2009) through discussions
and analysis of school documents and plans.

3.4 Methods of data collection
Collecting quality data (Punch, 2009) from multiple sources means findings
can be corroborated and triangulated; this strengthens the construct validity
(Yin, 2013); clarify meanings (Flick, 1992, cited in Denzin & Lincoln, 1998) and
provide a holistic approach to the study (Punch, 2009).

Although some criticize this approach viewing it as reductionist and potentially
losing sight of the bigger picture, this study looks at behaviours and practices
that are not context-free (Punch, 2009). In identifying the type of data
required from the schools boundaries were set which aimed to reduce
confusion and ambiguity (Yin, 2013). It was anticipated that data collection
would be replicated in both settings in ‘an attempt to confirm the structures
and mechanisms identified’ (Robson, 2011; p38) as being good school
practice (DfE, 2009). In preparation for data collection a letter was sent
addressed to the headteachers of two schools setting out the qualitative and
quantitative data required for the study (Appendix 3.2). A table (Appendix
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3.3) was created to identify the sources likely to give evidence and keep me
on track as I collected data (Yin, 2013).

3.4.1 Quantitative data
Annonymised quantitative data was collected to establish the entry and exit
levels of pupils who attended BRP sessions and allowed numerical
measurement of progress (Punch, 2009, Robson, 2011, Yin, 2013). In order to
determine if gains were made annonymised data from assessments
undertaken in February 2014 were also collected. This gave an indication of
whether pupils were assessed to be on track to reach expected national
curriculum outcomes at the end of the year.

3.4.2 Qualitative data
Qualitative data can be described as using words (Punch, 2009; Robson,
2005; Yin, 2003) that cannot be converted into numerical data readily (Yin,
2003). Consideration was given to the type of data schools use to inform,
evaluate and monitor their practices to understand the context within which
they work. The qualitative data in this study requested document scrutiny of
the school development plan (SDP), semi-structured interviews, and a journal
to record outcomes of discussions and identify possible further points for
inquiry.

1. School development plan
School Development Plans (SDP) are working documents and not created
specifically for the research (Yin, 2014) and provide an understanding of the
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context in which they are produced (Punch, 2009). They reflect outcomes of
conversations between parties: staff/staff, staff/TAs, staff/parents and other
data produced by the school in terms of professional development of staff.

2. Semi-structured interview
Interviews are a flexible way of finding things out and are often used in mixedmethod studies (Gillham, 2000; Robson, 2011). They require two levels of
operation from the interviewer: the ‘verbal line of enquiry’ and the ‘mental line
of enquiry’ (Yin, 2013, p91). These two types of questions can be difficult to
manage as whilst verbally asking the question, the interviewer needs be
aware of what course of events the answers might be pertaining to (Yin,
2013).

Although validity of interviews and the data collected has been called into
question, as they cannot be assumed to be the ‘unmediated expressions of
respondents’ real opinions’ (Robson, 2011, p279), Yin, (2013) asserts that the
interview is the most important sources of evidence for case studies as the
‘guided conversation’ (Yin, 2013, p110). Whilst being aware that I could not
be sure of which direction the interview would take (Gillham, 2000), the aim
was to use questions initially as a structure for fact finding and prompts for
discussions (Robson, 2011).

3. Research journal
Conversations between the RRTt and SENCO and myself were important to
address the objectives of the study and minimise mis-interpretation of data
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collected (Yin, 2014). An informal log of discussions was kept and used to
raise questions for further discussion (Gillham, 2000) as the research
progressed.

3.5 Participants
Two schools were approached as they had received BRP training more than
two years ago and would have long-term data. School A is a smaller than
average primary school with 50% of pupils coming from military families,
which means that mobility of pupils is high. The number of pupils registered
for free school meals (FSM) is low but pupil premium funding is high due to
the number of pupils from forces families. School B is a larger than average
primary school and also has high mobility, with the number of pupils registered
for FSM above the national average. Both schools received a judgment of
‘good’ at their last Ofsted inspections.

A letter was sent to the headteacher (Appendix 3.2), who passed it the
SENCO from school A and Reading Recovery teacher in School B. It was
agreed between all those involved, that if other participants were to be
contacted in relation to the study then consent would be sought from the
headteacher before an approach was made. However, although parental
involvement and pupils’ data were discussed, no one individual was identified
or approached.
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3.6 Ethical issues
Ethical considerations were given to both schools and pupils. In a letter sent
to the schools setting out the aim of the study a request that the collection of
quantitative and qualitative data (Appendix 3.2) was anonymised before being
sent to myself was made, so that individual pupils could not be identified.
Schools were assured that they would be referred to as either School A or
School B to protect their identity.

Consideration was also given to the amount of time that the Reading
Recovery teacher and SENCO may or may not be available for discussions
and so any meetings that took place were at agreed times at the schools
premises to reduce time taken out of school by the participants. Questions
were prepared prior to visits to reduce ‘bureaucratic burden’ and the impact on
the workload of participants (BERA, 2011).

