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Executive SummaryExecutive SummaryExecutive SummaryExecutive Summary    
 

As educators strive to meet new, rigorous 

standards in language arts, they require 21st 

Century curricula that supports their aligned 

goals and efforts. In order to address the gap 

in standards-driven English Language Arts 

curriculum, Pearson Publishers revamped 

their Prentice Hall High School Literature. In 

the latest release of the Pearson Literature 

program (2015), Pearson has redesigned this 

comprehensive literacy program to address 

the instructional shifts in literacy required by 

the Common Core State Standards so that 

students and teachers have a head start on the 

path to college and career readiness in the 

21st Century. The Pearson Literature 

program, for grades 6 through 12, is a 

rigorous literacy program that provides 

educators with a full array of instructional 

resources to support student success through 

easy differentiated instruction and regular 

progress monitoring.  

 

To determine the efficacy of the Pearson 

Literature program, Planning, Research, and 

Evaluation Services (PRES) Associates, Inc. 

conducted a one-year randomized control 

trial (RCT).  This study, which commenced 

in the Fall of 2014, was conducted in the 9th 

grade during the 2014-2015 school 

year.  This report presents the findings from 

this study.   

 

A total of 5 high schools participated in 

the study.  The final sample consisted of 

1161 students (544 control; 617 treatment) in 

48 classes (23 control; 25 treatment) taught 

by 19 teachers. Teachers were randomly 

assigned to conditions (either use of the 

Pearson Literature program or continued use 

of the literature curricula currently available 

at the school). 

                                                 
1 The items included within this standard/domain are drawn from the 

Reading subtests and are different than those in the Iowa 

Vocabulary subtest (the latter consists of a separate subtest). 

 

Major findings, organized by the key 

evaluation questions, include: 

 

Do language arts skills improve over the 

course of participating in Pearson 

Literature?  Does this vary by different types 

of students and levels of implementation?  

   

Results showed significant growth over 

the course of the school year as measured by 

the national, standardized Iowa Form E test. 

Specifically, Pearson Literature students 

showed significant gains on the overall 

English Language Arts score, as well as the 

Written Expression and Reading 

Comprehension subtests. No significant gains 

were observed in the vocabulary subtest, 

however. 

 

Results by Common Core State 

Standards, Iowa skill domains, and cognitive 

levels also showed several significant and 

marginally significant gains. Pearson 

Literature students demonstrated gains in 

Common Core Standards such as:  

Informational Text, Literary Text, Key Ideas 

& Details, Conventions of Standard English, 

Knowledge of Language, Vocabulary 

Acquisition & Use1, and Production & 

Distribution of Writing. Among the Iowa 

skill domains, students demonstrated gains in 

the areas of vocabulary1 (use of context to 

determine meaning), implicit meaning 

drawing conclusions/making inferences), 

usage and grammar, sentence structure, 

planning and organization, and writing 

mechanics.  

 

Analyses by subpopulation showed that 

gains observed varied by type of student. 

Females showed significant gains among the 

majority of subtests and the overall English 
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Language Arts score, but the gains observed 

among males were not significant. Similarly, 

significant gains were observed on all 

subtests among below average students but 

no significant changes were observed among 

average performing students. However, 

above average students demonstrated a 

significant decline on the reading 

comprehension subtest. That said, results also 

showed significant gains among minorities 

and non-minorities on two of the four main 

outcome measures.  

 

Analysis by Pearson Literature 

implementation level showed that there was a 

relationship between teacher’s level of 

implementation of the program and student 

reading/writing performance. Specifically, 

students whose teachers used the Pearson 

Literature program with moderate fidelity 

showed large, statistically significant gains 

across all outcome measures, while teachers 

who used the program with low levels of 

fidelity did not demonstrate significant 

changes. 

 

Do gains in language arts skills differ 

between students using Pearson Literature 

as compared to similar students using other 

language arts program(s)?  

 

Repeated measures ANOVA analyses 

showed that Pearson Literature students 

outperformed control students on the Iowa 

Written Expression subtest. A similar pattern 

was observed on the Iowa overall English 

Language Arts score, but such differences 

were not significant. In contrast, control 

students showed greater gains on the 

Vocabulary subtest than Pearson Literature 

students. On the Reading subtest, both groups 

of students showed similar gains from pre- to 

post-testing. In sum, analysis of the main 

outcome measures shows that Pearson 

Literature had a positive impact on students’ 

writing knowledge and skills, but control 

programs had a more positive effect on 

students’ vocabulary development.  

 

Pearson Literature students also showed 

significantly greater gains in the writing skill 

areas of Sentence Structure and Writing 

Mechanics, and in their “Essential 

Competencies” (recall of information such as 

fact, definition, term, or simple one-step 

procedure) and “Conceptual Understanding 

(cognitive processing beyond recalling or 

reproducing a response) as compared to 

control students.  Results by Common Core 

State Standards showed that Pearson 

Literature students significantly 

outperformed control students in the standard 

of “Writing Conventions of English 

Standards”.  In contrast, control students 

showed higher gains on the “Vocabulary 

Acquisition & Use” standard as compared to 

Pearson Literature students. 

 

The effect sizes obtained translate to 

Pearson Literature students performing 4 to 7 

percentile points higher than the average of 

control students on the Iowa Written 

expression subtest and various writing-

related skill domains, cognitive levels, and 

Common Core Standards. In contrast, control 

students performed 4 to 5 percentile points 

higher than the average of treatment students 

on the Iowa Vocabulary subtest and the 

Common Core Standard associated with 

vocabulary acquisition and use.     

   

Do effects of Pearson Literature on student 

performance vary as a function of different 

student and teacher level characteristics?   
 

Analysis of subgroup differences also 

showed positive effects on student language 

arts performance. Specifically, results 

showed significant differences on the Iowa 

Writing Test between Pearson Literature 

students and control students in the following 

subgroups: Whites, students classified as 
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“average ability” and “high ability” via the 

pretest. Results showed that White students 

who used other language arts programs 

showed greater gains in vocabulary 

performance than White students who used 

the Pearson Literature program. Such a 

finding is not surprising given that the 

majority of students (76%) in the student 

sample were White, and as previously noted, 

overall control students had larger gains than 

Pearson Literature students in vocabulary. 

While the opposite pattern was observed 

among minorities with Pearson Literature 

minority students showing greater gains than 

control minority students, this pattern was not 

statistically significant. 

 

Results also showed that while high 

performing students showed a general decline 

across both groups (which may be due to a 

ceiling effect), the level of decline among 

Pearson Literature students was significantly 

smaller than that of control students as 

measured by the overall English Language 

Arts score. In contrast, average performing 

control students had higher gains than 

average performing treatment students as 

measured by the Iowa Reading subtest. 

Similar growth rates were observed among 

low performing students. 

 

When implementation levels among 

treatment teachers were taken into 

consideration, results showed that the 

observed differences between Pearson 

Literature and control groups is dependent on 

how well treatment teachers followed the 

program. Specifically, teachers who 

implemented the Pearson Literature program 

with moderate fidelity showed the largest 

growth rates across all outcomes measures 

(total ELA score, vocabulary subtest, reading 

subtest, and written expression subtest). In 

contrast, while control students demonstrated 

significant gains in only the reading and 

vocabulary subtests, these were not as large 

as those obtained among students of teachers 

who were moderate implementers. Low 

fidelity treatment teachers showed no 

significant gains on the main outcomes 

measures. 

 

Does participation in Pearson Literature 

result in other positive student outcomes 

(e.g., positive attitudes towards reading, 

student engagement/interest, etc.)? 

 

While the primary focus of the Pearson 

Literature program is to improve students’ 

reading and writing skills, the program 

incorporates a number of program 

components that may have an effect on other 

important aspects of education, including 

affective attitudes. Measures were included 

in the RCT to explore whether use of the 

Pearson Literature program was associated 

with changes in student attitudes towards 

reading and writing as well as changes in 

teacher practices and attitudes.  

 

Trends observed in self-reported ratings 

of the literature programs’ assistance with 

improving upon student English Language 

Arts skills generally were in favor of the 

control program. For example, teachers using 

the control program had markedly higher 

scores than teachers using Pearson Literature 

regarding the program's helpfulness in 

developing writing, vocabulary, and grammar 

skills. Similarly, students in the control 

program agreed significantly more with the 

statement that their program increased their 

vocabulary and grammar skills. However, 

treatment teachers also reported that the 

Pearson Literature program was helpful in 

helping their students meet Common Core 

State Standards and reported that this was 

one of the major benefits of using this 

program.  

 

In addition, student and teacher ratings on 

their programs’ impact on student 
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interest/engagement and preparation for 

future tests and courses also revealed general 

patterns that were in favor of the control 

program. That said, such differences may, in 

part, be due to the more challenging and 

rigorous content presented in the Pearson 

Literature program.  Anecdotal information 

from the teachers, reveals that the Pearson 

Literature program challenged students to 

“really think” and required a lot more work 

and effort than with previous literature 

programs.  

 

There were also some differential patterns 

observed between groups in terms of how 

well the programs assisted teachers with 

lesson preparation and delivery, though 

differences were not statistically significant. 

For example, Pearson Literature teachers 

were more likely than control teachers to 

agree that their program saved lesson 

preparation time and provided good ideas for 

activities. However, control teachers were 

more likely to agree that their program 

helped them to meet their instructional 

objectives by the end of the year, provided 

them with the requisite knowledge to teach 

the lesson, and provided appropriate lesson 

introductions and closures. 

 

What do users of Pearson Literature think 

about the program? What aspects of the 

program do they find most useful?  Least 

useful?   

 

Overall, students reported neutral or 

moderately favorable attitudes towards the 

Pearson Literature program. Moreover, when 

comparisons were made between treatment 

and control students, results showed that 

control students tended to rate their program 

more highly than Pearson Literature students. 

For example, these students found their 

control program to be more useful, 

interesting, good, fun, and easy to use as 

compared to treatment students.  

Treatment teachers generally reported 

more positive ratings than their students. For 

example, teachers reported a stronger 

preference for the Pearson Literature program 

compared to their previous program. In 

addition, the majority of the treatment 

teachers (75%) liked the Pearson Literature 

program materials and would like to use the 

program again next year (63%). Compared to 

the control teachers, Pearson Literature 

teachers reported more positive ratings of 

their literature program's independent 

practice, grammar and types or reading 

exercises/questions. In contrast, control 

teachers rated their program more highly in 

reading and writing activities as well as ease 

of use. Furthermore, qualitative feedback 

obtained from treatment teachers indicated 

that they found very useful the Unit 

instructional model, organization around the 

Big Questions, and variety of selections and 

genres available within the Pearson Literature 

program. When asked what they liked most 

about the program, the following items were 

most often noted: 

 

���� Close Reading workshop/models 

���� Common Core alignment  and support 

���� Varied reading selections (genres, 

fiction/non-fiction) 

���� Comparing Texts 

 

In addition, Pearson Literature teachers 

reported rarely accessing the digital resource 

Pearson Realize due to: 1) lack of technology 

support or infrastructure at their schools, 

and/or 2) difficulty navigating through the 

platform. 

  

In sum, students who used Pearson 

Literature showed significantly greater gains 

as compared to students using other English 

Language programs in the area of writing, 

whereas control students showed greater 

gains in the area of vocabulary. Such results 

were consistent across the multiple measures 
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(e.g., by skill domains, cognitive levels, and 

Common Core State Standards). That said, it 

is also clear from the analyses conducted by 

implementation levels that these results are 

dependent on how well teachers implemented 

the Pearson Literature program. Indeed, when 

results were broken out by implementation 

level, Pearson Literature teachers who 

implemented the program with moderate 

fidelity surpassed both control and low 

implementing treatment teachers. Taken 

together, these findings indicate that when 

implemented well and mostly as prescribed, 

the Pearson Literature program has a positive 

impact on student reading and writing 

knowledge and skills. 
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Project BackgroundProject BackgroundProject BackgroundProject Background    
 

"Adolescents entering the adult world in the 
21st century will read and write more than 
at any other time in human history. They 
will need advanced levels of literacy to 
perform their jobs, run their households, act 
as citizens, and conduct their personal 
lives." 
 
- Richard Vaca, author of Content Area 
Reading: Literacy and Learning Across the 
Curriculum 

 

While the nation as a whole has made 

some progress towards addressing the need 

for critical English Language Arts skills for 

all students, for example through a nearly 

nationwide adoption of the Common Core 

Standards, there is still a great need for 

research based English Language Arts 

curricula. As educators strive to meet these 

new, rigorous standards in language arts, 

they require 21st century curricula that 

supports their aligned goals and efforts. 

 

In order to address the gap in standards-

driven English Language Arts curriculum, 

Pearson Publishers revamped their Prentice 

Hall High School Literature. In the latest 

release of the Pearson Literature program 

(2015), Pearson has redesigned this 

comprehensive literacy program to address 

the instructional shifts in literacy required by 

the Common Core State Standards so that 

students and teachers have a head start on 

the path to college and career readiness in 

the 21st Century. The Pearson Literature 

program, for grades 6 through 12, is a 

rigorous literacy program that brings 

together the cornerstones of the Common 

Core State Standards and provides educators 

with a full array of instructional resources to 

support student success through easy 

differentiated instruction and progress 

monitoring. Key features of the Pearson 

Literature program include: 
 

Common Core framework embedded in 

instruction 

• Leveled support and scaffolding for 

understanding increasingly complex 

texts 

• Informational texts across content 

areas that include academic language 

and vocabulary 

• Emphasis on writing argumentative, 

informative/explanatory, and 

narrative texts 

• Critical thinking and higher-order 

thinking skills presented in 

instruction 

• Prompts that require students to site 

evidence from the text 

• Teacher training to implement the 

new standards 

 

New assessments to prepare students for 

the Common Core 

• Project- and performance-based 

assessments, along with traditional 

multiple-choice assessments aligned 

with PARCC and Smarter Balanced 

assessments. 

 

Opportunities for close reading and 

analysis of more demanding text 

• Literary Analysis Workshops 

provide opportunities for students to 

read and re-read deliberately and 

slowly to gain an understanding of 

the meanings of individual words 

• Extensive modeling and independent 

practice prepares students to read 

broadly and widely 

Cutting edge interactive platform 

(Pearson Realize) 

• Active, responsive, and personalized 

digital content 
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• Fully interactive digital literature and 

learning tools customized to each 

student’s learning ability 

 

To determine the efficacy of Pearson 

Literature, Planning, Research, and 

Evaluation Services (PRES) Associates, Inc. 

conducted a one-year randomized control 

trial (RCT).  This study, which commenced 

in the Fall of 2014, was conducted in the 9th 

grade during the 2014-2015 school 

year.  What follows is a report presenting 

findings from the RCT. 

    
Project Project Project Project OOOOverviewverviewverviewverview    

 

The overarching purpose of this study is 

to rigorously evaluate the effectiveness of 

the Pearson Literature program in helping 

high school students attain important 

English Language Arts (ELA) skills. 

Specifically, this study is designed to 

address the following research questions:  

 

♦ Do language arts skills improve over the 

course of participating in Pearson 

Literature?  Does this vary by different 

types of students and levels of 

implementation?  

 

♦ Do gains in language arts skills differ 

between students using Pearson 

Literature as compared to similar 

students using other language arts 

program(s)?  

 

♦ Do effects of Pearson Literature on 

student performance vary as a function 

of different student characteristics?  That 

is, do study findings vary across 

different types of students, at different 

ability levels? 

                                                 
2 There are a number of reasons why random assignment to 

treatment conditions was done at the teacher level. The most 

important reason for selecting this level of assignment is that such 

a design provides an opportunity to help establish causality by 

♦ Does participation in Pearson Literature 

result in other positive student outcomes 

(e.g., positive attitudes towards reading, 

student engagement/interest, etc.)? 

 

♦ What do teachers and students think 

about the Pearson Literature program? 

How do the teachers rate the perceived 

usefulness and quality of program 

features?  

 

 This report presents descriptive 

information and results of the RCT. 

Specifically, the remainder of this report 

includes: 1) a description of the design and 

methodology; 2) sample and site 

information, including descriptions of 

Pearson Literature implementation; 3) 

results of the evaluation; and 4) conclusions.  

In addition, Appendix A contains detailed 

statistical results of all baseline, attrition and 

assessment analyses conducted on the data, 

including the analytical goals and 

framework employed.  

 

Design & Design & Design & Design & MethodologyMethodologyMethodologyMethodology    
 

Research Design 
 

The present study was designed to 

address all standards and criteria described 

in the What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) 

Study Review Standards (2008) and the 

Joint Committee on Standards for 

Educational Evaluation’s Program 

Evaluation Standards (1994). The research 

design consists of a one-year randomized 

control trial, with random assignment of 

teachers to a treatment (i.e., use of Pearson 

Literature) or control group (i.e., use of 

other English program) within schools2.  

eliminating the threat that school level factors could have 

potentially contributed to differences between treatment and 

control groups. An important issue to be considered with this 

design option, however, is that procedures must be put into place 
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Other important design and methodological 

features include: 

 

♦ The study was conducted in the 9th   

grade during the 2014-15 school 

year.  

♦ Random assignment occurred at the 

teacher level at the beginning of the 

study. 

♦ Clear site selection criteria were 

established along with 

accompanying rationale.  

♦ To the extent possible, the control 

programs to which Pearson 

Literature was compared were 

selected to be as distinct as possible 

given the common content taught.  

♦ Extensive background data3 was 

collected on instructional activities 

and materials employed in both 

treatment and control conditions so 

that distinctive pedagogical elements 

could be described given the 

common content taught. 

♦ The threat of differential attrition 

was addressed via:  1) the initial site 

selection process4; 2) random 

assignment within schools, at the 

teacher level, to help ensure that 

attrition is relatively constant across 

both treatment and control groups; 

and 3) the characteristics of students 

who dropped out were statistically 

compared between treatment and 

control groups.  

♦ Extensive implementation guidelines 

and monitoring procedures5 were 

embedded to promote fidelity of 

treatment implementation.  

                                                 
to ensure that the treatment and control classes are not 

contaminated through teachers sharing of Pearson Literature 

materials.  Indeed, this was accomplished through stringent 

guidelines provided to the teachers and close monitoring of their 

instruction and use of resources by researchers. 
3 Descriptive information was obtained so that, even if not all 

extraneous variables related to the outcome measures can be 

controlled, they can at least be measured and used as covariates in 

subsequent analyses.  

♦ The selected assessment, Iowa Form 

E, aligned to national ELA standards 

and offering a broad-range of content 

matter was used in order to enhance 

the sensitivity of the study to picking 

up treatment effects.  

♦ The study employed pre/post 

measures of, among other things, (1) 

student performance; (2) school, 

teacher and ELA-related attitudes; 

(3) teacher practices; and (4) teacher 

knowledge and characteristics.  

♦ Student assessments, surveys, and 

classroom observation forms are 

valid and reliable as shown by 

technical documentation and 

statistical analyses performed. 

♦ The study employed the use of 

statistical controls as well as random 

assignment to establish initial group 

equivalence6.  

♦ Analyses of assessment data were 

primarily conducted via repeated 

measures ANOVA at the student 

level because: 1) it allowed for a 

more sensitive analysis, and 2) while 

random assignment occurred at the 

teacher level, students within 

teachers were randomly assigned to 

classes without regard to curriculum 

assignment.  In addition, multilevel 

modeling (MLM) was performed to 

confirm results obtained at the 

student level. 
 

Table 1 displays the timeline for the 

important study activities of the RCT.  More 

detailed information on these activities, as 

4 Sites that historically had more than 20% student attrition were 

not used in the study.  
5 Training provided and implementation guidelines reflect how 

Pearson Literature should typically be used in schools. 
6 Random assignment helps to create group equivalence.  However, 

it must be noted that with small sample sizes random assignment in 

and of itself does not assure initial group equivalence (Lipsey, 

1990). 
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well as measures used are discussed in the 

following section. 

 
Measures 
 

This section reviews the outcome and 

assessment measures that were 

administered, including descriptions of the 

items, and available reliability and validity 

information. 