Findings of the data analysis were shared with each school to allow for any
concerns to be raised prior to printing about how their schools are presented
and the data is interpreted (Stake, cited in Denzin and Lincoln, 1998).

Confidentiality was assured by emphasising that data collected was to identify
school practices and the impact of gains made through an intervention
programme. Schools were informed that they could withdraw without
prejudice at any time without a reason.
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3.7 Pilot
Having identified the data required to explore the research question a pilot of
data collection methods was undertaken to identify any unforeseen problems
that may arise (Robson, 2005). It was noticed that four different types of
standardised tests were used between the schools over the years: YARC,
BAS, APS and book levels. I decided that the data would easier to analyse if
it were translated into National Curriculum levels, as this is what is used for
reporting attainment. It is acknowledged that standardised tests are the
optimum assessment tool for comparison and that translating standardised
assessments to teacher assessment, which are not truly triangulated until
external marking takes place in Key Stage 2 is in danger of weakening the
data.

Questions developed as a starting point for discussions with Reading
Recovery teacher and SENCO were also piloted with another headteacher
who made recommendations to reduce repetition of some of the questions.
These suggestions were taken on and the questions were amended
(Appendix 3.4).

3.8 Data analysis
Notes made in response to semi-structured interviews were analysed for
information relating to the research question in particular about school
practices.
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The quantitative data collected was based on teacher assessments using the
schools internal assessment systems – APP and optional SAT papers – for
the initial identification of children for BRP then further assessments are
undertaken. Validity of these assessments was constructed through whole
school approaches to the assessment process. An agreement on the award
of a National Curriculum level1 is done in each school through moderation at
staff meetings.

3.9 Validity and trustworthiness
Threats to this study were identified in terms of the validity of the data
collected at pre and post intervention. In converting the raw standardised data
into National Curriculum levels it could be argued that this threatens the
validity of the description due to inaccuracy of the data in the translation
(Robson, 2005). All effort was made to cross check conversions of one type
of standardised data to another to ensure that there was consistency for
reporting. To reduce a misinterpretation that could be made of what was
observed, I recorded as accurately as possible conversations had and made
sure they were anonymised; any summaries made of conversations were
clarified first to avoid any misrepresentations and omissions.

Summary
This flexible, mixed-methods case study was selected to explore the gains
made after pupils attended the BRP intervention programme and the practices
of two schools that ensure gains made are sustained. By exploring
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quantitative data in the form of pre and post intervention scores and the
schools teacher assessment data from February, allowed for an analysis to
see if gains were sustained. Qualitative data was also collected through the
use of semi-structured interviews, an informal journal and a request for the
schools’ development plan. Data collected was analysed to see if there was a
correlation between themes identified in Chapter 2 and the schools’ practices.	
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Chapter 4
Results
This study sought to explore the research question:
How does a reading intervention impact on reading outcomes and
what are the school practices that ensure that children continue to
make expected progress following the intervention?

In this chapter I present the findings from the quantitative data in the form of
pre and post intervention measures and qualitative data in the form of school
documents, semi-structured interviews and notes made during discussions.
I use the data collected to explore possible links between the data sources
and the theoretical concepts and themes of assessment, effective
intervention, whole school approaches including leadership and working with
parents identified in discussed in Chapter 2. First I present my findings from
the quantitative data to explore the gains made.

4.1 Gains made
When quantitative data was first collected it was found that each school had
used different assessment tools each year so was recorded in different ways.
So a decision had to be made about converting the data to a common
category. Although major problems can arise when converting categories into
another (Gorad, 2006, cited in Robson, 2011), Robson (2011) advises that it
should not inhibit an analysis as long as what is being done is understood.
As long as it will shed light on what is being explored, it is the interpretation
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that is important. A decision was made that the data would be converted to
national curriculum levels, as this is what is reported at the end of each
academic year. I was aware that these are based on teacher assessment and
are not standardised which would be the optimum measure.

Further decisions had to be made when I realized that some tracking and final
data was missing. Some pupils had attended BRP sessions but had left the
schools so tracking from intervention outcomes to February teacher
assessment outcomes was not available. Whilst it is not ideal (Robson, 2011)
data lines that were not complete were removed. This decision was based on
the fact that my study is to see any long-term gains; so having only half the
data for a minority pupils, could potentially skew the final analysis.

Initial data shows that pupils across both schools made on average a national
curriculum level progress after attending an average of 26 BRP sessions
between both schools (see table 4.1).
Table 4.1: Range of national curriculum levels of children on entry to BRP in both
schools.