 

Student Assessments:  In order to 

enhance the sensitivity of the RCT to detect 

any effects associated with the Pearson 

Literature program, the Iowa Form E 

Common-Core aligned Test was selected. 

Assessment selection was based on a 

thorough literature review of existing 

assessments to identify tests that were valid, 

reliable, measured various ELA skills (e.g., 

reading comprehension, vocabulary, writing 

organization and sentence structure, 

grammar, etc.), and that included content 

that reflected important concepts and skills 

in national ELA standards. 

 

The Iowa Form E measures student 

achievement and growth across a continuum 

of next generation learning standards, 

including Common Core. The Form E is 

based on 2011 norms. Within reading, this 

test provides information about the kinds of 

comprehension skills students are expected 

to continue to develop as they proceed 

through high school-skills they will use in 

reading texts across the curriculum, in 

engaging with literature, in reading and 

thinking about magazine and newspaper 

articles in and outside of school, and in 

extracting and evaluating ideas from a 

variety of sources for research projects. For 

written expression, the test provides 

information about students' skills in 

recognizing correct and effective use of 

standard American English in writing. The 

test also assesses general vocabulary 

development. The target words represent a 

cross section of vocabulary encountered in 

general communication: reading, writing, 

and listening. Words are presented in the 

context of short phrases or sentences, and 

the student is asked to choose, from among 

five alternative words or phrases. Of note, 

the context does not provide "clues"; each of 

the answer choices is plausible within the 

context provided for the word.   

 

In addition to providing scale scores for 

each of these three content areas (reading, 

written expression, and vocabulary), percent 

 

Table 1. Pearson Literature RCT: Timeline of Activities 

2014-15 
Aug.-
Sept. 

Oct. Nov. Dec. 
Jan.-
Feb. 

Mar. April 
May-
June 

Training and Program 
Implementation Begins ♦ ♦       

Assessments and Surveys 
Administered ♦       ♦ 

Follow-up Trainings   ♦  ♦    

Site Observations  ♦ ♦   ♦ ♦  

Teacher Logs* ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ 

*Note that teachers completed monthly teacher logs that monitor instructional activities and the use of program and other resources  
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correct scores are provided for Iowa skill 

domain areas for each content area, 

cognitive levels (essential competencies, 

conceptual understanding, and extended 

reasoning), and Common Core standards for 

reading and writing. The cognitive levels are 

described below: 

 

♦ Level 1 – Essential Competencies: 

Recall of information such as fact, 

definition, term, or simple one-step 

procedure.   

♦ Level 2 – Conceptual Understanding: 

Includes the engagement of some 

cognitive processing beyond 

recalling or reproducing a response. 

A conceptual understanding item 

requires students to make some 

decisions as to how to approach the 

problem or activity and may imply 

more than a single step.  

♦ Level 3 – Extended Reasoning: 

Requires problem solving, planning, 

and/or using evidence. Items require 

students to develop a strategy to 

connect and relate ideas in order to 

solve the problem while using 

multiple steps and drawing upon a 

variety of skills. 

 

In total, the Form E produced 28 additional 

subscale scores. Students were administered 

40 reading items, 54 written expression 

items, and 40 vocabulary items, for a total 

testing time of 2 hours. For both 

assessments, teachers followed the test 

publisher’s standard testing procedures to 

administer the assessment.  Teachers were 

instructed to contact PRES Associates if 

they needed additional guidance related to 

assessment administration.   

                                                 
7 These findings are presented in the full report. 
8 A subset of items were selected from entire surveys and modified 

to be consistent with today’s language.  Survey information can be 

obtained from the following sources:  Hogan, T. P. (1975). Manual 

for Administering and Interpreting the Survey of School Attitudes.  

 

Student Survey:  A student survey was 

developed primarily to measure:  

 

♦ Attitudes about school (e.g. I like 

school.) 

♦ Attitudes about language arts-related 

activities (e.g. I enjoy writing.) 

♦ Perceived reading/writing ability 

(e.g. I am a good reader.) 

♦ Effort and motivation (e.g., I try 

hard in class.) 
 

The survey also included items on parental 

knowledge and support, teacher support, 

classroom experiences, and in the Spring 

survey, satisfaction with their English 

program.  These scales were included in 

order to obtain measures of the impact of the 

Pearson Literature program on affective 

student outcomes7 and to measure potential 

variables that may serve as covariates as 

needed (e.g., parental support). While some 

items were created by PRES Associates, 

others were derived from scales with 

published reliability and validity8.  Internal 

consistency of the scales measuring 

attitudinal constructs range from .60 to .82.  

High scores represent a very positive 

attitude or strong agreement (scales are from 

1 to 5). 

 

Teacher Survey: Information was 

collected via surveys from all participating 

teachers. In addition to obtaining teacher 

background and demographic information, 

the survey was developed to measure:  

  

���� Classroom and instructional 

practices  

���� Language arts-related preparation 

New York: Hartcourt Brace; Johnson, O. G. (1976). Tests and 

Measurements in Child Development: Handbook II. San Francisco: 

Jossey-Bass; Marsh, H. (1990). The structure of academic self-

concept: The Marsh-Shavelson model. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 82, 623-636.   
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and knowledge 

���� Teacher knowledge of effective 

teaching practices (including those 

aligned to Common Core State 

Standards) 

���� Organizational factors/context 

���� Attitudes about English curriculum 
 

These measures were obtained to 

examine affective outcomes9 as well as to 

gather background information (e.g., years 

of experience, education, etc.). Some items 

were obtained from existing scales, while 

others were developed for the study10. 

Internal consistency of the scales measuring 

attitudinal constructs range from .60 to .85. 

High scores represent a very positive 

attitude or strong agreement (scales are from 

1 to 5).  

 

Classroom Observations: A classroom 

observation form was developed by the 

Pearson Research Team to guide 

observations of Pearson Literature program 

implementation. This observation form was 

supplemented by additional items developed 

by PRES Associates which was largely 

based on existing protocols that have been 

used across the nation11. Modifications were 

made to reflect content and practices typical 

of English language arts classes. 

Researchers from the Pearson Research 

Team conducted site visits using these 

classroom observation tools. 

 

                                                 
9 These findings are presented in the full report. 
10 Items in this survey were developed by PRES Associates and 

modified from the Trends in International Mathematics and 

Science Study (TIMSS) 2003 Teacher Questionnaire Science 

Grade 8 (Washington, DC: National Center For Education 

Statistics) and the 2000 National Survey of Science and 

Procedures 
 

To ensure that all treatment teachers 

participating in the study had sufficient 

knowledge and skills to successfully 

implement Pearson Literature, teachers were 

provided with both implementation 

guidelines and Pearson Literature training 

prior to implementation. In addition, 

monitoring procedures (via monthly 

instructional logs completed by teachers, 

classroom observations and interviews) were 

instituted to measure the extent to which 

teachers were implementing a similar 

instructional model as outlined by the 

Pearson Literature program implementation 

guidelines.  

 

The following section presents the 

procedures used to assist teachers in 

implementing the Pearson Literature 

program, the monitoring procedures used by 

evaluators to determine treatment fidelity, 

methods used to obtain program feedback, 

and the test administration and scoring 

procedures employed.  

 

Training 
 

The training model for the Pearson 

Literature study was designed to provide 

teachers with the necessary background and 

practical experiences to begin implementing 

the program with fidelity at the start of the 

2014-2015 school year.  It should be noted 

that the focus of these trainings was not on 

general ELA professional development, but 

rather on the vision of the Pearson Literature 

program, use of the materials and 

implementation of the key components, and 

how the program could best be used to 

Mathematics Education Science Questionnaire (Rockville, MD: 

Westat).  
11 The Classroom Observation Form was derived from the 

following protocols: Horizon Research’s Local Systematic Change 

Professional Development Classroom Observation Protocol, and 

the Texas Collaborative for Excellence in Teacher Preparation 

Classroom Observation Protocol.  
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effectively help students with English 

Language Arts skills. 

 

Teachers participated in a training with a 

Pearson professional trainer for 

approximately 6 hours at the start of the 

2014-2015 school year. During the training, 

trainers provided an overview of all program 

components and clearly indicated key 

components teachers were required to use 

based on the implementation guidelines.  

The Pearson professional trainer also tried to 

provide training on the technology 

component of the program – Pearson 

Realize. During the initial training however, 

it became evident that for the most part, 

schools did not have a strong technology 

infrastructure to fully utilize Pearson Realize 

(e.g., slow internet speed, firewalls, etc.).  

 

During the training, an emphasis was 

placed on which components were key and 

required, versus those that were strongly 

encouraged or just recommended. Handouts 

(including the implementation guidelines) 

were also provided. These included a list of 

Pearson Realize capabilities/activities, and 

specific instructions on utilizing the various 

online components. Trainers also discussed 

the flow of the Teacher’s Edition 

demonstrating where the various program 

components were located and how to 

incorporate those components into a lesson.  

 

Follow up trainings occurred in 

November and January. The focus of these 

were on walking teachers through more 

specific details on the implementation of the 

units and “Parts”. In addition, given that 

some schools need to incorporate district-

mandated content (e.g., novel studies), the 

trainer worked with teachers on how best to 

implement these required activities within 

                                                 
12 Teachers were asked to implement these key components on a 

regular basis. These key components are also documented in the 

Implementation Guidelines which is available in Appendix B. 

the framework of the Pearson Literature 

program. 

 

Implementation Guidelines 

 

Pearson Literature teachers were 

provided with detailed implementation 

guidelines at the onset of the study in order 

to ensure they had a concise understanding 

of the essential program components and an 

understanding of the foundation of the 

Pearson Literature program. The 

implementation guidelines were developed 

by Pearson and were based on key program 

components and pedagogy as identified by 

Pearson product managers, content experts, 

and editorial staff.   

 

Implementation guidelines served as a 

detailed “map” during the initial training 

session and throughout the study, outlining 

specific fundamental components, common 

core alignment, and addressing technology 

integration for use during lessons.  Based on 

implementation guidelines, teachers were 

given concise instructions for utilizing core 

(and required) versus optional program 

elements in order to ensure the Pearson 

Literature program was implemented as 

intended over the course of the study. 

 

The program consists of several key 

components12 (see next page).  Of note, the 

program is separated into four parts; the 

Four Parts follows a gradual release model 

for learning progression. Part 1 is used to set 

expectations and models of what the 

students should be doing (“I do”), Part 2 

allows for students to read the complex texts 

while providing support and guidance (“We 

do”), Part 3 removes the supports/scaffolds 

and provide a more authentic reading 

environment for the students, and Part 4 is 
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used to provide students independence so 

they are able to read a range of work and 

respond to them thoughtfully and 

articulately (“You do”).  

 

Part 1: Setting Expectations 

Introducing The Big Question 

• Explore The Big Question  

• Vocabulary  

Close Reading Workshop 

• Close Reading: Genre 

• Models: Read, Discuss, 

Research, Write 

Independent Practice*13 

• Close Reading Activities  

 

Part 2: Text Analysis: Guided 

Exploration 

 

Introduction & Critical Viewing Activity 

                                                 
13 * Denotes print features that have additional digital resources 

such as worksheets, videos, digital tools, graphic organizers etc. 

Focus on Craft and Structure 

• Elements of that Genre 

• Analyzing Aspects of that Genre 

Time and Resource Manager  

• Guide to Resources 

Building Knowledge before the Selection 

• Close Reading Focus 

• Vocabulary* 

• Close Reading Model* 

• Use the Text Complexity Rubric 

and T&R Suggestion 

 Selections* 

• Use Multidraft Reading Strategy 

• Use Background Video and 

Selection Audio* 

• Language Study* 

• Close Reading Activities* 

Comparing Texts 

• Reading to Compare Points of 

View 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

that are online and at point-of-use in the digital pathway on 

PearsonRealize™. 
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• Comparing Points of View 

• Comparing Text Selection 1* 

• Comparing Text Selection 2* 

• Writing To Sources* 

Workshops: Language/Speaking & 

Listening/Writing Process & Writer’s 

Toolbox (Choose One)* 

Assessment Skills (Complete All)  

• Selected Responses  

• Constructed Responses  

 

Part 3: Text Set: Developing Insight  

 

Introduction & Critical Viewing Activity 

Time and Resource Manager  

• Guide to Resources for entire Text 

Set 

Text Set:  Anchor Text Selection* 

• Use Multidraft Reading Strategy 

• Use the Text Complexity Rubric and 

T&R Suggestion  

• Use Background Video and 

Selection Audio* 

• Language Study* 

• Close Reading Activities* 

Text Set: Related Readings* 

• Close Reading Activities* 

• Use the Text Complexity Rubric and 

T&R Suggestion 

Assessment Synthesis: Culminating 

Performance Tasks 

• Speaking and Listening Assignment  

• Writing Assignments 

 

Part 4: Demonstrating Independence  

Extended Reading* 

Online Text Set* 

• Preparing to Read Texts 

 

For a full description of these key 

components, please see Appendix B. 

 

Program Monitoring  
 
Teacher Logs. Online teacher logs were 

used so that program implementation could 

be monitored on a real-time basis and to 

identify any issues or local events that had 

the potential to influence study results. 

Teachers were instructed to complete these 

on a monthly basis from September through 

May. The primary purpose of the teacher 

logs was to monitor program 

implementation and fidelity among Pearson 

Literature classes. Researchers also 

collected monthly logs from control classes 

so instructional activities and content 

covered could be noted and also to monitor 

the extent to which any contamination may 

have occurred. Such background 

information provided researchers with a 

detailed data source on what was occurring 

in treatment and control classrooms with 

respect to language arts/writing instruction 

and practices.  It also allowed researchers to 

identify areas of overlap in terms of content 

taught and instructional activities. The 

extent to which there are similarities and 

differences between classrooms can have an 

impact on observed differences between 

treatment and control classes and effect 

sizes. Thus, it is important to take these 

factors into consideration when interpreting 

study results. Information obtained via these 

logs included changes in student rosters, 

typical classroom activities, use of other 

writing resources and related exercises 

(including homework and independent 

practice), time spent on varies instructional 

activities, and for treatment classes, use of 

key Pearson Literature program 

components.  
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Results showed that teachers had, on 

average, a 89% completion rate. The ranges 

were 22% to 100%14. Teachers were 

contacted after failure to complete teacher 

logs each month. In cases of noncompliance, 

the school liaison was asked to consult with 

the teacher to see if there was anything that 

could be done to assist the teacher in 

completing the logs and for the most part 

this was an effective practice and log 

completion was relatively high with 

teachers.  

 

Classroom Observation. Classroom 

observations were conducted for treatment 

October-November, 2014) and the Spring 

(March-April, 2015) by the Pearson 

Research Team. The purpose of these 

observations was to better understand the 

instructional approaches and materials used 

by teachers with their students and to 

identify differences and similarities between 

classes taught by teachers that were 

randomly assigned to treatment or control 

conditions. Specifically, observations 

focused on how classroom activities were 

structured, what and how materials were 

used, and characteristics of the class 

including student engagement, classroom 

environment and culture, and teacher-

student interactions. In addition, teachers 

were interviewed after the observations to 

obtain more specific information on the 

representativeness of the lesson, resources 

used, ability levels of the students, 

assessment practices, pacing, independent 

practices, test preparation strategies and 

feedback related to the program. The 

observations also allowed researchers to 

examine the threat of possible contamination 

between treatment and control classes. 

 

                                                 
14 Calculation based on 9 months in which teachers were asked to 

report on their activities. All except two control teachers had a 

completion rate of over 80%. 
15 Administration dates depended on the school’s start and end 

date. Teachers within each school followed a similar testing 

Test/Survey Administration and 

Scoring  
 

The Iowa Form E Assessment was 

administered during two time periods over 

the course of the study: (1) Fall (September 

2014); and (2) Spring (May through June 

2015)15.  The test publisher’s standard 

testing procedures were followed. Teachers 

were instructed to contact PRES Associates 

if they needed additional guidance related to 

assessment administration. The test was 

scored independently by Riverside Scoring 

Services.    

 

Student and teacher surveys were 

completed during the same time periods as 

the assessments (i.e., Fall 2014 and Spring 

2015). 

 
Site Selection Criteria 
 

Criteria for developing an initial list of 

schools to be contacted for possible 

inclusion in the study included geographical 

diversity across different states, and public 

schools so that a sufficient number of 

teachers would be available for purposes of 

random assignment. Schools meeting the 

aforementioned criteria were contacted and, 

of those, 95 indicated initial interest. Of 

these, 13 met additional criteria for study 

participation as indicated below and 

expressed continued interest in participating 

in the study. Of these, 6 were selected to 

participate in the research study but one 

school dropped out prior to the start of the 

study, producing a final sample size of 5 

schools.  

 

� Schools had to be willing to do 

teacher level random assignment;  

schedule. Generally, administration occurred within 1 month after 

the school year commenced (pretest) and within 1 month prior to 

the end of the school year (posttest).  
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� Historically low student mobility 

rates (less than 20%) as a means of 

helping control for the threat of 

attrition;  

� Willingness/commitment to fully 

participate in all aspects of the study 

(e.g., random assignment and data 

collection). 

 

Other major criteria included: 1) that there 

be no other major English initiative(s) at the 

school; and 2) the typical English language 

arts curricula employed by the school fell 

under the “comparison” programs which 

provided a contrast to the Pearson Literature 

program.

Sample DescriptionSample DescriptionSample DescriptionSample Description    
 

Site Characteristics 
 

Five schools participated in the study. 

Schools were located in urban and suburban 

areas and were geographically dispersed 

across the U.S in the states of California, 

Washington, Illinois, and Michigan.  

 

Table 2 shows the school-wide 

characteristics of each of the participating 

sites. As shown, school size ranged from 

medium (n=991) to large (over 2000), and 

showed some ethnic diversity, particularly 

Site E. Characteristics specific to the study 

participants are provided in Table 3.

Table 2. School Level Characteristics 

School 
 

School 
Size 

Ethnic Breakdown 
% of Limited 

English 
Proficient  

% Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Site A 
Illinois 

Grades 9-12 

 

2026 

70% White, not Hispanic 
14% Hispanic 
.4% American Indian/Alaskan Native 
11% Black, not Hispanic 
1% Asian/Pacific Islander 
4% Two or more races 

2% 47% 

Site B 
Michigan 

Grades 9-12 

 

1623 

71% White, not Hispanic 
5% Hispanic 
10% Black, not Hispanic 
10% Asian/Pacific Islander 
1% American Indian/Alaskan Native 
3% Two or more races 

3% 25% 

Site C  
Washington 
Grades 9-12 

 
991 

77% White, not Hispanic 
21% Hispanic 
1% Two or more races  

2% 33% 

Site D 
Washington 
Grades 9-12 

 

1135 

83% White, not Hispanic 
8% Hispanic 
1% American Indian/Alaskan Native 
1% Black,not Hispanic 
2% Asian/Pacific Islander 
5% Two or more races 

.4% 25% 

Site E 
California 

Grades 9-12 

 

2100 

18% White, not Hispanic 
62% Hispanic 
1% American Indian/Alaskan Native  
15% Black, not Hispanic 
3% Asian/Pacific Islander 
1% Two or more races 

17% 80% 

National 
Population 

 

 

White-53.5% 
Hispanic-21.9% 
African Am.-17.6% 
Asian/Pacific Islander-5% 
Native American 1.2% 

9.6% 45.4%  
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Student Characteristics 
 

The final sample consisted of 1161 students 

(544 control; 617 treatment) in 48 classes (23 

control; 25 treatment) taught by 19 teachers. 

The study participants were in 9th grade. Table 3 

presents the demographic distribution among 

study participants. Note that only students who 

remained in the study throughout the year are 

included in this table and in the final analyses.  

                                                 
16 All details regarding analyses on baseline differences and attrition 

analyses are provided in Technical Appendix A. 
17 “Significant” means that we can be 95% or more confident that the 

observed differences are real. If the significance level is less than or 

equal to .05, then the differences are considered statistically significant. 

 

Preliminary analyses16 were performed to 

examine whether baseline differences existed as 

a function of student demographics. Chi-square 

analyses on the demographic characteristics 

noted in Table 3 showed two significant 

differences, p<.05
17. In particular, there was a 

higher proportion of Limited English Proficient 

students in the treatment group as compared to 

control group. In addition, results showed that a 

If this value is greater than .05, this means that any observed differences 

are not statistically significant and may be interpreted as inconclusive. 