Year Group

Y1
Y2
Y3
Y4
Y5
Y6

End of year
expectations
1A
2B
3C
3A
4B
5C

Range of
pupils starting
points School
A
W
W – 1A
1A – 2B
2B
1B – 3C
3C – 4B

Range of
pupils starting
points School
B
P8 -1B
P8 -1A
1A -2B
1B – 3B
No pupils
3A – 4B

Whilst initially this looked positive, further investigation revealed a more
complex picture. BRP is intended for pupils working at just below
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expectations in year groups 1 – 8. Defining this as 1 sub-level below national
curriculum levels an analysis of the data revealed that the starting points of
some pupils fell outside the remit of the programme.

I then considered how many of the pupils were on track at the February 2014
assessment window. Of the 161 pupils who have attended BRP sessions
since 2010, 73 were already at or above the end of year expectations. Of the
remaining 88 pupils, 32 were on track to be at expected outcomes when the
assessments take place in the summer, as they were only 1 sub-level below
end of year expectations. This means that 56 pupils were two or more sublevels below end of year expectations at the February assessment.

Government policy focuses on closing the attainment gap of the pupils from
disadvantaged backgrounds (DfE, 2014a), who are identified as those being
eligible for free school meals (FSM). Data was explored to determine the
impact of the BRP programme in narrowing the gap in this group and also
explored for numbers of boys, girls and EAL2 pupils (see Table 4.2).
Table 4.2:Break down of boys, girls, EAL and pupils eligible for FSM.

Year

No of pupils

Girls

Boys

FSM

EAL

(where data

(where data

available)

available)

2010-2011

33

16

17

10

9

2011-2012

56

31

25

15

6

2012-2013

59

35

24

13

4
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Although it was not clear how many of the FSM or EAL pupils were boys or
girls, it does give an indication of how the cohorts were sub-divided. Where
data was available a further exploration was undertaken of the progress of the
pupils registered as eligible for FSM. The table below shows the number of
pupils eligible for FSM and how many are on track or above at the February
assessment (see table 4.3)
Table 4.3: Number of FSM pupils on track or above national end of year expectations

Year

FSM

On

track

or Y6

above
2010- 2011

10

7

4B

2011-2012

15

7

4B

2012-2013

13

6

0

The column titled ‘Y6’ shows the levels at which 2 pupils were at the time of
the assessment, which is still considered to be on track. However, with the
current push on progress the expectation is that if there has been no
additional support, progress of 2 sub-levels per year, would put Year 6
expectations at level 5C +.

It would appear from the quantitative data that although the starting levels of
some pupils are below the levels for who BRP is intended, gains are made
and sustained. Having studied the quantitative data I turned my attention to
the schools’ practices to explore what may have contributed to the sustained
gains from the BRP intervention.
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4.2 School practices
I explore school practices under the themes of assessment, interventions
used, leadership and engaging parents.
First I explore the assessments used to identify children who require additional
provision.

4.3 Assessment
Data collected from both schools, showed that formative assessments take
place twice a year - October, and February. These are teacher assessments
and in the form of APP and the schools’ own assessment practices based on
APP to check for progress and set targets for the next term. Optional SATs
are used for the end of years three, four and five providing a summative
assessment that determines year on year attainment. Summative
assessments for year six take place in May in the form of optional SATs and
for years three, four and five optional SATs which are administered in June.
Pupils in year one are assessed using teacher assessment relating to either
the Foundation Stage Profiles or APP depending on where the pupils are.

When a pupil has been identified through teacher assessment or general
concerns raised by observations in the classroom, that they are vulnerable to
underachievement then further assessments are carried out by the Reading
Recovery teacher in School B and the SENCO in School A.

School A uses standardised assessment tool YARC (2009), to identify delays
in reading age, but this do not necessarily assess specific issues with reading
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comprehension. This tool was introduced to the school when BRP started, as
it is the assessment tool referred to by BRP to record pre and post
intervention data. The SENCO noted the current year (2013-2014) reported
outcomes of this intervention have changed from reading age to more detailed
comprehension, accuracy and word rate. This data cannot be translated into
national curriculum levels but the advantage is that it does give an agestandardised score. Gains recorded show on average a 19 month gain in
comprehension over the average of 26 lessons. Other assessment tools used
are the WESforD (Wiltshire Learning Support Services, 2012), which
assesses and identifies pupils who need more phonological teaching.

School B has a large number of pupils requiring intervention and has adapted
its assessment procedures over time. Past assessments used have been
Book Bands (IOE, 2007) and BAS 3 (2011), both of which are standardised
but:

‘To administer assessments to a growing number of pupils, as I was the only
one who could do the BAS (3), was very time consuming.’ (Interview
12.03.13. Reading Recovery teacher).

The school adapted its practice to using Average Point Scores (APS) - this is
based on an expectation of pupils making three sub-levels of progress in each
year (DfE, 2013), and was already established in the school. This combined
with pupil progress meetings are now used to assess the specific needs of
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pupils, which led the Reading Recovery teacher to comment ‘This is more
manageable!’ Reading Recovery teacher (Interview. 12.03.13).

Findings appear to show that these schools monitor and evaluate the
assessment tools used (Cain and Oakhill, 2006) and adapted their
assessment practices to make assessment more manageable and provide a
more refined picture of pupils where necessary.