However, at times this may be referred to as “marginally significant.”  In 

this case, the criterion is more liberal and means that we can be 90% or 

more confident that the observed differences are real.  

 

 
Table 3. Student Demographics Distributions* 

Characteristics  
 

Control 
(n=544) 

Pearson Lit. 
(n=617) 

Total  
(n=1161) 

Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 

Gender 
(χ2(1)=1.674, 
p=.20) 

Male  248 45.6% 258 41.8% 506 43.6% 

Female 296 54.4% 359 58.2% 655 56.4% 

Ethnicity 
(χ2(1) =2.422, 
p=.12; minority 
vs non-minority) 

White 401 73.7% 479 77.6% 880 75.8% 

Hispanic 62 11.4% 79 12.8% 141 12.1% 

African American 39 7.2% 34 5.5% 73 6.3% 

Asian 11 2.0% 7 1.1% 18 1.6% 

Native American 15 2.8% 3 .5% 18 1.6% 

Other 16 2.9% 15 2.4% 31 2.7% 

Subpopulations** 

(χ2(1)=0.024, 
p=.88) 

Special Ed 
Status 

9 3.6% 10 3.9% 19 3.7% 

(χ2(1)=4.555, 
p=.03) 

Limited English 
Proficiency 

13 5.3% 28 10.3% 41 7.9% 

(χ2(1)=2.296, 
p=.13) 

Free/Reduced 
Lunch Status 

58 24.2% 50 18.7% 108 21.3% 

 
(χ2(2)=21.127, 
p<.05) 

Low Reading 
Level  

124 25.5% 173 30.2% 297 28.1% 

Mid Reading 
Level  

150 30.9% 227 39.7% 377 35.6% 

High Reading 
Level  

212 43.6% 172 30.1% 384 36.3% 

*Counts (and percents) do not include missing information. Ability level was determined by percentile standing on the Iowa ELA pretests. 

Students scoring at the top 33rd percentile were classified as high, students scoring at the bottom 33rd percentile were classified as low, and 

students scoring at the middle 66th percentile were classified as mid level.   

**Special education, LEP, and free/reduced lunch status data was provided by three schools: B, C, and D. Thus, these results are only limited to a 

subsample of sites. 
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higher proportion of treatment students were at 

the bottom 33rd percentile than control students 

at pre-testing; conversely, there was a higher 

proportion of control students who were at the 

top 33rd percentile than treatment students. 

 

Differences in baseline reading/writing 

performance were also examined based on 

analyses of pretest scores. Student level t-test 

analyses revealed significant differences for all 

assessment scores, p<.05, see Table 4. Control 

students had significantly higher pretest scores 

than treatment students as measured by the Iowa 

Reading, Vocabulary, and Written Expression 

subtests, as well as the overall English/ 

Language Arts total score.  

 

Differences on other student characteristics 

were also examined. Results showed significant 

differences between treatment and control 

students in perceived importance of 

reading/writing and homework completion, p<.05, 

with control students perceiving a greater level 

of importance and homework completion than 

treatment students. No other differences were 

observed on measured student 

attitudes/perceptions. 

Attrition Analysis 
 

Both measurement attrition (i.e., missing 

data due to students not completing 

assessments) and dropout attrition (i.e., missing 

data due to students leaving the study) were 

examined. Details on the attrition analysis are 

presented in Technical Appendix A, and are 

summarized herein. There was an overall 

dropout attrition of 11.8% (n=156) due to 

students leaving school, moving from treatment 

to control classes (or vice versa), or classes 

dropping from the study. Overall results show 

that there was evidence for dropout attrition but 

a lack of evidence for measurement attrition. It 

should be noted that the difference was not in 

favor of the treatment group. That is, treatment 

students who remained in the study had lower 

pretest scores than control students; in contrast, 

among students who dropped out, treatment 

students had higher scores than control students. 

Thus, any observed effects will have occurred 

despite this bias in favor of the control group.  

  

 

 
 
Table 4. Sample Size, Means, Standard Deviations, and t-test (Student Level) Results for Assessments at Pre-testing 

Pretest*       Group   Mean Std. Dev. N t 
Sig. 

  Level 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Control 263.38 40.47 520 3.470 

 
1079 

 Treatment 254.48 43.67 561 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Control 267.77 29.69 508 5.826 

 
1061 

 Treatment 256.92 30.89 555 

Iowa: Written Expression SS 
Control 261.82 45.30 508 2.783 

 
1063 

 Treatment 254.33 42.59 557 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Control 263.71 37.75 496 3.500 

 
1011 

 Treatment 255.43 37.48 517 

* = p<.05 
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Teacher and Class Characteristics 
 

There were 48 classes (23 control; 25 

treatment) taught by 19 teachers. Approximately 

85% of teachers were female and 95% were 

Caucasian. In regards to educational 

background, 21% of teachers held a Bachelor’s 

degree, 74% of teachers held a Master’s Degree, 

and 5% held a PhD, primarily in 

English/Language Arts (37%), Curriculum and 

Instruction (11%), or Administration (16%). 

Teacher experience ranged from 1 to 7 years, 

with an average of 5 years. No significant 

differences were observed among treatment and 

control teachers in terms of these demographic 

and background variables. 
 

Control and treatment teachers were also 

very similar in terms of perceptions of class 

climate, autonomy in setting instructional goals, 

adequacy of resources, administrative support, 

parental support, ability to help students, 

approach to literacy (descriptive vs traditional), 

knowledge of Common Core State Standards 

and latest in research on learning, perceived 

usefulness of technology in education, and 

participation in professional development, p>.05.   
However, differences were observed in teacher 

perceptions of collegiality and extent to which 

teachers felt comfortable with technology, p<.05. 

Control teachers reported higher perceptions of 

support from other teachers and felt more 

comfortable with technology than treatment 

teachers at baseline. 

 
Implementation of various typical activities that 

occur in high school language arts classrooms 

were also analyzed based on information 

collected from the Fall teacher logs, class 

observations, and pre-teacher surveys. Results 

showed no significant differences between 

treatment and control classrooms in terms of 

diversity of student activities including 

Common Core related activities/topics, amount 

of homework assigned, assessment use, 

provision of differentiated instruction, 

engagement, class climate, technology use and 

percentage of students who turn in homework. 

No differences were observed in the amount of 

time spent on: a) warm-up activities, b) direct 

instruction, c) small group activities, d) 

independent practice, and e) classroom 

management.  No differences were also 

observed in the extent to which specific 

components of reading and writing were 

emphasized during instruction (e.g., fluency, 

vocabulary, grammar, spelling, etc.), p>.05. 

 

In sum, based on these preliminary analyses 

the two groups were very comparable in terms 

of baseline teacher and classroom 

characteristics/practices, but imbalance was 

observed in terms of baseline student 

performance. Thus, researchers controlled for 

baseline assessment performance during 

analyses of outcomes by focusing analyses on 

pre-post differences (i.e., growth). 

 

Instructional Curricula 
 

The focus of this study was to examine the 

effects of an entire core curriculum and as such, 

it must be compared to other core curricula that 

teach the same content area. For the Pearson 

Literature RCT, participating schools used a 

myriad of resources as opposed to a single 

published curriculum.  

 

Teachers involved in the study all taught 

concepts essential to language arts instruction, 

along with writing in their Language 

Arts/English classrooms.  Depending on the 

school, teachers paced their classes according to 

a district or state pacing guide to meet required 

standards, and/or taught according to student 

needs. Teachers that used the Pearson Literature 

program, which is aligned to the Common Core 

State Standards, used the program while 

following their school/district pacing guide. 

This meant that at times, teachers had to rely on 

other materials in order to meet school/district 

goals (e.g., use of novel studies not included in 

the Pearson program). This contributed to 
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treatment teachers being unable to meet unit 

completion goals as discussed in more detail 

under the Fidelity of Implementation section. 

 

Pearson Literature 
 

The Pearson Literature program is a core 

language arts program designed to be used in 

grades 6-12. Aligned to the Common Core State 

Standards, this rigorous literacy program 

contains numerous resources to support student 

success through easy differentiated instruction 

and powerful progress monitoring. Organized 

around five units, each unit contains four 

“Parts.” As previously noted, Part 1 is used to 

set expectations and models of what the students 

should be doing (“I do”), Part 2 allows for 

students to read the complex texts while 

providing support and guidance (“We do”), Part 

3 removes the supports/scaffolds and provide a 

more authentic reading environment for the 

students, and Part 4 is used to provide students 

independence so they are able to read a range of 

work and respond to them thoughtfully and 

articulately (“You do”).  

 

Students and teachers also had access to the 

online platform Pearson Realize, which contains 

online resources so that students can complete 

assignments. This learning management system 

offers standards-aligned content, class 

management tools, and integrated assessments 

to help teachers effectively deliver instruction.   

 

Specific resources provided included: 

 

Student Components -1 per student 

• Student Edition 

• Common Core Student Companion 

Workbook 

• Close Reading Notebook 

 

Teacher Components - 1 per teacher 

• Close Reading Notebook 

• Teacher Edition 

• Hear It! Audio CD 

• ExamView Test Bank CD-ROM 

• Teacher Resource CD-ROM 

• Reading Kit 

• PH Lit Online 6-year license 

• Need to Know Guide 

 

For a more detailed description of the program’s 

key features and materials, see Appendix B-

Implementation Guidelines. 
 

Control Curricula 
 

The control curricula used by teachers was 

fairly consistent in that the majority of teachers 

used a mix of resources from custom 

teacher/district-created lesson plans to resources 

available online. All schools had the same 

published curriculum available to teachers, 

though the edition varied from 1997 to 2007. 

However, control teachers did not follow the 

published program but rather occasionally 

selected readings from the textbook along with 

vocabulary, and supplemented heavily for 

lesson planning and instructional purposes.  

Writing resources also varied with teachers’ 

creating their own writing activities or using 

multiple resources for writing lessons. These 

teachers used existing or created resources to 

teach toward district/state writing curriculum 

maps. Resources generally included instruction 

in various writing forms (e.g., descriptive, 

expository, persuasive, etc.), grammar, 

mechanics, and the writing process. In addition, 

teachers implemented novel studies, with more 

advanced courses using novels exclusively.  

 

Despite the fact that the control teachers 

used a myriad of multiple resources (as opposed 

to treatment teachers who primarily used the 

Pearson Literature program), the following 

provides a description of the core literature 

program available to teachers.  

 

The 9th grade control literature program 

consists of a collection of readings, many of 

which are full texts. It is organized around 12 
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thematic chapters. Each chapter contains literary 

connections (e.g., to related stories or concepts), 

key vocabulary, and reading and writing 

workshops. The program offers the following 

features:  

 

• Reading Skills and Strategies: Students 

take notes in a journal about a reading 

strategy as they read; 

• Making Meanings: Post-reading, critical 

thinking questions that follow every 

selection;  

• Writer’s Notebook: After selections 

students jot down ideas to apply later in 

a Writer’s Workshop 

• Grammar Handbook: Students are able 

to practice grammar skills presented in 

readings 

 

Comparisons between Pearson Literature 

and Control Program Content Coverage 

and Practices 
 

As a result of state and district curriculum 

and pacing guidelines prescribing language arts 

content, treatment and control class coverage 

was similar with teachers generally emphasizing 

specific types of reading and writing. Despite 

the widespread variation in the control 

curriculum used, for the most part coverage of 

the various reading and writing forms was 

comparable. In order to facilitate comparison of 

typical English/language arts content given the 

unstructured nature of the control curricula, 

teachers were surveyed on their relative 

emphasis in various topics. The scale consisted 

of “No emphasis” (1), “Slight emphasis – less 

than 25% of the time” (2), “Moderate emphasis 

– 25-50% of the time” (3),  and “High or 

Sustained emphasis – over 50% of the time” (4).  

 

As shown in Table 5, examination of 

vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension content 

coverage showed that for the most part, control 

and treatment teachers covered a similar range 

of concepts (e.g., moderate to high emphasis on 

main ideas, narrative elements, and 

informational elements).  The only significant 

difference observed was in the interpretation of 

maps/graphs, p<.05. While not statistically 

significant, control students also tended to 

engage in more independent reading as well.  
 

Table 5. Vocabulary, Fluency, and Comprehension 

Coverage 

 

Similarly, as shown in Figure 6, control and 

treatment teachers reported covering similar 

critical reasoning and author’s craft concepts. 

Indeed, the only significant difference observed 

Item Group Average 

Vocabulary, Fluency, and Comprehension related 
items... 

Word definitions (includes new 
vocabulary) 

Pearson 2.22 
Control 2.78 

Word or phrase meaning from 
context 

Pearson 2.78 
Control 2.89 

Analogies Pearson 2.11 
Control 1.89 

Use of references Pearson 2.00 
Control 2.44 

Denotation and connotation Pearson 2.44 
Control 2.78 

Prosody (e.g., phrasing, 
intonation, and inflection) 

Pearson 1.56 
Control 2.33 

Main idea(s), key concepts, 
and sequences of events    

Pearson 3.33 
Control 3.67 

Independent reading (e.g., 
repeated/silent reading for 
fluency)    

Pearson 2.89 
Control 3.44 

Descriptive elements (e.g., 
detail, color, and condition) 

Pearson 2.67 
Control 2.78 

Narrative elements (e.g., 
events, characters, setting, 
and plot)   

Pearson 3.33 
Control 3.56 

Persuasive elements (e.g., 
propaganda, advertisement, 
and emotional appeal)  

Pearson 2.56 
Control 2.78 

Expository or informational 
elements (e.g., explanation, 
lists, and organizational 
patterns such as description, 
cause-effect, and compare-
contrast)  

Pearson 3.00 
Control 3.22 

Technical elements (e.g., 
bullets, instruction, form) 

Pearson 1.67 
Control 2.11 

Metacognitive processes (i.e., 
reflecting about one's thinking)  

Pearson 2.67 
Control 2.67 

Interpret maps, graphs, and 
charts 

Pearson 1.33 
Control 2.22 

Test-taking strategies Pearson 2.00 
Control 2.22 
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in this area was in teacher emphasis of use of 

literary analysis such as analogies, similes, etc. 

Control teachers emphasized or implemented 

these topics more than treatment teachers, p<.05. 

 
Table 6. Critical Reasoning and Author’s Craft Coverage 

With respect to writing, overall control and 

treatment teachers reported covering similar 

writing processes and concepts as well, see 

Figure 7. That said, two significant differences 

did emerge; control teachers reported placing 

greater emphasis on expressive and persuasive 

writing as compared to treatment teachers, p<.05. 

  
Table 7. Writing Coverage 

 

 

 

 

 

Item Group Average 
Critical Reasoning and Author's Craft items... 

Theme/thesis Pearson 2.89 
Control 3.22 

Purpose (e.g., to inform, 
perform, critique, or 
appreciate) 

Pearson 3.00 
Control 3.22 

Characteristics of genres and 
forms 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 2.89 

Point of view (first or third 
person, multiple perspectives) 

Pearson 2.67 
Control 3.22 

Literary devices (e.g., 
analogy, simile, metaphor, 
hyperbole, flashbacks, and 
archetypes) 

Pearson 2.89 
Control 3.78 

Literary analysis (e.g., 
symbolism, voice, style, tone, 
and mood) 

Pearson 3.11 
Control 3.67 

Influence of time and place on 
authors and texts (e.g., 
historical era or culture) 

Pearson 2.56 
Control 3.00 

Aesthetic aspects of text (e.g. 
dramatic or poetic elements) 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 2.67 

Fact and opinion Pearson 2.56 
Control 2.44 

Appealing to authority, reason, 
or emotion 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 2.67 

Validity and significance of 
assertion or argument 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 2.56 

Relationships among purpose, 
organization, format, and 
meaning in text 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 2.67 

Author's assumptions or bias Pearson 2.00 
Control 2.44 

Comparison of topic, theme, 
PL, scope, or organization 
across texts 

Pearson 2.56 
Control 3.00 

Inductive/deductive 
approaches (e.g., making 
inferences and drawing 
conclusions from texts) 

Pearson 2.89 
Control 3.11 

Logical reasoning in text (e.g., 
implications, authors' 
rationale, development of 
argument, etc.) 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 2.78 

Textual evidence and/or use 
of references to support 
position 

Pearson 3.22 
Control 3.33 

Drawing meaning from 
allegory and myth 

Pearson 1.89 
Control 2.67 

Distinguishing real from 
fantastical events in literature 

Pearson 2.00 
Control 2.44 

Item Group Average 

Writing related items... 

The writing process Pearson 3.22 
Control 3.44 

Purpose, audience, and 
context 

Pearson 2.89 
Control 3.22 

Main ideas Pearson 3.22 
Control 3.33 

Organization Pearson 3.44 
Control 3.44 

Word choice Pearson 3.11 
Control 3.22 

Support and elaboration Pearson 3.22 
Control 3.44 

Style, voice, technique, and 
use of figurative language 

Pearson 2.67 
Control 3.11 

Writing Conventions (e.g., 
capitalization, punctuation, 
indentation, citation, etc.) 

Pearson 3.00 
Control 3.56 

Transitional Devices Pearson 2.89 
Control 3.11 

Narrative (e.g., stories, fiction, 
and plays) 

Pearson 2.67 
Control 2.89 

Poetry Pearson 1.78 
Control 2.00 

Expository (e.g., report, 
theme, essay, etc.) 

Pearson 2.78 
Control 3.00 

Critical/evaluative (e.g., 
review) 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 2.67 

Expressive (e.g., journals or 
reflections) 

Pearson 2.33 
Control 3.11 

Persuasive (e.g., editorial, 
advertisement, or 
argumentative) 

Pearson 2.22 
Control 2.89 

Procedural (e.g., instructions, 
brochure, lab report, etc.) 

Pearson 1.56 
Control 2.44 

Technical (e.g., manuals, 
specifications, research 
report, etc.) 

Pearson 1.56 
Control 2.22 

Real world applications of 
writing (e.g., resumes, letters 
to editor, note taking, etc.) 

Pearson 2.11 
Control 2.67 
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In terms of program structure, differences 

were observed between the Pearson Literature 

program and the control programs. The primary 

differences included: 1) compared to the control 

curricula employed, the Pearson Literature 

program offers a structured, consistent unit and 

lesson organization, b) there are a wider array of 

language arts strategies and genres available 

with the Pearson program, and c) the Pearson 

program is aligned to Common Core State 

Standards. 

 

In terms of a typical lesson implementation, 

lessons in both control and treatment classes 

varied naturally as a result of differences in 

resources used.  Pearson classes generally 

followed a similar format given the structured 

nature of the program. However, while there is 

structure to the program (each Unit is done from 

Part 1 to Part 4), depending on the Part and day, 

the specific activity would vary.  For example, a 

daily lesson may include such elements as 

guided reading, independent reading, Close 

Reading or workshop activities, assessment, or 

discussion on the selection. Similarly, control 

classrooms varied in the types of activity 

students engaged in – some days they would 

read from a novel (continuously for several 

days) and on others, the teacher would provide a 

grammar lesson. In sum, because these teachers 

did not follow a basal program but rather 

employed multiple resources put together 

according to district pacing guides and student 

needs, it is difficult to describe a “typical” 

lesson.  

 

 In sum, Pearson Literature and control 

classes were distinct to one another in terms of 

structure, but similar in content taught. Given 

this information, and the fact that the duration of 

the study and exposure to the program occurred 

during one school year, small effect sizes were 

expected. After all, even with training provided, 

                                                 
18 Information was analyzed from teacher logs, class observations, and 

exit interviews. 

there is a learning curve for teachers in their 

first year of implementing a new program.  
 