4.4 Interventions
In order for interventions to be effective they need to match accurately the
needs of the child (Hurry, 2000; Brooks, 2007; ACER, 2013). A semistructured interview (Appendix 3.4) was prepared and used as a starting point
for discussions with the Reading Recovery teacher and SENCO. It was useful
as a way of keeping focused on the verbal questioning whilst mentally building
a case (Yin, 2013) and being mindful of responses that may shed new light for
the study (Gillham, 2000). Both respondents indicated that the schools have a
range of interventions. School A’s intervention strategies include: additional
guided reading sessions, phonic sessions, WESforD (Wiltshire Learning
Support Service, 2004) programme or more 1:1 reading. Pupils attend these
sessions in either the first instance because the teacher raised concerns and
an assessment relevant to the programme confirmed this, or a pupil attended
another intervention programme and progress was seen to be slowing.

School B provided a document showing the strategic management of literacy
in the school, which clearly indicates the route for literacy interventions and
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who is leading them. As well as a monitored phonics programme the
document shows a range of interventions. Reading Recovery3, BRP, or a
school developed programme of reading partners using principles of BRP
were cited as provision for additional support. The document supplied by the
School B shows that class teacher, Reading Recovery teacher and deputy
headteacher take decisions about the best intervention programme for a pupil
collectively.

4.5 Leadership
I had hoped to access the SDP for each school in order to ascertain priorities
and the processes of how they were to be addressed through the monitoring
and evaluation cycle, topics of staff meetings, which would involve
professional conversations. However, this was not possible for either school.
School A was focusing on maths and did not have a current plan for literacy
and School B provided a specific literacy plan and a strategic literacy
management document.

In the semi-structured interview the Reading Recovery teacher and SENCO
reflected on how confident teachers were to raise concerns about pupils
literacy difficulties. Responses show that in both schools teachers raise
concerns at any point during the year and that staff understood and
appreciated the part that interventions have to play in the teaching of reading
and the attainment of pupils. ‘Teachers are confident to raise concerns about
a pupils progress that means a scrutiny of the child’s work takes place,
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  Reading	
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  an	
  intervention	
  programme	
  for	
  pupils	
  ages	
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  in	
  the	
  lowest	
  5%	
  of	
  the	
  class.	
  

	
  

38	
  

because they understand what the intervention can offer. It is not a comment
on their teaching.’ (Interview with SENCO, School A. 11.03.13. Appendix 4.1)

Part of the leadership role of the Reading Recovery teacher and the SENCO
is to monitor the adults working with pupils. Monitoring to ensure programme
principles are being adhered to takes time, particularly when partners are not
trained teachers (Hurry, 2000). In School A an experienced Reading
Recovery teacher and BRP trainer monitored the BRP programme. Both the
SENCO from School A and Reading Recovery teacher from School B,
expressed concerns (Interviews, 11.03.13 & 12.03.13) that to monitor and
support programme delivery is time consuming and felt that more time was
needed, particularly to form stronger positive relationships. School B has as
part of an induction programme, an expectation that all new teachers and
adults working in the school as a reading partner observe a Reading Recovery
lesson as well as attend workshops for training in the BRP programme.
Discussions are held afterwards to answer questions and discuss the
principles behind reading and the reciprocity with writing, although partners in
BRP do not address writing needs.

To ensure efficacy, programme delivery and outcomes are monitored as the
SENCO and Reading Recovery teacher are responsible for gathering the pre
and post intervention data and entering it onto the schools’ data base. The
SENCO and Reading Recovery teacher are responsible for monitoring and
supporting TAs and adults who deliver the BRP programme.
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4.6 Working with parents
BRP is an intervention programme that can be delivered by trained adults,
including parents (Education Works, 2005) and as such requires commitment
to good relationships. In the semi-structured interview (Appendix 3.4) a
discussion about the role of parents in supporting children and delivering the
BRP programme the SENCO (Interview, 11.03.13) and Reading Recovery
teacher (Interview, 12.03.13) both felt that they felt they had a good
relationship with parents. They believed that most children, who attended the
BRP sessions, were heard to read at home. School A does not record
formally those children who are heard read at home, so a comparison of
parental impact could be undertaken. A home/school diary gives School A an
indication of whether parents are hearing their children read. Where parents
are not recording hearing their children read, the school responds to the
individual need of the child and gives extra reading support. School B
however, keeps a formal record of which parents attend the workshops and
the impact that parental support has on their child’s progress. Out of the 120
pupils who have received BRP since 2010, 54 are noted to have had parents
making a point of reading with their children at home after receiving guidance
on how to do this from the Reading Recovery teacher. Analyses of the
February 2014 assessments shows that those children who received parental
support 31 have either already reached the end of year national expectation
for their year group or are on track to. The other children were either 2 or 3
sub-levels below at the February assessment.
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The Action Plan from School B has recruiting parents to train as BRP partners
as a focus and priority of the school. Workshops are held when needed to
help parents support their children with reading when they first enter school in
the Reception year. They are also run again when children are in need of
receiving additional provision to support parents in helping their child.

Data provided by School B highlighted two groups of pupils: one group who
had attended BRP sessions more than once because tracking showed a
plateau in their progress; another group who go on to attend BRP sessions
automatically after attending Reading Recovery sessions. Twenty-three
pupils have attended BRP twice or more since 2010. Of those, ten are
recorded as having received parental support at home. Three pupils received
support the first time they attended BRP but not in subsequent attendance, 2
received support from home for both rounds of sessions.

Summary
The study set out to explore the impact a reading intervention makes and what
the school practices are to sustain those gains made. Themes identified in
Chapter 2 provided a conceptual framework and were used as a reference
when looking at the findings. Evidence suggests pupils attending BRP do
make gains and that most sustain them. The schools have systems that
assess and track progress of pupils and identify those who are not working at
expected levels and provide additional support. Assessment tools used to
identify entry and exit levels at the start of the intervention are used as a
measurement of progress rather than identifying the specific needs of the
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children. The schools appear to operate slightly differently in how the
intervention programmes are led. In School A the SENCO leads the
interventions with outside monitoring of the BRP programme, when it was
running. In School B the Reading Recovery teacher monitors a section of the
interventions available in the school with SLT taking on monitoring of other
intervention programmes. In the next chapter I discuss the findings and offer
an interpretation against the framework identified in Chapter 2.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The purpose of this case study was to see how gains made from the BRP
reading intervention programme were sustained and what practices the case
schools employed to ensure this. Quantitative data were analysed for
sustained gains and qualitative data was collected in the form of school
documents (where available) and semi-structured interviews along with a
journal for informal note taking to look at school practices. I will now discuss
the findings in relation to the conceptual framework and the themes of gains
made, assessment and leadership that are outlined in the literature review in
Chapter 2.

5.1 Gains made
Quantitative data collected shows that those pupils who attended the BRP
sessions did make gains. Teacher assessments undertaken in February,
2014 shows that most pupils sustained gains. Evidence suggests that the
majority of pupils were on track or ahead of the end of year national
curriculum expectations. This was born out by the Optional SAT data at the
end of years 3 – 5 where pupils are required to work independently when
taking the test. It could be said that the final ‘moderation’ of the schools
assessment practices is in the year 6 reading SATs as papers are currently
marked externally.
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5.2 Assessment
A range of assessment processes enabled the schools to identify pupils’
attainment and therefore those who would need additional provision.
Formative assessments were used to track progress; teacher assessments
were on going throughout the year and at the end of year one and summative
assessments were used to track end of year attainment through Optional
SATs in years two, three, four, five and six. Standardised assessments for
example YARC (2007), was used to determine where pupils were in terms of
their acquisition of reading comprehension skills and to measure progress
when they had been identified as needing additional support.

However, standardised tests only show where a pupil is in relation to other
pupils of the same age (Goulandris and Snowling, 1995). The issue is that the
trajectory for development in the elements of reading comprehension is
different (Oakhill, et al, 2003). Therefore teachers’ understanding of what the
assessment tools tell them about their pupils comprehension, (Johnston &
Costello, 2005; Cain & Oakhill, 2006; Hurry, 2000) is important for accurate
diagnosis of reading difficulty. However, schools have to make decisions
about which assessment tools they are going to use. For one school it was
equally about the time required for administration rather than the information
the assessment tool gave about the individual needs of the pupil, as they had
a large number of pupils who were identified as needing additional support.
The Reading Recovery teacher and the SENCO both administered the
standardised assessments to ensure that, although it might not give a
diagnosis, at least the administration would be consistent and, it was felt,
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more reliable. So although Cain & Oakhill (2006) recommend a regular
evaluation of their assessment tools and practices to ensure that they useful,
practicalities need consideration too.

5.3 Intervention
Both case schools had a range of interventions that they could draw upon.
These included support for phonics training, reading comprehension and
specialist interventions. Where available, documents showed a clear structure
of the intervention process and who was responsible. However, challenges to
the fidelity, efficacy and effectiveness of the BRP programme were identified
when some pupils’ gains were not sustained and they needed to attend the
BRP sessions again. This could be that, for some pupils their starting points
were outside the suggested boundaries of the BRP programme i.e two or
more sub-levels below national curriculum expectations. Indeed the pupils
starting at both schools have been reported in the past as being below
national expectations, which is going to have implications throughout the
school in terms of progress required. So to say that gains made at the end of
the intervention were not enough, meaning that technically the intervention did
not match the needs of the children, does not tell the whole story.

Success of intervention programmes is as dependent on the quality of the
teacher as it is on the components of literacy it addresses (Ferguson, et al,
2011). So when pupils need additional support decisions need to be made
about which components of reading the pupil needs training in, which
intervention would be most appropriate, and the resources available in terms

	
  

45	
  

of who is trained and available to work with pupils. In some instances in the
absence of anything else, because BRP trains pupils in a broad curriculum of
English it is the best option available.