Fidelity of Implementation  
 

Three levels of implementation (low, 

moderate, and high) were created based on the 

key Pearson Literature program components as 

noted in the implementation guidelines (see 

Appendix B). Triangulation of the available 

information18 showed that none of the teachers 

met the standard created for high 

implementation fidelity. Generally, teachers 

failed to meet the requirement that they 

implement at least three “Part 3” sections. As a 

reminder, Part 3 is where students are 

encouraged to do independent work by 

removing the supports/scaffolds. Some 

treatment teachers reported being unable to have 

their students do Part 3 independently because 

their students required continued support. To 

help address this, the Pearson trainer provided 

additional guidance during the final follow-up 

training whereby teachers were instructed that 

they could indeed provide scaffolding and 

support to students as needed, while still trying 

to get the students to work more independently. 

Another issue that arose over the course of the 

study that impacted implementation were 

district-mandated novel studies. Specifically, 

teachers reported needing to pull away from the 

Pearson program in order to complete full text 

novel studies. Teachers were asked to 

incorporate the resources available from the 

Pearson Literature program to support these 

novel studies, and the follow-up training 

focused on providing teachers with more 

guidance on this as well.  Unfortunately, and 

despite additional guidance efforts made by the 

trainer, the majority of treatment teachers 

continued to skip or skim through Part 3. 

 

Among the 8 treatment teachers, 4 teachers 

were classified as moderate implementers, and 3 
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were classified as low implementers. One 

teacher was not classified as a result of the 

quality of implementation data provided via the 

teacher logs. Low implementers generally failed 

to have students read at least two Part 2 reading 

selections per unit and/or have students read at 

least one anchor text and related reading during 

Part 3.   

 

When the average implementation for each 

of the key components is examined, results 

show that the majority of teachers tended to 

implement Part 1 including the Big Question 

and Close Reading Workshop, and Part 2 

including the Comparing Text Selection 

activities, Focus on Craft and Structure 

activities, and assessment.  However, as 

previously noted, treatment teachers struggled 

with implementing Part 3 and only a few 

teachers took advantage of the Part 4 

independent activities (the latter was not 

deemed a key component however). Appendix 

C provides a more detailed table describing the 

extent to which teachers utilized the various 

Pearson Literature program resources.  

 
Table 8. Level of Pearson Literature Implementation 

Level of  
Implementation 

Completion of Program Components* 

High  

Consistent implementation of Pearson 
Literature components and coverage of 

units= 0 teachers 
 

Moderate  

Fairly consistent implementation of 
Pearson Literature components and 

coverage of units = 4 teachers 
 

Low  

Low implementation of Pearson 
Literature components and coverage of 

units = 3 teachers 
 

*One treatment teacher was not rated. 

 

Over half of the treatment teachers 

implemented the Pearson Literature program 

with moderate fidelity, with the remaining 

teachers implementing the program with low 

fidelity. Barriers to higher implementation 

included reports that students required more 

supports than allowed in Part 3 and district 

reading requirements (e.g., novel studies). 

 

No evidence of contamination was observed 

between teachers or in classrooms. That is, 

control teachers did not use any components of 

the Pearson Literature program with their 

students. However, there was some movement 

of students from treatment to control classes (or 

vice versa) over the school year. These students 

were excluded from all program effect analyses 

that are subsequently reported. 

 

It should be noted that the potential for 

contamination was given careful consideration 

when determining the level of random 

assignment. Through years of research 

experience, PRES researchers have found that 

the benefits of random assignment at the teacher 

level (hence, controlling for school level 

factors) with careful monitoring of possible 

contamination, outweighs the risk of 

contamination. Procedures used to eliminate the 

threat of contamination included an in-depth 

study orientation with teachers, site visits made 

to both treatment and control classrooms to 

observe what was occurring in classrooms, and 

monthly teacher logs that monitored practices 

and materials used across both treatment and 

control classrooms. 
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ResultsResultsResultsResults    
 

Do language arts skills improve over the 
course of participating in Pearson 
Literature?  
 

In order to determine whether students who 

used Pearson Literature showed significant 

learning gains over the course of a school year, 

analysis on outcomes were conducted via paired 

sample t-tests. Results showed significant 

growth on the overall Iowa Form E English 

Language Arts test, as well as the specific 

subtests of Reading Comprehension and Written 

Expression, p<.05. No significant differences 

were observed on the Vocabulary subtest, which 

measures general vocabulary development. Of 

note, the greatest increase occurred in Written 

Expression. 

 
Figure 1. Pre and Post Iowa Form E Results by Pearson 

Literature Students 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 

 

To facilitate interpretation of student 

performance, results are presented by the 

Common Core Reading and Writing standards 

measured via the Iowa Form E assessment. 

Figures 2-3 show these results. Specifically, 

marginal to significant growth was observed 

among 3 of the 5 Common Core Reading 

Standards, p<.10: Informational Text, Literary 

                                                 
19 The items included within this standard/domain are drawn from the 

Reading subtests and are different than those in the Iowa Vocabulary 

subtest (the latter consists of a separate subtest). 

Text, and Key Ideas and Details. In addition, 

marginal to significant growth was observed in 

4 of the 5 Common Core Writing Standards, 

p<.10: Conventions of Standard English, 

Knowledge of English, Vocabulary Acquisition 

& Use19, and Production & Distribution of 

Writing. 

 
Figure 2. Pre and Post Iowa Form E Results by Pearson 

Literature Students: Common Core Reading Standards 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 

 

Figure 3. Pre and Post Iowa Form E Results by Pearson 

Literature Students: Common Core Writing Standards 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 

 

In addition to providing standard scores for 

each of these three content areas (reading, 

written expression, and vocabulary) and results 

by Common Core State Standards, percent 

correct scores are also provided for Iowa skill 
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domain areas and cognitive levels (essential 

competencies, conceptual understanding, and 

extended reasoning). Results for the Iowa 

Reading domain and cognitive levels showed 

four marginal and significant changes (see 

Figures 4-5); gains were observed in 

Vocabulary (use context to determine meaning), 

Implicit Meaning (ability to draw 

conclusions/make inferences) and in their 

Conceptual Understanding (cognitive 

processing beyond recalling or reproducing a 

response) and Extended Reasoning (develop a 

strategy to connect and relate ideas in order to 

solve the problem while using multiple steps 

and drawing upon a variety of skills).  

 
Figure 4. Pre and Post Iowa Form E Results by Pearson 

Literature Students: Reading Skill Domains 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 

 
Figure 5. Pre and Post Iowa Form E Results by Pearson 

Literature Students: Reading Cognitive Levels 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 

Results for the Iowa Writing domain and 

cognitive levels showed marginal and 

significant gains in Usage & Grammar, 

Sentence Structure, Planning & Organization, 

Mechanics and in their Essential Competencies 

(recall of information such as fact, definition, 

term, or simple one-step procedure) and 

Conceptual Understanding. The more 

widespread growth observed in the writing 

domains is consistent with the finding that the 

largest increase in performance among Pearson 

Literature students occurred in Written 

Expression.  

 
Figure 6. Pre and Post Iowa Form E Results by Pearson 

Literature Students: Writing Skill Domains 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 

 
Figure 7. Pre and Post Iowa Form E Results by Pearson 

Literature Students: Writing Cognitive Levels 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 
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Among students who used the Pearson 

Literature program, significant growth was 

observed on the Iowa English Language Arts 

overall standard score. In addition, gains 

were observed in the subtests of Written 

Expression, and Reading Comprehension. 

However, no significant gains were observed 

in the Vocabulary subtest. In addition, gains 

were observed in a number of Common Core 

State Standards, skill domains, and cognitive 

levels. 

 

                                                 
20 Students who were at or below the 33rd percentile on the overall 

English Language Arts pre-score were classified at a low writing level, 

Do changes in language arts 
performance among Pearson Literature 
students vary by different types of 
students and levels of implementation? 
 

In order to examine whether Pearson 

Literature was associated with improvements 

among students of various subgroups, 

exploratory, descriptive analyses were 

conducted. Only the performance of treatment 

students in specific student populations (i.e. 

males and females, minority and non-minority 

students, and students of various ability levels20) 

were examined in these analyses. Of note, the 

sample sizes in some of the subgroups are small 

and there are unequal sample sizes between 

subgroups for a number of variables21. 

Therefore, with the caveat that these analyses 

are limited, this provides readers with 

preliminary, descriptive information on whether 

the program is associated with improvements 

among various subgroups. Figures 8-10 display 

the results for the various subgroups. 

 

Results showed some variation in gains 

among subpopulations. In particular, while 

females showed significant gains in the areas of 

Reading Comprehension, Written Expression, 

and the overall English/Language Arts score 

p<.05, gains observed among males were non-

significant. Growth was also observed among 

minorities on the Vocabulary and overall 

English/Language Arts score. Among non-

minority students, however, growth was 

observed on the Written Expression and overall 

English/Language Arts score. Furthermore, 

students who were below average in terms of 

reading/writing levels showed significant 

growth over the course of the school year on all 

subtests and the overall ELA score. However, a 

significant decline was observed in reading 

comprehension among high level students, and 

no significant growth was observed among 

average performers. 

students who were at or above the 66th percentile were classified as high, 

and the remaining students were classified as average. 
21 The reader is referred to Technical Appendix A for statistics. 
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Gender 
 
Figure 8. Pearson Literature Students Performance 

Gains by Gender: Iowa Form E Test  

Race/ Ethnicity 
 
Figure 9. Pearson Literature Students Performance 

Gains by Race/ Ethnicity: Iowa Form E Test 

 

 

 

 

 

 
* p<.05 ** p<.10 
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Figure 10. Pearson Literature Students Performance 

Gains by Ability Level: Iowa Form E Test   

 

Among students who used the Pearson 

Literature program, analyses by 

subpopulation showed that gains observed 

varied by type of student. For example, 

females showed significant gains among the 

majority of subtests and the overall English 

Language Arts score, but the gains observed 

among males were not significant. Similarly, 

significant gains were observed on all 

subtests among below average students but no 

significant changes were observed among 

average performing students. Moreover, 

above average students demonstrated a 

significant decline on the reading 

comprehension subtest. Results also showed 

significant gains among minorities and non-

minorities on two of the four main outcome 

measures.  

 
 

                                                                           

Implementation Levels 
 

In addition to these analyses among 

subgroups of Pearson Literature students, 

exploratory analyses on the relationship 

between overall levels of Pearson Literature 

implementation of key program components and 

student performance were conducted. These 

analyses provide preliminary information on 

whether low to moderate implementation 

fidelity of Pearson Literature components was 

associated with student performance.  

 

Results showed a significant relationship 

between overall Pearson Literature 

implementation levels and improved 

performance on the Iowa Form E test, p<.05. 

Specifically, students whose teachers used the 

Pearson Literature program with moderate 

fidelity showed large, statistically significant 

gains across all outcome measures, while 

teachers who used the program with low levels 

of fidelity did not demonstrate significant 

changes, see Figure 11.   
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Figure 11. Pre- and Post Iowa Test Performance of 

Pearson Literature Students by Implementation Level 

The aforementioned analyses focused on the 

extent to which Pearson Literature is positively 

associated with student reading and writing 

performance. Results clearly show significant 

improvements among students overall, and 

among certain subgroups of students. However, 

these analyses do not examine how Pearson 

Literature students compared to students using 

other high school English/Language Arts 

programs. The following section presents 

analyses of how literacy performance of 

students taught via Pearson Literature compares 

to the performance of students using other 

programs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Analyses by treatment teacher implementation 

level showed that teachers who followed the 

Pearson Literature program with moderate 

fidelity had students who demonstrated 

significant gains on all measures: the overall 

English Language Arts test and Written 

Expression, Vocabulary, and Reading 

Comprehension subtests. In contrast, no 

significant changes were observed among 

students whose teachers used the Pearson 

Literature program with low fidelity. 

 

 
* p<.05 
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Do gains in language arts skills differ 
between students using Pearson 
Literature as compared to similar 
students using other language arts 
programs? 
 

Prior to discussing the results found, it is 

important to understand the differences and 

similarities of the Pearson Literature program 

and control curricula and classes. This will 

assist the reader in interpreting the results and 

effect sizes22, a measure of the importance of an 

intervention.  

 

As previously noted, despite the widespread 

variation in the control curriculum used, for the 

most part coverage of the various reading and 

writing forms was comparable. This is due to 

teachers following school/district curriculum 

pacing guides that prescribe language arts 

content. In general all teachers emphasized the 

same amount of instruction on fluency, 

vocabulary, reading, grammar, writing 

processes, and differentiated instruction. 

 

That said, notable differences existed 

between Pearson Literature versus the control 

classes. Specifically, control teachers reported 

placing greater emphasis on expressive and 

persuasive writing, and focusing on literary 

analysis to a greater degree as compared to 

treatment teachers. In addition, in general 

control students tended to engage in 

independent reading to a greater extent than 

treatment students. Other notable differences 

between Pearson Literature and the control 

curricula include: a) the structured nature of the 

Pearson program, with consistent unit and 

                                                 
22 Effect size (ES) is commonly used as a measure of the magnitude of 

an effect of an intervention relative to a comparison group. It provides a 

measure of the relative position of one group to another. For example, 

with a moderate effect size of d=.5, we expect that about 69% of cases in 

Group 2 are above the mean of Group 1, whereas for a small effect of 

d=.2 this figure would be 58% and for a large effect of d=.8 this would 

be 79%. 
23 In addition, multilevel modeling was conducted to examine whether 

there were significant differences in growth of outcomes between 

lesson organization, b) availability of a wide 

range of language arts strategies and genres 

from which teachers could draw from, and c) 

the embedded alignment to the Common Core 

State Standards. 

 

 In summary, Pearson Literature and control 

classrooms, with the exception of the program-

based activities, were similar to one another in 

terms of coverage. Given this information, and 

the fact that the duration of the study occurred 

during one school year, small effect sizes were 

expected.  

 

Results 
 

Repeated measures ANOVA were 

conducted to determine whether differential 

gains were observed between groups. As a 

reminder, baseline analysis showed that groups 

differed at pre-testing with control group 

students showing higher test scores than 

treatment students. The repeated measures 

ANOVA controls for baseline differences by 

focusing on change in outcomes from pre-

testing to post-testing23.  

 

Results showed that Pearson Literature 

students outperformed students using other 

English language arts programs as measured by 

the Iowa Written Expression subtest, p<.05. 

Treatment students grew by 4.8 standard score 

points, whereas control students declined by 1.1 

points, see Figure 12. In contrast, control 

students showed significantly greater gains (6.3 

points) on the Iowa Vocabulary subtest than 

treatment students (1.6 points), p<.05.  No such 

significant differences were observed on the 

Iowa Reading subtest nor on the overall ELA 

treatment and control students as well. Unlike the repeated measures 

ANOVA, multilevel modeling accounts for nesting of students within 

teachers but it also is a less powerful analysis given teacher sample size. 

These should be viewed as supplemental, confirmatory analyses to 

examine if similar patterns are observed. The results summarized herein 

focus on the repeated measures ANOVA, and patterns were confirmed 

via HLM. 
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score. As a reminder, the Iowa Written 

Expression Test measures students’ ability to 

recognize correct and effective use of standard 

American English in writing. In contrast, the 

Iowa Vocabulary subtest measures students’ 

general vocabulary development. The results 

suggest that Pearson Literature may be more 

sensitive to impacting students’ writing 

knowledge and skills as compared to vocabulary 

development.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12. Iowa Form E Test Performance by Group 

                  

Results showed that Pearson Literature 

students outperformed control students on the 

Iowa Written Expression subtest. A similar 

pattern was observed on the Iowa overall 

English Language Arts score, but such 

differences were not significant. In contrast, 

control students showed greater gains on the 

Vocabulary subtest than Pearson Literature 

students. On the Reading subtest, both groups 

of students showed similar gains from pre- to 

post-testing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
*p<.05 
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In addition, examination of student 

performance within each of the skill domains 

and cognitive levels measured by the Iowa Form 

E subtests showed significant differences, all in 

favor of the Pearson Literature students. 

Specifically, while no significant differences 

were observed in any of the Reading skill 

domains or cognitive levels, Pearson Literature 

students showed significantly greater gains in 

the Writing skill areas of Sentence Structure and 

Writing Mechanics, p<.05, as compared to control 

students. As well, treatment students 

outperformed control students in their “Essential 

Competencies” (recall of information such as 

fact, definition, term, or simple one-step 

procedure) and “Conceptual Understanding” 

(cognitive processing beyond recalling or 

 

 

 

 

 

reproducing a response) as these relate to 

writing. Indeed, while treatment students 

showed gains, control students showed declines 

in these areas from pre- to post-testing. For ease 

of presentation, only these statistically 

significant results are presented in Figure 13.  

 

Pearson Literature students showed 

significantly greater gains in the Writing skill 

areas of Sentence Structure and Writing 

Mechanics, and in their “Essential 

Competencies” (recall of information such as 

fact, definition, term, or simple one-step 

procedure) and “Conceptual Understanding 

(cognitive processing beyond recalling or 

reproducing a response) as compared to 

control students. 

 
 

  

Figure 13. Iowa Test Performance by Group and Writing Skill Domains/Cognitive Levels 

 
*p<.05 

 

5
5

.4

4
8

.5

6
1

.1

5
3

.2

5
6

.8

4
9

.7

5
4

.7

4
7

.9

5
4

.8

5
1

.6

5
9

.6

5
5

.9

5
6

.3

5
2

.9 5
4

.4

5
0

.9

35.0

40.0

45.0

50.0

55.0

60.0

65.0

Control Pearson Lit. Control Pearson Lit. Control Pearson Lit. Control Pearson Lit.

Sentence Structure* Writing Mechanics* Writing: Essential

Competencies*

Writing: Conceptual

Understanding*

Io
w

a
 F

o
rm

 E
 S

ta
n

d
a

rd
 S

co
re

Pre Post

0.3 decrease

3.0 increase

1.5 decrease

3.1 increase

0.6 decrease
0.5 decrease

2.7 increase

3.2 increase



 

 
 
 
Prepared by PRES Associates, Inc. – An Independent Evaluation Company       39 

Comparisons were also made by Common 

Core Reading and Writing Standards measured 

via the Iowa Form E Reading and Written 

Expression subtests. Similar to the results 

observed by the Reading skills domains, no 

significant differences were observed on the 

Common Core Reading Standards. However, 

differences were observed on the Common Core 

Writing Standards. Specifically, Pearson 

Literature students showed greater gains in the 

“Conventions of English Standards” as 

compared to control students, p<.05. A similar 

pattern was also observed on the standard 

“Research to Build & Present Knowledge”, but 

differences were only marginally significant, 

p<.10. In contrast, control students showed higher 

levels of gains on the “Vocabulary Acquisition 

& Use” standard as compared to treatment 

students, p<.05. In sum, similar to the overall 

results obtained on the subtests, Pearson 

Literature had a positive effect on the Writing 

Conventions standard, but not on the 

Vocabulary standard, see Figure 14. 

 

 

Results by Common Core State Standards 

showed that Pearson Literature students 

significantly outperformed control students in 

the standard of “Writing Conventions of 

English Standards”.  In contrast, control 

students showed higher gains on the 

“Vocabulary Acquisition & Use” standard as 

compared to Pearson Literature students. 

Figure 14. Iowa Test Performance by Group and Writing Common Core Standards 

 
*p<.05 
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Effect Sizes 
 

Effect size is a commonly used measure of 

the importance of the effect of an intervention 

(in this case, Pearson Literature). The majority 

of effect sizes obtained for the Iowa Form E test 

was positive, indicating a favorable effect of the 

Pearson Literature program on student language 

arts performance. The positive effect size 

obtained for the Written Expression subtest can 

be classified as small (d=.17) as does the 

negative effect size for the Vocabulary subtest 

(d=-.19). It should be noted that small effects 

are not surprising when comparing two core 

curricula.  

 

In order to better understand the effects 

observed as a result of exposure to Pearson 

Literature, the effect sizes were translated to the 

percent of treatment students that can be 

expected to be above the average of the control 

group (see blue part of bar in Figure 15).  As 

shown, students using Pearson Literature are 

more likely to have scored above the average of 

control students as measured by the Iowa  

Written Expression subtest, skills domains of 

Sentence Structure and Writing Mechanics, 

writing cognitive levels of Essential 

Competencies and Conceptual Understanding, 

and the Common Core Writing Standard of 

Conventions of English Standards. In contrast, 

students using Pearson Literature are more 

likely to have scored below the average of 

control students as measured by the Iowa 

Vocabulary subtest and the Common Core 

Standard of Vocabulary Acquisition & Use. 

 

Results show that 54 to 57% of Pearson 

Literature students scored above the average 

control student as measured by the Iowa 

Written Expression subtest, and writing 

related skill domains, cognitive levels, and 

Common Core standards. In contrast, 54% to 

55% of control students scored above the 

average treatment student as measured by the 

Iowa Vocabulary subtest and the Common 

Core Standard associated with vocabulary 

acquisition and use. 

Figure 15. Percent of Pearson Literature Students Above and Below Average Relative to Control Students  
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Do effects of the Pearson Literature 
program on student performance vary 
as a function of different student and 
teacher characteristics? 
 

To examine if there were differences in 

performance between different subgroups of 

Pearson Literature and control students, 

subgroup effects were analyzed via repeated 

measures ANOVA. Specifically, differences 

between Pearson Literature and control students 

in the following subgroups were examined: 

gender, ethnicity, and reading/writing ability 

level. Note, it is important to view these 

analyses as exploratory given the smaller 

sample sizes involved and the fact that random 

assignment did not occur at the subgroup 

level24.  Significant subgroup differences are 

discussed in the following sections. 

 

Results by Student Subpopulations 
 

Results showed a significant difference 

between Pearson Literature students and control 

students who were White as measured by the 

                                                 
24 Detailed information on why this is exploratory and non-casual and 

statistics regarding these results are presented in Technical Appendix A.  

Iowa Vocabulary subtest. White control students 

outperformed White Pearson Literature on the 

Vocabulary subtest, see Figure 16. Given that 

the majority of students were White (76%) and 

the difference observed on the Vocabulary 

subtest by the whole population, such findings 

are not surprising. No other differential program 

effects were observed among minorities or by 

gender. That said, an opposite pattern was 

observed among minorities though results were 

not statistically significant. 

 

White students who used other language arts 

programs showed greater gains in vocabulary 

performance than White students who used 

the Pearson Literature program. The opposite 

pattern was observed among minorities with 

Pearson Literature minority students showing 

greater gains than control minority students. 

However, this pattern was not statistically 

significant. 

Figure 16. Pre-Post Performance on Iowa Vocabulary Subtest by Group and Race/Ethnicity 

 
*p<.05 
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Results by Literacy Ability 
 

It is important to closely examine the extent 

to which English Language Arts programs 

contribute to the continued progress of students 

at differing ability levels.  With that in mind, 

students were categorized into reading/writing 

levels depending on their percentile rankings on 

the Iowa Form E Test at baseline (Fall, 2014).  

Students who scored at or above the 66th 

percentile were classified as high level students, 

students below the 33rd percentile were low 

ability students -- those between were classified 

as average performing.  A significant difference 

was observed among high level students; while 

there was a general decline across both Pearson 

and control students, which may be indicative of 

test ceiling effects, the decline observed among 

Pearson Literature students was significantly 

less than high level control  students on the 

overall English Language Arts score (thus, this 

is a positive effect). In contrast, average level 

students who used other language arts programs 

outperformed average level Pearson Literature 

students on the Iowa Reading subtest. Students 

of low ability levels showed comparable rates of 

growth across both treatment and control 

groups. 

 

 

Results also showed that while high 

performing students showed a general decline 

across both groups, the level of decline 

among Pearson Literature students was 

significantly smaller than that of control 

students as measured by the overall English 

Language Arts score. In contrast, average 

performing control students had higher gains 

than average performing treatment students 

as measured by the Iowa Reading subtest. 

Similar growth rates were observed among 

low performing students across all measures. 

 

 

Figure 16. Pre-Post Performance on Iowa Vocabulary Subtest by Group and Ability Levels 

 
*p<.05 
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Results by Implementation Level 
 

As previously noted, treatment teachers 

were classified according to their level of 

implementation of the Pearson Literature 

program. In particular, results showed that 4 

teachers implemented the program with 

moderate fidelity and 3 teachers implemented 

the program with low fidelity. None of the 

teachers were classified as high implementers. 

Control teachers can further be classified as “No 

Implementers” as they did not have access to the 

Pearson Literature program throughout the 

school year. Thus, comparisons can be made on 

the extent to which growth rates varied by these 

three groups: moderate implementers, low 

implementers, and no implementers.   

 

Results of repeated measures ANOVA 

showed that growth was dependent on group. 

That is, growth rates were dependent on whether 

the teacher implemented the program with 

moderate or low fidelity or did not implement 

Pearson Literature at all. In examining the 

subsequent paired t-tests, results showed that on 

all main outcome measures, teachers who 

implemented the Pearson Literature program 

with moderate fidelity had the largest (and 

significant) growth rates, see Figures 17-18. In 

contrast, control teachers only showed 

significant growth on the Iowa Reading and 

Vocabulary subtests. Low implementers did not 

show significant growth on any of the outcomes 

measures. These results suggest that teachers 

who follow the Pearson Literature program to a 

large extent (though not implementing all Parts 

to a high level of consistency) have students 

who learn at a more accelerated rate than 

teachers who do not use the program or use it in 

a less systematic fashion.   

 

 

 

 

Figure 17. Pre-Post Performance on Iowa English Language Arts Total Score and Reading Subtest by Group  

 
*p<.05 
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When implementation levels among treatment 

teachers were taken into consideration, 

results showed that the observed differences 

between Pearson Literature and control 

groups is dependent on how well treatment 

teachers followed the program. Specifically, 

teachers who implemented the Pearson 

Literature program with moderate fidelity 

showed the largest growth rates across all 

outcomes measures (total ELA score, 

vocabulary subtest, reading subtest, and 

written expression subtest). In contrast, while 

control students demonstrated significant 

gains in only the reading and vocabulary 

subtests, these were not as large as those 

obtained among students of teachers who 

were moderate implementers. Low fidelity 

treatments showed no significant gains on the 

main outcomes measures. 

                                                 
25 The incongruence in these results as compared to the overall results is 

likely due to the unequal sample size; there were approximately 200 

students who fell in the “moderate implementation group” category 

In sum, students who used Pearson Literature 

showed significantly greater gains as compared 

to students using other English Language 

programs in the area of writing, whereas control 

students showed greater gains in the area of 

vocabulary. Such results were consistent across 

the multiple measures (e.g., by skill domains, 

cognitive levels, and Common Core State 

Standards). That said, it is also clear from the 

analyses conducted by implementation levels 

that these results are dependent on how well 

teachers implemented the Pearson Literature 

program. Indeed, when results were broken out 

by implementation level, Pearson Literature 

teachers who implemented the program with 

moderate fidelity surpassed both control and 

low implementing treatment teachers across all 

measures25. Taken together, these findings 

indicate that when implemented well and mostly 

as prescribed, the Pearson Literature program 

has a positive impact on student reading and 

writing knowledge and skills. 

 

  

versus 300 students who fell into the low implementation group.” Thus, 

the latter group had a larger sample to contribute to the overall results. 

Figure 18. Pre-Post Performance on Iowa Vocabulary and Written Expression Subtests by Group  

 
*p<.05 
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Does participation in the Pearson 
Literature program result in other 
positive student outcomes (e.g., positive 
attitudes towards reading, student 
engagement/ interest, etc.)?   
 

While the primary focus of the Pearson 

Literature program is to improve students’ 

reading and writing skills, the program 

incorporates a number of program components 

that may have an effect on other important 

aspects of education, including affective 

attitudes. Measures were included in the RCT to 

explore whether use of the Pearson Literature 

program was associated with changes in student 

attitudes towards reading and writing as well as 

changes in teacher practices and attitudes.  

 
Impact on Student Attitudes 
 

Comparison of data collected on students' 

reading and writing-related attitudes showed 

significant differences at posttest between 

students who used the Pearson Literature 

program and control students, p<.05, see Figure 

19. In general, control students felt more 

motivated to do well in writing, and enjoyed 

writing related activities more than treatment 

students. Control students felt that reading and 

writing was important and they felt more 

confident in their reading/writing skills than 

students that used Pearson Literature. Student 

ratings of enjoyment of writing were only 

marginally positive.  There were no significant 

differences between treatment and control 

students regarding reading/writing anxiety, p>.05.  

 

Figure 19. Students’ Attitudes and Motivations towards 

Reading and Writing 

 
Higher scores indicate more positive attitudes. 

*Significantly different at the p<.05 level. Higher scores indicate more agreement. 

 

 

On the post-survey, control students reported 

higher levels of motivation to do well in 

writing, beliefs about the importance of 

reading, ability to read/write, and writing 

enjoyment as compared to Pearson Literature 

students.  

 

In the following sections, more detailed 

information is presented on how students and 

teachers were impacted in terms of: 1) academic 

skills, 2) engagement, 3) preparation for future 

tests and courses, 4) teacher preparation, and 5) 

instructional practices. It should be noted that 

sample sizes for teacher comparisons are small 

and as such, comparisons are unlikely to yield 

significant differences unless the difference is 

large. 
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Impact on Academic Skills 
 

Teachers were asked to judge the impact of 

the Pearson Literature program on their 

students' English/Language Arts skills. On 

average, teachers reported satisfaction with the 

students' English/Language Arts progress as 

well as agreement with the statements that the 

students clearly learned English/Language Arts 

and that students were academically challenged, 

see Figure 20.  
 
Figure 20. Teachers’ Perceptions of Impact of Pearson 

Literature on Student ELA Skills  

 

♦ “All of my students made growth in some area.” - 
Teacher 

♦ “Questions are higher level and so much that I 
felt I had to redo the question to bring down to the 
kids level.  I like the level but they are not there 
yet.  I think if they had the same program for 
several years over time they would be able to 
respond to them.” - Teacher 

♦ “The selections are wonderful, the questions are 
great, the workbooks and assessments are right 
on—it’s just that the students aren’t used to this 
rigor yet.” - Teacher 

♦ “I think it really pushes them.  With further 
exposure I think I will be better at it next year.  
I really like that part of it.  I think I will do 
better next year after using the program longer.” – 
- - Teacher 
 

 

 

Teachers were asked to rate how well their 

literature program helped their students with 

various skills. Although no statistically 

significant differences were observed, in 

general, teachers using the control program had 

markedly higher scores than teachers using 

Pearson Literature regarding the program's 

helpfulness in developing writing, vocabulary, 

and grammar skills, see Figure 21. That said, 

Pearson Literature teachers reported that the 

program was quite helpful with student writing 

and grammar skills due to the more structured 

nature in which they received instruction. As 

previously noted, significant differences were 

also observed in student writing skills in favor 

of the Pearson Literature program. 

 
Figure 21. Teachers' Perceptions of Helpfulness of 

Literature Program for Reading/Writing Skills   

 
 

♦ "I like how they just don’t have a grammar 
section. If there is just a grammar section, the 
teachers kind of forget about it. But the fact that 
it’s embedded in each section here, it makes it so 
much easier, and I think the students don’t get as 
bored with it too. So you know you’re going to 
learn vocabulary words, you’re going to learn read 
to comprehend, read to get structure, and you’re 
also going to learn some grammar and reading 
mechanics with every section; and I think that has 
just been great, I really like that." - Teacher 
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♦ "Their writing in the way of getting a concrete 
detail and commentary has improved from the 
beginning of the year…Their writing has gotten 
much better.  The Pearson book has helped them 
accomplish that." - Teacher 

♦ “Quality of writing and intention and focus of 
writing it is now much more structured and 
answers the question directly.  It has built their 
confidence up with their writing and their 
reading.” –Teacher 
 

Similar to teachers' ratings of Pearson 

Literature and control programs, students in the 

control program had significantly higher scores 

for the statements that their literature program 

helped develop grammar skills, and increased 

vocabulary, p<.05, see Figure 22. 

 
Figure 22.  Students’ Perceptions of Impact of Program 

on Vocabulary and Grammar Skills  

 
*Significantly different at the p<.05 level. Higher scores indicate more agreement.  

 

While students using the control program 

reported greater gains in grammar and 

vocabulary, over half the students using Pearson 

Literature (60%) agreed that they learned a lot 

in English class this year, see Figure 23. 

 
Figure 23.  Pearson Literature Students’ Perceptions of 

Impact of Learning 

 
 

Pearson Literature students were asked to 

judge the strength of a variety of their 

English/Language Arts skills, see Figure 24. At 

the beginning of the school year, Pearson 

Literature students reported feeling fairly 

competent in making connections between what 

is known and read, answering questions about a 

text just read, understanding the main idea of a 

text, understanding relevance, using correct 

spelling and punctuation, making connections 

between texts from different genres, identifying 

what is known about a subject, discussing a text 

with peers, analyzing/evaluating ideas, 

summarizing ideas, and using supporting 

evidence. Small, but not statistically significant 

gains were reported by the end of the school 

year in each of these English/Language Arts 

skills except for answering questions about a 

text just read and analyzing/evaluating ideas. 
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Figure 24. Pearson Literature Students’ Perceptions of 

Their English/Lanugage Arts Skills 

 
 

When asked how much their Literature 

program helped them to learn, the majority 

(52%) of the treatment students reported that 

Pearson Literature program was about the same 

as the previous year's program, 20% reported 

that Pearson Literature helped them to learn 

better than the previous year's Literature 

program, and the rest (27%) reported that the 

previous year's program helped them learn 

better, see Figure 25. 

 

Figure 25. Pearson Literature Students’ Comparison of 

Literature Programs 

 
 

♦ "I like it a lot better because it is easier to 
understand the vocab words and easier to take 
notes." – Pearson Literature Student 

♦ "I liked the Pearson Literature program much 
better because it gave me a better understanding of 
what I was reading." – Pearson Literature 
Student 

♦ "I like the Pearson Literature program better 
because its more organized, and easier to read." – 
Pearson Literature Student 

 

Most of the Pearson Literature teachers 

(75%) reported agreement with the statement 

that the Pearson Literature program helped 

students become better prepared for the 

Common Core standards, see Figure 26. 

However, teachers were in moderate agreement 

(38%) that the Pearson Literature program 

helped their students to be college ready.  

 
Figure 26. Teachers’ Perceptions of the Pearson 

Literature Program Meeting Common Core Standards 
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When comparisons were made between 

Pearson Literature and control teachers in terms 

of Common Core Standards, both agreed that 

their respective literature programs helped their 

students meet the Common Core Standards in 

writing.  However, control teachers were in 

higher agreement that their literature program 

helped their students meet the Common Core 

standards in English/Language Arts than 

treatment teachers though differences were not 

significant, see Figure 27. Of note, the averages 

reflect a general agreement that both programs 

assisted students with meeting Common Core 

standards.  Indeed, qualitative feedback revealed 

that for the most part, teachers felt that one of 

the benefits of the Pearson Literature program 

was its alignment to the Common Core. 

 
Figure 27. Teachers' Perceptions of Student Preparation 

for Common Core Standards 

 
 

♦ “It is nice that this is aligned to the Core.” - 
Teacher 

♦ “It is really easy to prepare them for that test and 
to hit the Common Core.” - Teacher 

♦ “I like a lot of the new Common Core rigor. And 
it is definitely student learning/teacher driven, but 
it is more “students thinking it through” and not 
getting the information that they need to get spelled 
out by the teacher and all they do is hear it and 
write about it. They actually have to do so much 
more of the thinking which is where we definitely 
have to go as teachers for getting across the new 
Common Core.” - Teacher 

♦ “I like the CC, the way it organized, I like most 
of the selections and all the CC stuff is there.  
This is first book I looked at to align to CC.   
And it’s super easy to use.” – Teacher 

 

When asked about specific 21st century and 

college readiness skills and the extent to which 

the program assisted students with these skills, 

control teachers tended to report more favorable 

ratings (though not statistically significant) in 

the areas of students’ research skills and ability 

to analyze information from multiple sources, 

p>.05.  Control teachers also reported that their 

Literature program was significantly more likely 

to increase their students higher order cognitive 

skills and ability to make connections between 

reading and the real world, p<.05, see Figure 28.  

 
Figure 28. Teachers' Perceptions of Student Preparation 

for 21st Century Skills 

 
*Significantly different at the p<.05 level. Higher scores indicate more agreement. 

 

 

 

Similarly, compared to Pearson Literature 

students, control students reported significantly 

higher agreement with the statement that their 

literature program enhanced their research 

skills, p<.05. In contrast, both Pearson Literature 

and control students reported similar levels of 

agreement that their literature program helped 

them to develop inquiry skills, see Figure 29.  
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Figure 29. Students’ Perceptions of the Literature 

Program Increasing 21st Century Skills 

 
*Significantly different at the p<.05 level. Higher scores indicate more agreement. 

 

 

Teachers were also asked about specific 

Common Core related skill areas, see Figure 30. 

While not significant, teachers using Pearson 

Literature reported higher agreement that the 

literature program increased students’ ability to 

support ideas with details and examples, p>.05.  

Both Pearson Literature and control teachers 

reported similar levels of agreement that their 

literature program increased students’ ability to 

recall story details.  Control teachers reported 

slightly higher agreement that their literature 

program increased students’ ability to make text 

to text connections and connections between 

reading and other subject areas, p>.05.  

 
Figure 30. Teachers' Perceptions of Student Preparation 

for Making Important Text Connections 

 
 

♦ “I think the students are making more text to 
text connections and thinking about things in 

previous units and applying to the next unit.  
They see more continuity and purpose in the 
teaching instead of reading and moving on to the 
next thing.” – Pearson Literature Teacher 

 
 

Trends observed in self-reported ratings of 

the literature programs’ assistance with 

improving student English Language Arts 

skills generally were in favor of the control 

program. For example, teachers using the 

control program had markedly higher scores 

than teachers using Pearson Literature 

regarding the program's helpfulness in 

developing writing, vocabulary, and grammar 

skills. Similarly, students in the control 

program agreed significantly more with the 

statement that their program increased their 

vocabulary and grammar skills. However, 

treatment teachers also reported that the 

Pearson Literature program was useful in 

helping their students meet Common Core 

State Standards and reported that this was 

one of the major benefits of using this 

program.  

 

Student Engagement 
 

Teachers who used Pearson Literature were 

asked to rate their students' interest in English 

class and engagement while using the program. 

Half the teachers (50%) agreed that the content 

of the program kept students interested in 

English class. Fewer teachers (38%) agreed that 

the activities from the program were engaging, 

see Figure 31. 
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Figure 31. Teachers' Perceptions of Student Interest 

Using the Pearson Literature program 

 
 

♦ "Some students like the challenge, the complexity 
of it, looking at shorter pieces and critically 
thinking about them.  There are some that 
don’t." – Teacher 

 

Both groups of teachers were asked to rate 

their students' interest in reading and 

engagement while using their respective 

programs. Teachers using the control program 

reported a higher average of agreement that 

students were interested and engaged in reading, 

and students actively participated in learning 

reading/language arts, though differences were 

not significant. Interestingly, control teachers 

also reported higher rates at which students 

struggled to stay interested answering questions 

from their literature text, see Figure 32. 

 
Figure 32. Teachers’ Perceptions of Student Interest and 

Engagement in the Literature Program 

 
 

♦  “The critical thinking questions were rigorous 
and required a lot of time for students to finish 
thoroughly.” – Teacher 

♦  “My students were very low level readers and 
struggled with much of the vocabulary. In 
addition, many students refused to do the work.” 
– Teacher 

 

As illustrated in the comments above, the 

lack of engagement among students may be due 

in part to the rigor of the Pearson Literature 

program. In particular, some teachers reported 

that this program was challenging and that their 

students struggled at times. Thus, students may 

have been less engaged because they viewed the 

program as requiring “more work.”   

 

When students were asked about their level 

of engagement with their respective program, 

reports from both groups showed that student 

interest and engagement in writing were 

generally low (less than 3 on a scale of 1-5). 

Both Pearson Literature and control students 

reported the identical levels of interest and 

motivation in reading, see Figure 33. 

 
Figure 33. Students’ Ratings of Reading Interest and 

Engagement  
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agreed that the Pearson Literature program kept 

them interested in English (57%), and that the 

writing activities in the program were fun and 

engaging (51%).  However 57% of students also 

agreed that they struggled to stay interested 

when answering questions from their textbook. 