5.4 Leadership
Both the Reading Recovery teacher and the SENCO saw their role in terms of
monitoring intervention programmes and adults who work with pupils,
supporting adults who work with pupils and working with teachers to identify
and provide guidance on how to support a pupil in the classroom. Both the
Reading Recovery teacher and the SENCO have received training and
qualifications that recognise them as experts in their field. When discussing
the expectations of their role they both felt that more time was needed for
monitoring and supporting adults and teachers and they wished to build
stronger/more productive relationships with those who work with pupils.

Both Reading Recovery teacher and SENCO have provided CPD for staff, but
how these practices have been developed in the classroom was not observed.
Where reading partners are trained to take a running record an analysis of the
reading behaviours the pupil is using to gain meaning from text can be
achieved. A bigger impact of this practice would be if teachers were using
running records too; it gives a common language for teacher and partner to
discuss a pupil’s reading ability, and an opportunity to deepen understanding
of literacy development. Conversations that deepen knowledge and create
meaning would enable the class teachers to build on what is being taught in
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the intervention (Fullan, 2001) and not view the intervention as an add-on
(Burroughs-Lange, 2013, cited in Burroughs-Lange & Ince, 2013).

Where CPD takes place to add depth of understanding to literacy knowledge
of teachers and scale-up from the intervention to class to whole-school
practice to become ‘normalised’ (Burroughs-Lange, cited in Burroughs-Lange
& Ince 2013) would require time as development is not a linear process (Amott
et al, 2013).

5.5 Parents
Although both case schools felt they had a good relationship with parents,
they wanted to engage some parents more and some more parents.
Documentary evidence showed that one school had ‘engaging parents’ as a
specific target along with running intervention training programmes for those
whose children will be attending the BRP sessions. Although Desforges and
Abouchaar, (2003) report that the impact of parent intervention programmes
on pupils attainment is weak, where data was available in the case schools,
more than 50% of pupils whose parents did support them having attended
intervention sessions, did reach expected levels. What is not known is which
parent has attended the sessions as research has shown that the mother’s
education has a strong impact on the literacy of her children (World Literacy
Summit, 2014; Desforges & Abouchaar, 2003; DCSF, 2009b).

Gains made by pupils attending BRP sessions show that they are mostly
sustained, but this does not give the whole picture. Challenges to provide
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additional support means that sometimes the decision has to be based on
what is available. This can mean that demands placed on some interventions
threaten the fidelity and efficacy of the programme if they come close to what
the pupil needs rather than exactly what is needed. Interventions can provide
professional development deepening knowledge about literacy development
and in doing so could reduce the need for intervention later on.
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Chapter 6
Conclusion
A flexible, mixed methods case study design was used as a holistic approach
(Punch, 2009; Robson, 2011; Yin, 2013) to explore how gains made by pupils
attending BRP sessions are sustained by the practices employed by schools.
However, the study reveals the complex nature of schools and their practices
in how they identify and address the needs of their pupils are bigger than this
research acknowledges.

Gains made were sustained for many pupils who attended BRP sessions.
With schools undertaking regular assessments and tracking pupil’s data,
those who are vulnerable to underachievement or plateauing can be identified
and a programme put in place. Adaptation of the use of standardised
assessments were to improve the information the tools used gives them and
for practical reasons. However, unless a specific programme had its own
assessment, standardised tests used were to monitor progress rather than
diagnose reading difficulty.

Investment of resources in terms of personnel to deliver the intervention and
key areas including assessment, curriculum and pedagogy need to be
considered (Hurry, 2000; ACER, 2013). How schools determine which
intervention programmes they will invest in, and whether they are looking for
short or long term gains might be an interesting follow-up study, particularly as
educational demands are constantly changing.
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For intervention to be effective studies have shown that evidence-based
programmes and whole school practice is essential. It needs to involve
distributed leadership with school-wide professional development to deliver
and maintain the methodology (Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace & Thomas,
2006). The school that is a learning community (Stoll et al, 2006; Skerrett,
2007; DfE, 2009a) has children as its reason for existing (Fullan, Cuttress,
Kilcher, 2005), and values those involved.

This study did not interview parents or teachers so how the school
communities would describe themselves as either schools of practice or a
learning community is not determinable. What would be interesting would be
if teachers see themselves as learners and what they understand by this and
how this can contribute to the development of school practices. As with other
adults working in the school particularly the volunteers what is it that makes
them engage with the school and be willing to support pupils other than their
own? Whilst it was not the remit of this study to talk to parents, volunteers,
TAs or other adults who work in the schools it does mean that the results can
only be looked at in terms of what the schools chose to share and were able
to share for the purposes of this study. If I were to do this again I would spend
more time in schools with a view to talking with other the adults to get ‘under
the skin’ of school practice and how it views itself.