Fewer students agreed that they looked forward 

to English class when using the Pearson 

Literature program (48%), and enjoyed reading 

their Pearson Literature textbook to learn (48%). 

 
Figure 34. Pearson Literature Students’ Ratings of 

Interest and Engagement in Reading/Language Arts  

 
 

 

In general, neither groups of students 

reported high levels of interest or engagement 

with their literature program.  This was 

confirmed by teacher ratings of their students’ 

engagement.  

Preparation for Future Tests  
 

When asked to judge whether their literature 

program prepared students for future test and 

courses, control teachers reported higher, 

though not statistically significant, levels of 

agreement as compared to treatment teachers, 

see Figure 35.  

 

Figure 35. Teachers' Perceptions that their Literature 

Program Prepared Students for Tests and Courses  

 
 

Similarly, compared to Pearson Literature 

students, control students reported significantly 

more agreement with statements that their 

literature program prepared them to do well in 

future courses and on tests, see Figure 36, p<.05. 

 
Figure 36. Students’ Perceptions that their Literature 

Program Prepared Them for Future Tests and Courses 

 
*Significantly different at the p<.05 level. Higher scores indicate more agreement. 

 

 

Control students reported significantly higher 

levels of agreement that their literature 

program prepared them for future courses 

and tests as compared to Pearson Literature 

students. 
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Teacher Level of Preparedness 
 

Pearson Literature teachers were asked about how prepared they felt to engage in different types of 

Common Core domains for Reading Literature, Informational Text and Writing at the beginning of the 

year (pre) and the end of the year (post), see Table 9. Overall, teachers showed similar levels of 

preparedness from pre to post.  That said, the teachers reported feeling more prepared in the strand of 

Key Ideas and Details. 
 

Table 9.  Teacher Preparedness to Teach Common Core Standards in ELA (% Prepared) 

CCSS 

Strand 

Teacher Preparedness for CCSS Domains for Reading Literature and Informational 

Text PRE POST 

Key Ideas 

and 

Details 

Cite strong and thorough textual evidence to support analysis of what the text says 

explicitly as well as inferences drawn from the text. 87.5% 87.5% 

Determine a theme or central idea of a text and analyze in detail its development 

over the course of the text. 100.0% 100.0% 

Analyze how complex characters develop over the course of a text, interact with 

other characters, and advance the plot or develop the theme. 62.5% 87.5% 

Analyze how the author unfolds an analysis or series of ideas or events. 62.5% 87.5% 

Craft and 

Structure 

Determine the meaning of words and phrases as they are used in the text, including 

figurative, connotative, and technical meanings. 75.0% 62.5% 

Analyze the cumulative impact of specific word choices on meaning and tone. 87.5% 75.0% 

Analyze how an author creates such effects as mystery, tension, or surprise. 100.0% 87.5% 

Analyze a particular point of view or cultural experience reflected in a work of 

literature from outside the United States (world literature). 62.5% 62.5% 

Determine an author's point of view or purpose in a text. 87.5% 87.5% 

Integration 

of 

Knowledge 

and Ideas 

Analyze the representation of a subject or a key scene in two different artistic 

mediums. 75.0% 50.0% 

Analyze how an author draws on and transforms source material in a specific work. 62.5% 25.0% 

Delineate and evaluate the argument and specific claims in a text (e.g. whether the 

reasoning is valid and the evidence is relevant and sufficient). 75.0% 75.0% 

Analyze seminal U.S. documents of historical and literary significance, including how 

they address related themes and concepts. 37.5% 37.5% 

 Teacher Preparedness for CCSS Domains for Writing PRE POST 

Writing 

Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of substantive topics or texts, using 

valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence. 75.0% 100.0% 

Write informative/explanatory texts to examine and convey complex ideas, 

concepts, and information clearly and accurately through the effective selection, 

organization, and analysis of content. 100.0% 100.0% 

Write narratives to develop real or imagined experiences or events using effective 

technique, well-chosen details, and well-structured event sequences. 87.5% 87.5% 

Draw evidence from literary or informational texts to support analysis, reflection, 

and research. 100.0% 75.0% 
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Teacher Support & Practices 
 

Teachers were asked to report how useful 

Pearson Literature was in providing useful 

information to effectively teach 

English/Language Arts. Most teachers (87.5%) 

agreed, and no teachers disagreed, that the 

Pearson Literature provided them with useful 

information to effectively teach 

English/Language Arts, see Figure 37. 

 
Figure 37. Teachers’ Perceptions of Pearson Literature 

as Providing Useful Information for Teaching 

 
 

♦ "There are good resources for the kids to use." – 
Teacher 

♦ [Pearson Literature] has guided me to how to 
teach with new Common Core standards…The 
other teachers are struggling because they are 
having to come up with all these questions for 
what the Common Core is expecting and they 
have no materials, no resources. And so I really 
enjoyed having all of that here with the Pearson 
resources.” - Teacher  

 

While not statistically significant 

differences, teachers reported that in some areas 

the Pearson Literature program was more 

helpful while in others the control program was 

more helpful. Compared to Pearson Literature 

teachers, control teachers agreed more with the 

statement that their writing program helped 

them to meet their instructional objectives by 

the end of the year and provided them the 

requisite knowledge to teach the lesson, see 

Figure 38. However, compared to control 

teachers, Pearson Literature teachers agreed 

more with the statement that their literature 

program saved time in lesson preparation.  

 
Figure 38. Teachers' Perceptions of the Usefulness of 

their Literature Program in Meeting Goals  

 
 

♦ “I had a harder time navigating the text on the 
older program.  I feel less stressed not having all 
those resources.  I can get on the computer and 
pick what I need with this.” – Teacher 

♦ "Teacher editions was [useful] to plan lessons and 
it was helpful." - Teacher 

 

In addition, control teachers were in higher 

agreement that their literature program helped 

them to provide appropriate introductions and 

closures to the lessons, see Figure 39. Pearson 

Literature teachers reported much more 

agreement with the statement that their literature 

program provided them with good ideas for 

activities. However, these differences were not 

statistically significant.  

 
Figure 39. Teachers’ Perceptions of the Usefulness of 

their Literature Program in Preparing for Instruction 
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♦  “There is so much in it that it is impossible to 
touch on everything even though there are a lot of 
good things in here.” – Teacher 

♦ “I like the literary analysis at the end of the 
stories.  My kids don’t like them so much because 
it really makes them think.  They are deeper 
questions and they have to cite the text.” – 
Teacher 

 

In general, Pearson Literature teachers were 

more likely than control teachers to agree that 

their program saved lesson preparation time 

and provided good ideas for activities. 

Control teachers were more likely to agree 

that their program helped them to meet their 

instructional objectives, provided them with 

the requisite knowledge to teach the lesson, 

and provided appropriate lesson 

introductions and closures. 

Differentiated Instruction 
 

Results showed that half the teachers (50%) 

agreed that Pearson Literature was useful for 

differentiated instruction, whereas an additional 

37.5% were neutral in their rating, see Figure 

40. 

 
Figure 40. Teachers' Perception that Pearson Literature 

is useful for Differentiated Instruction  

 
 

In addition, and although not a statistically 

significant difference, control teachers reported 

more agreement than Pearson Literature 

teachers with statements that their literature 

program helped them to individualize 

instruction, provide intervention when needed 

and assist students with limited reading and 

writing abilities, see Figure 41. However, it 

should be noted that all control programs were 

using teacher created resources and these 

provided greater opportunities to individualize 

instruction to students.  

 
Figure 41. Teachers' Perceptions that their Literature 

Program Helped with Individualized Instruction and 

Intervention  

 
 

♦ "Some text we have been able to find adapted 
versions and have good ideas for reaching low level 
students but there are some that lack those 
scaffolded skills that they need." - Teacher 

♦ “The differentiated materials are the bottom is 
good.  It is definitely good for gifted students.  I 
think there could be more support for struggling 
students.  Maybe more free reading material.” – 
Teacher 

 

Approximately half of the Pearson Literature 

teachers reported that their program was 

useful for the provision of differentiated 

instruction. In addition, control teachers 

reported more agreement than Pearson 

Literature teachers with statements that their 

literature program helped them to 

individualize instruction, provide intervention 

when needed and assist students with limited 

reading and writing abilities. 
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What do users of Pearson Literature 
think about the program? What aspects 
of the program do they find most useful? 
Least useful?  
 

Overall Satisfaction 
 

Students were asked to rate their satisfaction 

with their English Language Arts program. 

Students rated their English Language Arts 

programs on scales with antonyms; a positive 

trait was on one end and its opposite, negative 

trait was on the other end. In general, control 

students had more favorable ratings of their 

program as compared to Pearson Literature 

students, see Figure 42. Significant differences 

were observed for the traits “Interesting,” 

“Useful,” “Fun,” and “Good” with control 

students reporting significantly more positive 

ratings on these scales than Pearson Literature 

students, p<.05. No differences were observed on 

ease of use. 

 
Figure 42. Students’ Ratings of their English Program  

 
*Significantly different at the p<.05 level.  

 
 
In general, students reported moderate 

satisfaction with the Pearson Literature 

program, see Figure 43. Approximately 60% of 

the students agreed that they would like to use 

the Pearson Literature program again the next 

year and that they liked their Pearson Literature 

textbook. Qualitative statements made by 

students indicate that most felt the Pearson 

Literature program provided them with 

engaging stories and that the activities made it 

“easier to understand.” Interestingly, among 

those who did not particularly like the Pearson 

Literature program, students complained about 

the reading selections (did not find them 

interesting and would have preferred full 

novels), and/or that it was more challenging. 

 
Figure 43. Students’ Satisfaction with the Pearson 

Literature Program  

 

 

♦ "I like the Pearson Literature program for the 
better because it was easier to understand the texts 
in this textbook." –Student 

♦ "I like the Pearson literature program much 
better because its more informational.  The 
selection in the book have better organization and 
have easier use.  The reading process has much 
more elaborate formatting and content.  It is over 
all amazing.” - Student 

♦ "I feel worse about the Pearson Literature 
program because it did not allow us to work on 
any of the more enjoyable classics.  I have enjoyed 
my independent reading far more that the few 
selections the Pearson Literature text book has.” 
- Student 

 

When teachers were asked about their 

general satisfaction of the Pearson Literature 

program, none of the teachers reported 

dissatisfaction. However, there was 

differentiation between those who expressed 

liking/satisfaction and those who were neutral, 

see Figure 44. For example, the majority of the 

treatment teachers (75%) liked the Pearson 

Literature program materials and would like to 

2.78

3.42

2.73

3.34

3.58

3.31

4.01

3.2

3.8

3.42

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Good*

Fun*

Useful*

Interesting*

Easy

Pearson Lit. Control

Difficult

Boring

Useless

Not Fun

Bad

65.5%
59.5%

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Overall, I liked my Pearson
Literature textbook.

I would like to use the Pearson
Literature program again next

year.



 

 
 
 
Prepared by PRES Associates, Inc. – An Independent Evaluation Company       57 

use the program again next year (63%). 

However, only half reported that their students 

took pride in the English work while using the 

Pearson program and 38% reported that the 

program was different in a positive way as 

compared to other programs they have used in 

the past (the remaining teachers were neutral). 

Based on qualitative feedback, in general 

teachers reported liking the textbook and it 

being useful for student understanding. 

However, teachers who were not accustomed to 

utilizing a textbook (or who did not particularly 

care for a structured text regardless of publisher) 

were not very satisfied with the program. 

 
Figure 44. Teachers’ Perceptions of the Pearson 

Literature Program 

 
 

♦ "I liked the stories and illustrations better from 
[other program], but I do like the size and weight 
of the Pearson book better. I was more familiar 
with [prior program] and this may be part of my 
reasoning. I did like the selections better though, 
in the Pearson book. I didn't like all the writing 
activities that Pearson had because they all seemed 
to take a lot of time even though the directions 
made it seem quick…Using a text is difficult, 
because it's hard to get through it in a timely 
manner. For example, many students thought we 
took too much time to read Romeo and Juliet, but 
if I followed the book, it would've taken me even 
longer to get through it." – Teacher 

♦ “The unit layout was logical, the multiple reads 
were necessary, the leveled questions after the 
reads, the grammar/language convention lessons 
after each piece were well-thought out. The writing 

assignments were a bit much, perhaps a smaller 
scale writing assignment would be better.” – 
Teacher 
 

Teachers were asked to rate statements 

about their students' satisfaction with the 

Pearson Literature program. In general, teachers 

perceived the students to be less satisfied with 

the program than the students reported, see 

Figure 45. Approximately ¼ to 1/3 of the 

teachers agreed that students spoke about the 

Pearson Literature program in positive terms 

(38%) and that students looked forward to class 

when using the Pearson Literature program 

(25%). Only 25% of the teachers agreed that 

students enjoyed reading their textbook. The 

majority of remaining teachers reported being 

neutral about these statements (neither agreeing 

nor disagreeing). 

 
Figure 45. Teachers’ Perceptions of Student Satisfaction 

with the Pearson Literature Program 

 
 

♦ “I would say that some students are interested; 
some aren't [with respect to Pearson Literature]” 
- Teacher 

♦ “I think that they like the constant tie back to 
the big question.  I think they like the 
attractiveness of the pictures and the presentation 
of the book.  I get the sense that they are enjoying 
it.”- Teacher 

♦ “I think some of the literature interested them; 
they especially liked poetry.” – Teacher 

♦ “They didn’t like reading 3 times through but 
some would admit it did help them.” - Teacher   
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Teachers and students using the Pearson 

Literature program were asked to compare it to 

their previous English program, see Figure 46. 

As reflected in other satisfaction ratings, 

students were somewhat neutral towards the 

Pearson Literature program, with 29% 

preferring it to the previous program, 52% 

rating both programs as about the same, and 

21% preferring the previous program. In 

contrast, teachers were more likely to prefer the 

Pearson Literature program, with 50% 

preferring it to the previous program, 25% 

rating both programs as about the same, and 

25% preferring the previous program.  

 
Figure 46. Students’ and Teachers' Comparisons of 

Pearson Literature program and Previous Literature 

Program 

 
 

♦ “I find using this method of teaching to be much 
better for the students because it’s causing them to 
think a lot more. A lot of these kids aren’t used 
to the thinking; they are just used to memorizing, 
taking notes and memorizing and then answering 
multiple choice questions; so I have really liked 
the writing aspect. And I think when the new 
Common Core gets all the way through the 

elementary grades and up to 9th grade in 8 years 
that my students will be able to carry out the 
Pearson strategies here. Right now they are not 
ready and they are really struggling.” - Teacher 

♦ "I like Pearson Literature more because…It is 
aligned to the common core and better organized 
than our previous resources." – Teacher 

♦ “I really this book.  I believe we are adopting it 
next year.  I like the Common Core, the way its 
organized, I like most of the selections.”  - 
Teacher 

♦ “I think [Pearson Literature] is better because it 
challenges students to go deeper into what they are 
doing.” - Student 
 

 

Overall, students reported neutral or 

moderately favorable attitudes towards the 

Pearson Literature program. Teachers, 

however, reported a stronger preference for 

the Pearson Literature program compared to 

their previous program. 

 

Feedback Specific to Pearson Literature 

Components 
 

Usefulness of Resources 
 

Teachers were asked to report how often 

they used the Pearson Literature resources and 

to rate each resource's usefulness. In general, 

teachers thought that many of the program 

resources were useful. Of the resources used by 

teachers, the top rated resources included: 1) 

Comparing Text activities, 2) Close Reading 

activities, and 3) most of the Workshop 

activities, see Table 10. The least favorably 

rated resource was the “Background video and 

selection audio”.  
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Table 10. Teacher Ratings of Usefulness of Specific Pearson Literature Activities 

Activities Resource Not at all to 
A little useful 

Somewhat 
useful 

Useful to 
Very Useful 

Comparing 

Texts Selection 

Activities 

Skill introduction   0.0% 16.7% 83% 

Reading skills questions      0.0% 0.0% 100% 

Literary analysis & Comprehension 

questions      

0.0% 0.0% 100% 

Critical thinking questions      0.0% 0.0% 100% 

Writing to Sources      16.7% 16.7% 67% 

Work Shop 

Activities 

Language study 12.5% 12.5% 75% 

Speaking and listening   12.5% 88% 

Writing process  12.5% 25.0% 63% 

Writers toolbox   37.5% 63% 

Building 

Knowledge 

Activities 

Close reading focus 12.5% 25.0% 63% 

Vocabulary    12.5% 37.5% 50% 

Close reading model    12.5% 0.0% 88% 

Meet the author    12.5% 37.5% 50% 

Reading 

Selection and 

Anchor Text 

Activity  

Multidraft reading strategy 12.5% 12.5% 75% 

Background video and selection 

audio    

50.0% 12.5% 38% 

Questions provided during reading 

(e.g. Comprehension, Literary 

Analysis, Critical viewing, etc.)    

12.5% 12.5% 75% 

Close Reading 

Activities  

Read: Comprehension 0.0% 0.0% 100% 

Read: Literary Analysis    0.0% 0.0% 100% 

Discuss    12.5% 25.0% 63% 

Research    25.0% 25.0% 50% 

Write    25.0% 37.5% 38% 
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Treatment teachers were also asked to 

report on their satisfaction with various 

program components and the extent to 

which different resources provided support 

to them and their students. As shown in 

Figure 47, teachers felt very positive (75% 

agree) about the Unit level instructional 

model offered by the Pearson Literature 

program and the Exploring Big Question 

section of each unit (87.5% agree).  

 
Figure 47. Teacher Ratings of Pearson Literature 

Resources 

 
 

In addition, all treatment teachers 

reported that the Close Reading workshops 

helped students deepen their understanding 

of the literature, and 75% reported that the 

Comparing Texts section helped students 

make important connections, a skill 

essential in the Common Core State 

Standards. Further, almost 2/3rds of 

teachers felt that the Pearson Literature 

instructional model and activities presented 

in the beginning of the main story selection 

helped with student understanding. In 

contrast, only 1/3rd reported that these 

activities assisted teachers with grammar 

and language connections in particular, see 

Figure 48.  

 

Figure 48. Teacher Ratings of Pearson Literature 

Resources: Assistance to Students 

 
 

♦ “The critical thinking questions were 
rigorous and required a lot of time for 
students to finish thoroughly.” – Teacher 

♦ “The Pearson close reading models are 
especially helpful!” – Teacher 

♦ “Close Reading Activities – A really good 
way of presenting questions to the students 
and getting them to think deeper.” - Teacher 

 

Students were also asked the extent to 

which various Pearson Literature resources 

assisted them in their learning. As shown in 

Figure 49, results were fairly positive. 

Specifically, over 2/3rds of students 

reported that the Pearson Literature 

activities presented before the main 

selection helped them understand the main 

ideas and details of the story, and make 

language and grammar connections. Over 

60% of students also agreed with teachers 

that the Close Reading workshops helped 

deepen their understanding and the 

Comparing Texts section helped them make 

important connections. 
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Figure 49. Student Ratings of Pearson Literature 

Resources: Assistance to Students 

 
 

Teachers were also asked which 

aspect(s) of the Pearson Literature program 

they liked the most and which they liked the 

least. The following items were cited most 

often in terms of liking: 

 

���� Close Reading workshop/models 

���� Common Core alignment  and 

support 

���� Varied reading selections (genres, 

fiction/non-fiction) 

���� Comparing Texts 

 

When asked what they liked least about the 

program, the following items were most 

often noted: 

 

���� Technology (Pearson Realize) to 

difficult to navigate, not user-

friendly (e.g., unable to print online 

resources) 

���� Vocabulary is too high level and/or 

not enough practice 

���� Too much information to navigate 

through (pacing not feasible) 

 

Overall, treatment teachers reported 

positive attitudes regarding several 

Pearson Literature resources including 

the Close Reading activities, the Unit 

instructional model, organization around 

the Big Questions, and the Comparing 

Text selections (as well as variety of 

reading selections). 

 

Compared to the control teachers, 

Pearson Literature teachers reported more 

positive ratings of their literature program's 

independent practice, grammar and types of 

reading exercises/questions, although the 

differences were not statistically significant, 

see Figure 50. As a reminder, sample sizes 

for teacher comparisons are small and as 

such, comparisons are unlikely to yield 

significant differences unless the difference 

is large. On a scale of Poor (1) to Excellent 

(5), Pearson Literature teachers rated these 

activities in the “Good” range. In contrast, 

control teachers rated their program more 

highly in reading and writing activities; 

however, these differences were also not 

statistically significant. 

 
Figure 50. Teachers' Ratings of Literature Program 

Content  
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In addition, Pearson Literature teachers 

reported higher ratings in terms of how the 

reading process is explained than control 

teachers. However, control teachers had 

greater liking of how vocabulary was 

explained than treatment teachers. Although 

these patterns were observed, they were not 

statistically significant, see Figure 51. 
 

Figure 51. Teachers' Ratings of Literature Program 

Content 

 
 

Treatment and control students were 

also asked to rate their respective literature 

programs on a scale of Poor (1) to Excellent 

(5), see Figure 52. As shown in the figure, 

control students reported more favorable 

ratings on all activities, including 

independent practice, writing, reading, 

grammar and types of reading exercises and 

questions, as compared to treatment 

students, p<.05. Similarly, control students 

reported higher ratings than treatment 

students as it relates to how the reading 

process is explained, how grammar is 

presented, and vocabulary, p<.05, see Figure 

53, Thus, there was a stronger preference in 

the various activities provided by the 

control programs than the Pearson 

Literature program. 
 

 

 

 

Figure 52. Students’ Ratings of Literature Program 

Content  

 
 
Figure 53. Students’ Ratings of Literature Program 

Content 

 
*p<.05 

 
Although ratings were generally in favor 

of the control programs among students, it 

should be noted that this does not 

necessarily mean that treatment students 

disliked the Pearson Literature program’s 

activities. Indeed, when Pearson Literature 

students and teachers were explicitly asked 

what they thought of the vocabulary 

presentation, variety of stories and variety 

of genres, for the most part, they liked 

these, see Figure 54. The only exception to 

this was teachers’ ratings of the vocabulary 

– a little over 1/3 reported liking how the 

vocabulary was presented. 
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Figure 54. Students’ and Teachers’ Ratings of 

Pearson Literature Content 

 
 

 

Ease of Use / Pacing 
 

Compared to Pearson Literature 

teachers, control teachers had higher ratings 

for the ease of use of their program, see 

Figure 55. Control teachers rated their 

program as easier for note-taking, easier for 

teacher use, and easier for student use. 

However, these differences were not 

statistically significant. Some treatment 

teachers noted that it was hard to 

incorporate all the Pearson Literature 

elements as prescribed making pacing 

difficult. In addition, these ratings may also 

reflect the difficulty some teachers 

experienced in implementing the 

technology. 

 
Figure 55. Teachers' Evaluations of the Ease of 

Using Their Literature Program  

 

♦ “I think it is very user friendly, took about 
2-3 months to get comfortable.” – Teacher 

♦ “I am comfortable with what I am doing but 
I know I am not using all it has to offer.  It 
does so many things but I don’t use 
everything.  I haven’t had the time to utilize 
all the tools.” - Teacher 

♦ “The printed materials were very easy.  Some 
of the online features were not so easy to use.  
We had problems with Roster Upload for 
Essay Scorer.  The online is tricky to 
navigate.” - Teacher 

 

A significant difference was observed 

among students in terms of ease of use for 

note-taking, see Figure 56. Specifically, 

control students reported that their program 

was easier to use than Pearson Literature 

students. That said, treatment students’ 

rating for ease of use can be categorized as 

in the “Good” range. Of note, some teachers 

reported that the program was a bit more 

sophisticated and challenging for their 

students, making it difficult to use and get 

through without supports.  

 
Figure 56. Students’ Comparisons of Ease of Note-

Taking  

 
 

♦ “I do like the 4 parts but I don’t think 
students are completely engaged in the Close 
Reading.  I feel sometimes the things on the 
side are very sophisticated. One of my goals 
was for them to take more notes for Close 
Reading and their comments and questions 
to be more at a deep level.  I don’t feel the 
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questions on the side are kid friendly.” – 
Teacher 

♦ “…And it’s not that it’s difficult work at 
all, it’s just more thinking. And so that is 
what has been a problem that I’ve 
experienced this year. It’s not that the 
Pearson…the selections are wonderful, the 
questions are great, the workbooks and 
assessments are right on—it’s just that the 
students aren’t used to this rigor yet.” 
Teacher 

 

While Pearson Literature teachers and 

students generally evaluated the program 

activities favorably and the program easy 

to use, significant differences were 

observed when comparisons were made 

between groups. Specifically, control 

students reported more positive ratings 

on various activities (e.g., reading, 

writing, grammar, etc.) and ease of use 

as compared to treatment students.  

 

Organization and Design 
 

Pearson Literature teachers were asked 

about their program’s organization, see 

Figure 57. As shown, over half of the 

teacher’s agreed that the organization 

around Big Ideas helped teachers organize 

their own lessons, and delivery of the 

program helped their students’ learning 

experience. 

 
Figure 57. Pearson Literature Teacher Ratings of 

Program Organization  

 
 

Furthermore, when comparisons are 

made between treatment and control 

teachers in terms of program presentation, 

format, quality and design, findings showed 

that, in general, control teachers provided 

higher ratings than Pearson Literature 

teachers; however, these differences were 

not statistically significant. The one area 

where Pearson Literature teachers reported 

a higher rating was in the format of the 

student textbook, see Figure 58. Of note, 

however, both programs' ratings were in the 

Good range in terms of organization of the 

lessons, format of the student book, quality 

of the resources provided, and overall 

presentation of the Teacher's and Student’s 

Edition. 
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Figure 58. Teachers' Evaluations of their Writing 

Program's Organization and Design 

 
 

♦ “I love it [Pearson Literature]. I think it’s 
great. It makes sense. It’s logical. It’s 
rigorous for the schools that need that rigor. 
It’s a bit too rigorous for our clientele, but we 
can break it down and just use what we feel 
are really, really important to get across the 
minimum of standards that they need. Yea, 
I think it’s really great.” - Teacher 

♦ "I thought [Pearson Literature] was really 
clear and beneficial to the students." - 
Teacher 

♦ “I liked the color coding on the pages and 
how layout.  I like the TOC.” - Teacher 

♦ “I did like the organization with starting 
with Close Reading Model and other model 
and scaffolding.” - Teacher 

 

Pearson Realize 
 

Less than ½ of the treatment teachers 

reported using the Pearson Realize digital 

platform. Teachers reported not having 

students access the online resources, but 

rather they used it to examine or download 

online resources, show videos as a whole-

group activity, or use teacher digital 

resources. Furthermore, resources were only 

accessed as needed and not on a regular 

basis. For the most part, lack of use was due 

to two things: 1) lack of technology support 

or infrastructure at their schools, and/or 2) 

difficulty navigating through the platform.  

 

Ratings provided by the teachers that 

did use the digital component of Pearson 

Literature showed that 1/3 agreed it was an 

effective tool for their instruction and that it 

helped enhance their students’ learning, see 

Figure 59. The other 1/3 were either neutral 

or disagreed. 

 
Figure 59. Teachers’ Perceptions of Digital 

Components 

 
 

Feedback provided by treatment teachers 

included the following: 

 

♦ “I find assigning things and getting them 
back is really cumbersome.  I have been 
using it by pulling up videos and resources.  I 
like that you can search by a standard.  

3.6

3.2

3.5

3.6

3.0

3.3

3.3

3.5

3.3

3.3

2.9

3.0

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Overall presentation/design of
Student Edition.

Format of student book (i.e.
textbook)

Overall presentation/design of 
your Teacher’s Edition. 

Organization of the lessons.

Amount of Planning/Preparation
required.

Quality of resources provided.

Rate your Literature program in terms of:

Pearson Lit. Control

33.3% 33.3%

33.3% 33.3%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

The technology embedded in
the Pearson Literature

program is an effective tool for
reading/grammar instruction.

The online/digital components 
of the literature program 

helped enhance my students’ 
understanding of the 

concepts. 

Agree Neutral



 

 
 
 
Prepared by PRES Associates, Inc. – An Independent Evaluation Company       66 

Really helpful if I wanted to build a certain 
skill.  I have used it mostly to find 
additional support for my student needs. 
And occasionally have it up on the screen for 
them to see and interact.” - Teacher 

♦ “I liked that it had all the books, 
workbooks, close reader, but I wish things 
were sorted by story.  Sometimes it was hard 
to know by the title what it actually was. ” 
– Teacher 

♦ “I used the online sources to print out tests, 
vocabulary, and big question worksheets. I 
did not use the other features because I did 
not know how. I wanted to put my kids 
online so that they could take tests or read 
stories online, but I was not able to get the 
help I needed from my district.” - Teacher  
 

 

While both Pearson Literature and 

control teachers rated their literature 

program's organization and design 

positively, control teachers ratings were 

generally higher. In addition, among 

Pearson Literature teachers, teachers 

reported rarely accessing the digital 

resource Pearson Realize due to: 1) lack 

of technology support or infrastructure at 

their schools, and/or 2) difficulty 

navigating through the platform. 

 

 

 

Essential Components 
 

Pearson Literature teachers were also 

asked “What components of the program do 

you think are essential in terms of helping 

students improve on important literacy 

skills? That is, what things would you 

recommend that teachers who use this 

program in the future make sure they NOT 

skip?” The following are comments made 

by teachers when this question was posed: 

 

♦ The questions and the vocabulary and the 
language study.  I also like the literary 
analyses.  I like the Big Question too and 
helping to make those bigger leaps and 
connections. 
 

♦ Any of the writings.  Any questions referring 
back to the big question and having students 
think about this.  Always go back to that 
questions.  It ties everything together and 
makes sense. 
 

♦ Vocabulary, Re-Reading  
 

♦ The reading tool kit and the Common Core 
Companion workbook have been really 
important to use. 
 

♦ What I felt was very beneficial was in the 
beginning of the year—the workshops, I did 
do most of those workshops with the 
students. I also liked the beginning Close 
Reading workshop; I thought that was pretty 
essential. Introducing what they are to learn 
from each piece of literature helped me an 
awful lot to guide them and to scaffold and I 
will give you an example of that; It would be 
for instance Building Knowledge page under 
Close Reading Focus it gave under Key Idea 
and Details what the focus was and it gave 
under Craft and Structure what the focus 
was for that particular piece; and also the 
key vocabulary words that they would need 
to know—and since our students need to 
improve their vocabulary so much I felt that 
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that vocabulary stress was very important. 
Another thing about the program: the 
different methods of reading I felt was very, 
very important—forcing the students to do 
that first read as an independent read; that’s 
something new for teachers. Teachers usually 
want to read together or have popcorn read or 
something where it’s going to be done as a 
class the first time or listen to it on the audio 
the first time. So this is different for them to 
actually have to do the reading first and then 
write down some answers to some basic 
meaning questions. I thought “That’s where 
we need to go.” Otherwise we are spoon-
feeding too much. Then the second read: they 
will understand then how important the 
second read is where you’ve got all the 
preliminaries out of the way, you know: 
Where it takes place, who the characters are, 
what the plot is and what the basic theme is, 
and then you can dig deeper into the craft 
and structure so that’s what I really, really 
liked about this. 

 
  

ConclusionConclusionConclusionConclusion    
 

Findings from the randomized control 

trial indicate that Pearson Literature is 

significantly related to positive student 

outcomes. High school students using the 

program showed significant growth in 

reading and writing skills from pre- to post-

testing. Moreover, significant differences 

were observed between Pearson Literature 

and control students’ performance as 

measured by the Iowa Written Expression 

subtest. However, the opposite occurred in 

the area of vocabulary with control students 

outperforming treatment students. That said, 

analysis by implementation level revealed 

that the aforementioned significant effects 

were associated with how well the teachers 

followed the Pearson Literature program. 

Indeed, when this is taken into 

consideration, Pearson Literature teachers 

who implemented the program with 

moderate fidelity showed the greatest gains 

as compared to both low implementers and 

control teachers, and across all outcome 

measures (vocabulary, written expression, 

reading, and the total score).  

 

Such positive findings on student 

outcomes, however, were not evident in 

self-reported affective outcomes. For 

instance, trends observed in self-reported 

ratings of the literature programs’ assistance 

with improving student English Language 

Arts skills generally were in favor of the 

control program. Teachers using the control 

program had markedly higher scores than 

teachers using Pearson Literature regarding 

the program's helpfulness in developing 

writing, vocabulary, and grammar skills. In 

addition, student and teacher ratings with 

respect to their programs’ impact on student 

interest/engagement and preparation on 

future tests and courses also revealed 

general patterns that were in favor of the 

control program. 

 

However, positive trends were also 

observed such that treatment teachers 

reported that the Pearson Literature program 

was helpful in helping their students meet 

Common Core State Standards, saved 

lesson preparation time, and provided good 

ideas for activities. Treatment teachers also 

reported a stronger preference for the 

Pearson Literature program compared to 

their previous program and the majority of 

the treatment teachers liked the Pearson 

Literature program materials and would like 

to use the program again next year.  

 

To conclude, findings from this 

experimental study indicate that when 

implemented well and mostly as prescribed, 

the Pearson Literature program has a 

positive impact on student reading and 

writing knowledge and skills. 
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Overview of the Technical Appendix 
 

The purpose of this appendix is to provide fellow researchers with additional technical 

information to fully evaluate the scientific rigor of this study. Specifically, this appendix is 

written for technical audiences so that they may examine the statistical procedures employed as 

well as make more informed judgments of the internal and statistical conclusion validity of this 

study. It is not written for lay people. This Technical Appendix contains the following 

information:  

 

� Analytical goals of these analyses 

� Analytical framework 

� Results of data analyses by analytical framework 

 

Analytical Goals 
 

The evaluation of Pearson Literature focuses on the following broadly-framed goals: 

 

1. Assessment of effectiveness of the Pearson Literature Program: Pearson Literature is 

examined in comparison to other English literature programs. The analytical framework 

used to identify the effectiveness of the Pearson Literature program is causal in a 

numbers of ways:  

 

(i) As described in the body of this final report, a well-planned randomized 

control trial was implemented;  

(ii) The analytical procedures pay close attention to multiple threats to internal 

validity including selection effects and attrition (Shadish, Cook, and 

Campbell, 2002);  

 

2. Knowledge development: The implemented design also provides an opportunity to 

examine student and classroom/program measures that may be associated with program 

effectiveness for Pearson Literature. This relationship between student and classroom 

characteristics and program effectiveness is viewed as primarily associative and not 

causal for two reasons:  (a) The implemented design is focused on estimating causal main 

effects for the program; the statistical power to identify program effects within subgroups 

is much lower; (b) There have been very few studies that have examined subgroup effects 

of Pearson Literature as well as writing interventions as a whole. In the absence of a 

strong program theory, the subgroup effects are viewed as empirical patterns that need 

theoretical frameworks and other rigorous experimental designs in the future to be 

estimated “causally.”   

 
 



 

 
 
 
Prepared by PRES Associates, Inc. – An Independent Evaluation Company       70 

Analytical Framework 
 

Figure A1 below and accompanying narrative show the four-step analytical procedures that 

were implemented to evaluate the effectiveness of Pearson Literature. 
 

Figure A1. Description of Analytical Framework 

 

(i) Establishing group equivalence: The differences in the treatment and control group 

were examined by conducting t-tests and chi-square analyses at the student, class and 

teacher levels on a range of baseline outcomes and other student and teacher 

characteristics. Care was taken to ensure that measures on which the groups differed 

significantly were used as covariates in subsequent analyses. 

 

(ii) Statistical power: Dependency in the data decreases the statistical power to detect 

significant differences. Specifically, increased values of intra-class correlations 

(higher dependency in the data) results in reductions in statistical power. The power 

to detect significant differences in clustered random trials was calculated as well as 

for student level analyses.26  

 

(iii) Controlling for attrition: In this step, consideration is given to attrition as a potential 

threat to both internal and external validity of the study (Cook and Campbell, 1979). 

Both issues of measurement attrition (i.e., missing data due to student absences or 

                                                 
26The use of a cluster-level covariate that is correlated with the outcomes of interest increases the power of the test (Raudenbush et al., 2005). 

Repeated 
Measures 

ANOVA &  Three 
Level Multilevel 
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lack of test administration) and dropout attrition (i.e., missing data due to students 

leaving the study) were examined.   

 

Measurement Attrition 

First, chi-square analysis was performed to determine if the proportion of 

measurement attrition was equivalent among both groups. In other words, this 

analysis examined whether there was a significant relationship between students who 

provided and did not provide data (at each time point) and group assignment 

(treatment vs. control). Second, ANOVAs were run to determine whether there were 

performance differences between those who completed the tests and those who did 

not by group using posttest measures (to examine those not providing pretest 

measures) and pretest measures (to examine those not providing posttest measures). 

An interaction between group and test completion status would be indicative of a bias 

because the type of treatment students who did not complete the test would be 

different than the type of control students who did not complete the test.  

Dropout Attrition 

The potential problems of overall attrition and differential attrition due to students 

leaving the study was first “diagnosed” using a simple statistical procedure; 

specifically, chi-square analysis was conducted to determine if the proportion of 

dropout attrition was equivalent among both groups. Second, in order to determine 

whether there was differential attrition on pretest measures, ANOVAs were run to 

determine if there was (1) a significant interaction between group and attrition status, 

and (2) a significant main effect for attrition status (Cook and Campbell, 1979). A 

significant interaction would indicate a threat to internal validity because the type of 

student dropping out of the treatment group would be different than the type of 

student dropping out of the control group. A significant main effect would indicate a 

threat to external validity because the students remaining in the study would be 

different than the students who dropped out of the study.  

(iv) Statistical Dependency and Results: The research question on effects is centered on 

whether differences exist among groups in terms of pre-post changes. Thus, repeated 

measures ANOVAs were run that examined main effects between treatment and 

control groups at the student level. These control baseline differences by focusing on 

change rates. Analysis were run at the student because: 1) it allowed for a more 

sensitive analysis, and 2) while random assignment occurred at the teacher level, it 

can be argued that students within teachers were randomly assigned to classes given 

the nature in which students are assigned to classes which is independent of the 

curriculum being used. Nevertheless, in addition to repeated measure ANOVAs, 

three-level multilevel models were also implemented to confirm student level results 

and estimate program effects while taking into account nesting of students within 

classes. Appendix B describes the mathematical equations representing the three-level 

multilevel models.  
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Results 
 

1. Establishing Group Equivalence 
 

a) The relationship between various student demographic variables and group status was 

examined. Results showed that two variables were significantly associated with group, 

p<.05. There was a higher proportion of Pearson Literature students who were classified as 

Limited English Proficient than control students. However, this analysis was limited to 

three schools (B, C, D) that supplied data on LEP status. In addition, results showed that 

a higher proportion of Pearson Literature students were at the bottom 33rd percentile than 

control students at pre-testing, and conversely, a higher proportion of control students 

were at the top 33rd percentile than treatment students at pre-testing. Thus, pretest 

differences were evident as is shown in more detail in the following section. For more 

information, see Table 4 within the main report. 

 

a) Pre-test differences on the assessment measures were examined, see Table A1. Student level 

t-test analyses revealed significant differences for all assessment standard scores, p<.05. 

Control students had significantly higher pretest scores than treatment students as measured 

by the Iowa Reading, Vocabulary, and Written Expression subtests, as well as the overall 

English/Language Arts total score. Thus, it will be important to control for baseline 

differences in subsequent analyses. 