With the Government’s focus on narrowing the attainment gap (DfE, 2013), it
could be that more pupils will require some form of intervention. Interventions
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can innovate practice where they are part of the whole school approach to
literacy. Embedding the knowledge that the principles behind the intervention
give would enable schools to be more dynamic in their own learning (Fullan
2001). It would be interesting to know how the intervention specifically
contributes to the class teacher’s learning about literacy development and the
influences on pupil’s outcomes as practices change.

Word count: 10,031
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Appendix 3.1

BRP is a short-term programme to provide intensive 1:1 support for those
pupils who are in danger of falling behind and working no lower than National
Curriculum level 3 (1999). It is for pupils who can read but not efficiently or
without comprehension and enjoyment (Education Works, 2005). Adults
working with children who are not necessarily trained teachers, including TAs,
parents, governors and volunteers, can deliver BRP. This report looks at the
impact of BRP, what gains are sustained and what the schools do as part of
their practice to ensure progress.

In order to select pupils for the BRP programme the schools need to
determine those children who are working at just below the ‘average’ level of
the class, or no lower than yellow level in Book Bands use standardised
assessments4.
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  Book	
  Banding	
  (IOE)	
  is	
  a	
  system	
  used	
  in	
  schools	
  to	
  level	
  books	
  based	
  on	
  text	
  
characteristics,	
  learning	
  opportunities,	
  repeated	
  vocabulary	
  and	
  text	
  layout.	
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Appendix 3.2 Letter to headteacher
Sharon Hellyer
KP Education
Dear Headteacher,
	
  
Thank you for taking time to read this request to consider participating in a
study I am conducting as part of my MA in Literacy and Learning Difficulties at
the University of London under the supervision of Helen Morris. I would like to
provide you with more information about this project and what your
involvement would entail if you decide to take part.
As we know the current Governments focus on closing gaps in attainment the
role of intervention programmes has become more important. Boosting
Reading Potential (previously Better Reading Partnership) was developed to
address the needs of those children working at just below the age related
expectations and could be delivered by volunteers and supported by a trained
Reading Recovery teacher.
The purpose of this study is to explore:
1) What gains are made by pupils entering the programme at the end of the
initial intervention, are these sustained at a) the end of the academic year and
b) in subsequent years;
2) What is the role of the Reading Recovery trained teacher in leading and
managing the programme and
3) What are the policies for engaging parents in supporting their pupils who
receive the BRP programme?
Study Procedure:
As part of the procedure I would like to visit the school to look at data and
have discussions with the Reading Recovery teacher. These will be done in
agreement with yourselves, as I understand that schools are very busy places
and certain times of the year present more pressures. I am seeking
permission to collect the data below:
a) Pre and post BRP data for pupils the group of who have received the
intervention programme in years 2009-2010, 2010-2011 and 2011-2012
where available. This will in the form of group averages and range of results.
b) The school development plan (SDP) to analyse how often CPD takes place,
the focus, timescales and the role of the Reading Recovery teacher in the
monitoring and evaluation cycle.
c) End of year assessment data to track those pupils in the identified group who
have received BRP and their subsequent attainment.
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d) Timetabling of workshops for volunteers.
e) Agreements had between the school and parents in relation to their children
receiving BRP.
f) School policies for intervention and literacy.
Length of study (time):
The study is due on 1st September 2014, so it is anticipated that data and
information will be collected by end of May 2014.
Risks:
The risks to participants of this study are minimal. These risks are similar to
those you experience when disclosing work-related information to others. You
may decline to answer any or all questions and you may terminate your
involvement at any time if you choose.
Benefits:
It is hoped that the information obtained from this study may be used as a
basis to explore the practices used in the school to develop practices in
closing gaps for underachieving pupils and possibly as an example to support
other schools looking to develop their practices in closing the attainment gap.
Confidentiality:
Responses will be anonymous. Every effort will be made by myself to
preserve your confidentiality including the following:
Assigning code names/numbers for participants that will be used on all
researcher notes and documents.
•

•

•
•

Notes, interview transcriptions, and transcribed notes and any other identifying
participant information will be kept in a locked file cabinet in my personal
possession. When no longer necessary for research, all materials will be
destroyed,
Information from this research will be used solely for the purpose of this study
and any publications that may result from this study. All other participants
involved in this study will not be identified and their anonymity will be
maintained.
I would like to request that the school anonymise data collected so that
children cannot be identified.
Participants have the opportunity to obtain a transcribed copy of their
interview. Participants should tell the researcher if a copy of the interview is
desired. It is not the intention to have structured or semi-structured interviews,
but that informal discussions take place with notes taken. I will make sure that
whatever is written will be run past the participants to make sure that the
reporting will be accurate.
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Contact details:
Should you have any questions about the research or any related matters,
please contact me at SharonHellyer7@gmail.com or mobile: 07878182425
Voluntary Participation:
Participation in this study is voluntary. If you do decide to take part in this
study, a consent form will need to be signed which is at the end of this letter
and you are still free to withdraw at any time and without giving a reason. You
are free to not answer any question or questions if you choose. This will not
affect the relationship you have with me.
Unforeseeable Risks:
There may be risks that are not anticipated. However every effort will be made
to minimize any risks and where I am unsure, advice will be sought.
Costs To Subject:
There are no costs to you for your participation in this study
Compensation:
There is no monetary compensation to you for your participation in this study.
Consent:
By signing this consent form, I confirm that I have read and understood the
information and have had the opportunity to ask questions. I understand that
my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time, without
giving a reason and without cost. I understand that I will be given a copy of
this consent form. I voluntarily agree to take part in this study.
Signature ______________________________________
Date ___________________
Kinds regards,
Sharon Hellyer
KP Education
Sharonhellyer7@gmail.com

	
  
Cycle
Attendance
Focus of workshop (hearing/teaching)

Informal discussions to take place with RRT will be part of the process rather
than interviews. Comments heard and any observations made will be logged
informally. (Gillham, 2002)

SDP – workshops for
parents of children
receiving BRP

Informal
Discussions
with RRT

What is the
schools
monitoring
and
evaluation
cycle?
What data is
used to
scrutinize
progress?

How many/how
often are PDMs
given to BRP to
embed and develop
school practice in
teaching literacy?

How often is parental support given?
How is parental support determined?

Monitoring and
evaluation cycle.

Gains made
Gains
sustained
over years

Pre and post
test
Number of
pupils

What gains
are made by
pupils
receiving
BRP?

What are the focus
of the PDMs?

What is the role of
the RRT is
establishing a whole
school approach to
embed, monitor and
evaluate BRP?

School SDP – diary
dates for PDMs

Data to be collected

progress and sustained gains?

DfE (2013) Raising What the school does to encourage
the achievement of parents to support their children who are
receiving BRP?
disadvantaged
children
https://www.gov.uk/g
overnment/policies/r
aising-theHistorical data 20092010,
2010-2011 pre
achievement-ofand
post
assessment
disadvantagedchildren last
accessed: 18.03.13
School
tracker
What is the impact of parental support on
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Appendix 3.3. Table of questions and data identified to
answer.
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Appendix 3.4 questions used for semi-structured interviews
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8	
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10	
  

11	
  
12	
  
13	
  
14	
  
15	
  
16	
  
17	
  
	
  
	
  

Question	
  
In	
  2009/2010	
  (changed	
  to	
  2010-‐2011)	
  
how	
  many	
  pupils	
  received	
  BRP?	
  
What	
  assessment	
  criteria	
  were	
  used	
  to	
  
determine	
  BRP	
  was	
  appropriate?	
  
What	
  were	
  the	
  starting	
  points	
  of	
  the	
  
pupils?	
  
Post	
  intervention	
  what	
  gains	
  were	
  
made?	
  
At	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  academic	
  year	
  were	
  
gains	
  made	
  sustained?	
  
At	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  the	
  subsequent	
  academic	
  
years	
  were	
  gains	
  made	
  sustained?	
  
Of	
  those	
  who	
  did	
  not	
  made	
  adequate	
  
gains	
  what	
  other	
  provision	
  was	
  
provided	
  for	
  them?	
  
How	
  was	
  BRP	
  introduced	
  to	
  staff?	
  
Are	
  there	
  expectations	
  around	
  staff	
  
coming	
  to	
  observe	
  either	
  the	
  BRP	
  or	
  
Reading	
  Recovery	
  lesson	
  (where	
  
possible)	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  school	
  
practice/CPD?	
  
Is	
  there	
  time	
  for	
  discussion	
  around	
  
what	
  has	
  been	
  observed	
  and	
  how	
  it	
  may	
  
be	
  useful	
  in	
  not	
  only	
  teaching	
  the	
  child	
  
observed	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  lesson,	
  but	
  also	
  
taking	
  some	
  of	
  the	
  practice	
  into	
  whole	
  
class	
  teaching?	
  
Was	
  the	
  collective	
  impact	
  of	
  BRP	
  shared	
  
with	
  staff?	
  
What	
  assessments	
  are	
  used	
  to	
  track	
  
attainment?	
  
How	
  often	
  are	
  pupil	
  progress	
  meetings	
  
held?	
  
What	
  happens	
  if	
  a	
  pupil	
  who	
  has	
  
received	
  BRP	
  is	
  seen	
  to	
  be	
  slowing	
  
down	
  in	
  attainment?	
  
At	
  what	
  point	
  was	
  BRP	
  rolled	
  out	
  to	
  
volunteers?	
  
How	
  many	
  volunteers	
  are	
  working	
  with	
  
pupils?	
  
What	
  is	
  the	
  focus	
  of	
  PDMs	
  in	
  regard	
  to	
  
literacy	
  and	
  underachieving	
  pupils?	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

	
  

	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  