 
Table A1. Sample Size, Means, Standard Deviations, and t-test (Student Level) Results for Assessments at Pre-

testing 

Pretest* 
      

Group 
   N      Mean Std. Dev. t 

Sig. 
  Level 

Iowa Reading SS 
Control 486 261.34 42.26 3.86 

 
.00 

 Treatment 572 251.93 37.05 

Iowa Vocabulary SS 
Control 497 261.87 28.69 3.46 

 

.00 

Treatment 577 256.13 25.67 

Iowa Written Expression SS 
Control 496 263.39 42.09 5.57 

 

.00 

Treatment 572 249.96 36.73 

Iowa ELA Total SS 
Control 482 263.16 36.94 5.33 

 

.00 

Treatment 555 251.90 31.08 

 

b) Differences on other student characteristics were also examined. Results showed no 

significant differences in perceived parental and teacher support, parental attitudes toward 

education, school environment, school engagement, perceived writing/reading ability, 

reading/writing anxiety, reading/writing enjoyment, effort/motivation, parental educational 

levels, and class climate, p>.05. However, a significant difference was observed in perceived 

importance of reading/writing and homework completion, with control students perceiving a 

greater level of importance and homework completion than treatment students, t(977)=2.08, p=.04 

and t(939)=2.90, p=.004. Nevertheless, for the most part students were similar very similar in 

background, dispositions, and environmental supports. 
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c) With respect to teacher characteristics, there were no significant differences between control 

and treatment teachers in terms of class climate, perceptions of autonomy in setting 

instructional goals, adequacy of resources, administrative support, parental support, ability to 

help students, approach to literacy (descriptive vs traditional), knowledge of Common Core 

State Standards and latest in research on learning, perceived usefulness of technology in 

education, teaching experience, participation in professional development in the prior three 

years, gender, minority status and highest degree earned, p>.05.   However, differences were 

observed in teacher perceptions of collegiality, t(14)=2.48, p=.03, and extent to which teachers felt 

comfortable with technology, t(14)=2.53, p=.02. Control teachers reported higher perceptions of 

support from other teachers and felt more comfortable with technology than treatment 

teachers at baseline.  

 

d) Implementation of various typical activities that occur in high school language arts 

classrooms were also analyzed based on information collected from the baseline teacher 

survey. Results showed no significant differences between treatment and control classrooms 

in terms of diversity of student activities, implementation of various Common Core-related 

activities/topics, amount of homework assigned, and technology usage, p>.05. There were also 

no differences in the amount of time spent on: a) warm-up activities, b) direct instruction, c) 

small group activities, d) independent practice, and e) classroom management.  No 

differences were also observed in the extent to which specific components of reading and 

writing were emphasized during instruction (e.g., fluency, vocabulary, writing, spelling, etc.), 

p>.05.   The only significant differences observed were in teacher emphasis of grammar 

activities and use of literary analysis such as analogies, similes, etc. (during the prior school 

year). In both cases, control teachers emphasized or implemented these topics more than 

treatment teachers during the prior school year, t(16)=2.33, p=.03 and t(16)=2.60, p=02. 

 

In sum, based on these preliminary analyses the two groups were very comparable in terms 

of baseline teacher and classroom characteristics/practices, but imbalance was observed in terms 

of baseline student performance. Thus, researchers controlled for baseline assessment 

performance during analyses of outcomes by focusing analyses on pre-post differences (i.e., 

growth). 

 

2. Statistical Power 
 

Statistical power was calculated for the two methods employed to estimate program effects. 

The first power analysis was for a Repeated Measures ANOVA test, at the student level. The 

following assumptions were used to calculate the power to detect effects:   

 

F tests F tests F tests F tests ----    ANOVA: Repeated measures, between factors 

Analysis:Analysis:Analysis:Analysis:    Sensitivity: Compute required effect size  

Input:Input:Input:Input: α err prob = 0.05 

 Power (1-β err prob) = 0.80 

 Total sample size = 1000 

 Number of groups = 2;  Number of measurements = 2 

 Corr among rep measures = 0.5 

Output:Output:Output:Output: Effect size f = 0.0767984 

 



 

 
 
 
Prepared by PRES Associates, Inc. – An Independent Evaluation Company       74 

Given the above parameters, this study has sufficient power to detect a small effect of 0.08. 

 

In order to calculate this for a multilevel model, the following assumptions we made: 

 

� Significance level (α) = 0.05;  

� 48 clusters (classes) with an average class size of 25. 

� Calculations were done with a cluster covariate set at .50.  

� The calculations were done on a value of 0.20 for intra-class correlation. 

 

Given the above parameters, this study has sufficient power to detect a small-moderate effect of 

0.30.  Both Repeated Measures ANOVA and multilevel modeling were employed in order to 

examine the consistency in results across the two analytical methods. 
 

3. Attrition Analysis 
 

As previously noted, both measurement attrition (i.e., missing data due to students not 

completing assessments) and dropout attrition (i.e., missing data due to students leaving the 

study) were examined. The approach taken in this project was to seek a consistent pattern of 

results of program effects across a range of methods. In this section, the observed pattern of 

differential attrition is examined to determine if it can explain the pattern of the observed results. 

 

Dropout Attrition  

 

There was an overall attrition of 11.8% due to students leaving school, transferring out of 

study classrooms, or simply dropping out of the study27. Analyses were performed to examine if 

there was differential attrition as a result of students leaving. First, analyses were performed to 

examine if the proportion of dropout attrition was equivalent among both groups. As shown in 

Table A2, results showed that this was not the case. A higher proportion of dropouts were in the 

control group than the treatment group. This is primarily due to the fact that one control teacher 

dropped from the study in late Spring (left on an extended leave). 

 
Table A2. Number of Students by Enrollment Status* 

 
Students 

Control Treatment Total 

Total students enrolled in 
Fall 

654 
(100.0%) 

663 
(100.0%) 

1317 
(100%) 

Students who moved/left/ 
transferred out 

110 
(16.8%) 

46 
(6.9%) 

156 
(11.8%) 

Total students remaining 
throughout school year 

554 
(83.2%) 

617 
(93.1%) 

1161 
(88.2%) 

*χ2 (1)= 30.77, p =.00 

 

Secondly, analyses were performed to examine whether baseline performance differences 

existed between students who remained in the study and those who left and group assignment. Of 

                                                 
27 Specifically, one control teacher dropped from the study because the teacher left the school on extended leave. Researchers were not informed 

of this until after the fact and despite assurances that the substitute would collect post data, this was not the case. As a result, this teacher’s classes 

(n=3) were dropped from the study. 
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interest in these ANOVAs were the interactions of group assignment and attrition status and the 

main effect for attrition status. A significant interaction could indicate a threat to internal 

validity. Similarly, a main effect for attrition status would suggest a threat to external validity. To 

simplify communication of these results, analysis focused on the overall English/Language Arts 

standard score. 

 

Results showed that both the main effect for attrition and the interaction were significant. 

Specifically, treatment students who remained in the study had lower pretest scores than control 

students, but this relationship was reversed among students who left (treatment students had 

higher scores), see Table A3. In general, students who remained in the study also had higher 

baseline scores than those who left.  

 
Table A3. ANOVA Results for Pre-Tests by Group and Attrition Status  

Measure 
Attrition 
Status 

Group N 
Mean 

 
Sd. 

ANOVA for 
interaction 

ANOVA for 
main effect 

Iowa ELA Total 
Scale Score 

Attrition 
Control 100 241.63 33.94 

F(1, 1176)=13.74, 
p<.001 

F(1, 1176) 
=8.16, p=.004 

Treatment 43 254.77 33.32 

No 
change 

Control 482 263.16 36.94 

Treatment 555 251.90 31.08 

 

Measurement Attrition 

 

A small portion of the students did not have data available at pre or post test due to absences 

on test administration days. Table A4 lists the number (and percent) of students who were in the 

study throughout the school year but did not provide pre or post tests. Chi-square analyses 

showed a significant relationship. Specifically, there were more control students who did not 

take the pretest as compared to treatment students.  

 

Furthermore, to examine if there were any performance differences between those who 

completed tests and those that did not by group, ANOVAs were run on the post-test measures (to 

examine those not providing pretest measures) and on pretest measures (to examine those not 

providing posttest measures). Significant interactions between measurement attrition status and 

group assignment would suggest a bias. Results showed no significant interaction on the Iowa 

overall ELA standard score.  

 
Table A4. Number of Students Who Did Not Provide Pre and Post Data  

 Admin 
Time 

 

N (%) Who Did Not Take Test Chi-Square ANOVA 
for interaction  Control Treatment Total 

Iowa ELA 
Total Scale 

Score 

Pre 
(N=1091) 

42 
(7.7%) 

28 
(4.5%) 

70 
(6.0%) 

χ2(1)=5.17, 
p=.02 

F (1, 1009)=0.512, p=.47 

Post 
(N=1102) 

26 
(4.8%) 

33 
(5.3%) 

59 
(5.1%) 

χ2(1)=0.194, 
p=.66 

F (1, 1033)=0.992, p=.32 

 

In summary, there was evidence for dropout attrition but a lack of evidence for measurement 

attrition. It should be noted that the difference was not in favor of the treatment group. That is, 

treatment students who remained in the study had lower pretest scores than control students; in 
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contrast, among students who left, treatment students had higher scores than control students. 

Thus, any observed effects will have occurred despite this bias in favor of the control group.  

 

4. Statistical Analysis of Outcomes Measures 
 

Analysis of Growth among Treatment Students 
 

Paired t-tests for Change from Pretest to Posttest 

 

Table A5 presents the means obtained for treatment students using Pearson Literature at pre- 

and posttest as measured by the main outcome measures (standard scores for each subtest and 

overall English/Language Arts). Paired sample t-tests were conducted to examine whether there 

was significant change from pretest to posttest. Results showed significant growth (i.e., 

improvement in performance) on the Iowa Reading, Written Expression and overall score. No 

significant difference was observed on the Vocabulary subtest.  

 
Table A5. Pre-Post Iowa Standard Scores for Treatment Students (Paired Sample t-test Results) 

Test Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 252.41 37.06 529 -2.022 

 
528 

 
0.044 

 Post 255.66 43.39 529 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 255.81 25.94 530 -1.357 

 
529 

 
0.175 

 Post 257.38 31.19 530 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 250.29 36.96 525 -2.936 
 

524 
 

0.003 
 Post 255.09 42.76 525 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 252.97 31.20 480 

-2.661 479 0.008 
Post 256.47 37.25 480 

 

 
In addition to providing standard scores for each of these three content areas (reading, written 

expression, and vocabulary), percent correct scores are provided for Iowa skill domain areas for 

each content area, cognitive levels (essential competencies, conceptual understanding, and 

extended reasoning), and Common Core standards for reading and writing. Results for the Iowa 

Reading domain and cognitive levels showed two significant changes; gains were observed in 

Implicit Meaning (ability to draw conclusions/make inferences) and in their Conceptual 

Understanding (cognitive processing beyond recalling or reproducing a response). Results for the 

Iowa Writing domain and cognitive levels showed significant gains in Usage & Grammar, 

Sentence Structure, Mechanics and in their Essential Competencies (recall of information such as 

fact, definition, term, or simple one-step procedure) and Conceptual Understanding. 
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Table A6. Pre-Post Iowa Reading Domain/Cognitive Level Scores for Treatment Students  

 

Subtest Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

S
k
ill

 D
o

m
a

in
s
 

Iowa: Vocabulary 
Percent Correct 

Pre 58.36 26.60 529 -1.704 
 

528 
 

0.089 
 Post 61.06 30.40 529 

Iowa: Explicit Meaning 
Percent Correct 

Pre 53.76 26.31 529 -1.247 
 

528 
 

0.213 
 Post 55.69 28.31 529 

Iowa: Implicit Meaning 
Percent Correct 

Pre 54.82 24.66 529 -2.773 
 

528 
 

0.006 
 Post 58.62 26.90 529 

Iowa: Key Ideas Percent 
Correct 

Pre 48.57 23.34 529 -1.102 
 

528 
 

0.271 
 Post 49.91 24.13 529 

Iowa: Author’s Craft 
Percent Correct 

Pre 57.58 24.77 529 -0.501 
 

528 
 

0.617 
 Post 58.26 27.14 529 

C
o

g
n

it
iv

e
 L

e
v
e

ls
 

Iowa: Essential 
Competencies Percent 
Correct 

Pre 56.71 26.79 529 -0.809 
 

528 
 

0.419 
 Post 57.97 28.86 529 

Iowa: Conceptual 
Understanding Percent 
Correct 

Pre 54.61 20.79 529 -1.947 
 

528 
 

0.052 
 Post 56.79 23.44 529 

Iowa: Extended 
Reasoning Percent 
Correct 

Pre 51.32 25.34 529 
-1.724 528 0.085 

Post 53.60 26.98 529 

 
Table A7. Pre-Post Iowa Writing Domain/Cognitive Level Scores for Treatment Students  

 

Subtest Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

S
k
ill

 D
o

m
a

in
s
 

Iowa: Usage & 
Grammar Percent 
Correct 

Pre 44.46 21.07 525 -2.803 
 

524 
 

0.005 
 Post 47.76 21.49 525 

Iowa: Sentence 
Structure Percent 
Correct 

Pre 48.53 20.80 525 -2.513 
 

524 
 

0.012 
 Post 51.64 24.82 525 

Iowa: Planning & 
Organization Percent 
Correct 

Pre 44.42 23.55 525 -1.899 
 

524 
 

0.058 
 Post 46.86 25.84 525 

Iowa: Appropriate 
Expression Percent 
Correct 

Pre 51.92 22.54 525 -1.435 
 

524 
 

0.152 
 Post 53.83 25.50 525 

Iowa: Mechanics 
Percent Correct 

Pre 53.16 23.67 525 -1.998 
 

524 
 

0.046 
 Post 55.92 24.75 525 

C
o

g
n

it
iv

e
 L

e
v
e

ls
 

Iowa: Essential 
Competencies Percent 
Correct 

Pre 49.71 20.01 525 -2.907 
 

524 
 

0.004 
 Post 52.90 20.95 525 

Iowa: Conceptual 
Understanding Percent 
Correct 

Pre 47.92 20.02 525 -2.491 
 

524 
 

0.013 
 Post 50.91 23.73 525 

Iowa: Extended 
Reasoning Percent 
Correct 

Pre 48.12 20.30 525 
-1.637 524 0.102 

Post 50.01 23.73 525 
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Among the measures of Common Core State Standards, results showed significant gains in Key 

Ideas & Details (CCSS for Reading), Conventions of Standard English and Production & 

Distribution of Writing (CCSS for Writing). 

 
Table A8. Pre-Post Iowa Common Core Domain Scores for Treatment Students  

 

Subtest Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

C
o

m
m

o
n

 C
o

re
 R

e
a

d
in

g
 D

o
m

a
in

s
 CCSS: Informational 

Text Percent Correct 

Pre 55.29 21.11 529 -1.676 
 

528 
 

0.094 
 Post 57.19 23.87 529 

CCSS: Literary Text 
Percent Correct 

Pre 52.55 23.01 529 -1.791 
 

528 
 

0.074 
 Post 54.81 25.36 529 

CCSS: Key Ideas and 
Details Percent Correct 

Pre 53.49 21.24 529 -2.055 
 

528 
 

0.04 
 Post 55.89 23.79 529 

CCSS: Craft & Structure 
Percent Correct 

Pre 57.82 22.91 529 -1.006 
 

528 
 

0.315 
 Post 59.08 25.68 529 

CCSS: Integration of 
Knowledge & Ideas 
Percent Correct 

Pre 39.98 35.54 529 
-1.442 528 0.15 

Post 42.91 37.46 529 

C
o

m
m

o
n

 C
o

re
 W

ri
ti
n

g
 D

o
m

a
in

s
 

CCSS: Conventions of 
Standard English 
Percent Correct 

Pre 49.20 18.54 525 -2.839 
 

524 
 

0.005 
 Post 52.19 20.76 525 

CCSS: Knowledge of 
Language Percent 
Correct 

Pre 49.60 21.76 525 -1.663 
 

524 
 

0.097 
 Post 51.74 25.26 525 

CCSS: Vocab 
Acquisition & Use 
Percent Correct 

Pre 50.41 19.60 531 -1.792 
 

530 
 

0.074 
 Post 52.41 23.08 531 

CCSS: Production & 
Distribution of Writing  
Percent Correct 

Pre 41.85 25.97 525 -2.3 
 

524 
 

0.022 
 Post 45.22 28.36 525 

CCSS: Research to 
Build/ Present 
Knowledge Percent 
Correct 

Pre 51.05 30.09 525 

-0.71 524 0.478 
Post 52.24 31.17 525 

 

 

Growth Analysis of Subgroups of Treatment Students 
 

Exploratory analysis was also performed to examine the relationship between Pearson 

Literature and subgroup performance. That is, the results summarized in this section deal with 

the performance among treatment students only. It is important to note that due to the small 

sample sizes, no causal, conclusive statements should be made. Nevertheless, these results are 

presented for preliminary, exploratory purposes. Given sample sizes, analyses were performed 

for the following subgroup categories: gender, ethnicity, and students at various baseline 

reading/writing levels. Analysis were also conducted on fidelity of implementation levels among 

treatment teachers (low, moderate, high).   

 

The accompanying tables (A6-A12) include the paired t-tests’ results. For these analyses, 

only treatment students within these subgroups are included. Analysis were also only performed 
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on the key outcomes (reading, written expression, vocabulary, and overall standard scores). This 

provides preliminary information on whether students in these subgroups show growth in 

reading/writing performance. 

 

Gender 

 

Results show that females who used Pearson Literature experienced gains in Reading, Written 

Expression, and the overall ELA score. In contrast, males did not demonstrate significant gains. 

 
Table A9. Paired t-test Results for Treatment Students by Gender  

Test Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

Male 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 253.65 34.36 231 -.728 

 
230 

 
.467 

 Post 255.54 42.44 231 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 254.13 25.54 227 -.758 

 
226 

 
.449 

 Post 255.49 28.83 227 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 250.49 34.32 225 -.997 
 

224 
 

.320 
 Post 253.15 42.09 225 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 252.65 28.91 210 

-.781 209 .436 
Post 254.30 35.80 210 

Female 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 251.45 39.05 298 -2.120 

 
297 

 
.035 

 Post 255.76 44.17 298 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 257.06 26.20 303 -1.139 

 
302 

 
.255 

 Post 258.79 32.83 303 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 250.13 38.88 300 -3.134 
 

299 
 

.002 
 Post 256.54 43.28 300 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 253.21 32.92 270 

-2.969 269 .003 
Post 258.16 38.31 270 
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Race/Ethnicity 

 

Among Pearson Literature users, White students experienced gains in Written Expression and 

overall ELA standard scores. In contrast, minority students experienced gains in vocabulary and 

marginally significant gains in overall ELA scores. 

 
Table A10. Paired t-tests Results for Students by Race/Ethnicity  

Test Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

White 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 254.50 37.27 414 

-1.573 413 .116 
Post 257.43 44.56 414 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 258.44 26.24 420 

0.167 
 

419 
 

.867 
 Post 258.22 32.84 420 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 252.38 38.02 411 
-2.434 410 .015 

Post 256.81 43.82 411 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 254.82 32.13 379 

-2.039 378 .042 
Post 257.85 38.48 379 

Non-White 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 244.90 35.43 115 -1.405 

 
114 

 
.163 

 Post 249.30 38.36 115 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 245.75 22.14 110 -3.579 

 
109 

 
.001 

 Post 254.15 23.74 110 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 242.74 31.89 114 -1.656 
 

113 
 

.101 
 Post 248.89 38.25 114 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 246.02 26.43 101 

-1.862 100 .065 
Post 251.28 31.83 101 
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Reading/Writing Levels 

Results by baseline reading/writing levels showed that students who scored in the bottom 33rd 

percentile experienced significant gains on all subtests and the overall score. In contrast, no gains 

were observed among average performing students and above average students experienced 

gains on only the reading subtest. 

Table A11. Paired t-test Results for Treatment Students by Writing Skill Level at Pretest 

Test Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

Below 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 209.66 18.90 159 -7.256 

 
158 

 
.000 

 Post 228.74 31.39 159 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 237.22 24.11 156 -1.971 

 
155 

 
.050 

 Post 241.37 25.77 156 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 220.90 25.83 156 -4.105 
 

155 
 

.000 
 Post 231.40 33.11 156 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 220.90 17.70 143 

-5.637 142 .000 
Post 232.27 26.45 143 

Average 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 252.13 10.93 209 .553 

 
208 

 
.581 

 Post 250.69 37.53 209 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 255.46 17.59 211 .304 

 
210 

 
.762 

 Post 254.91 27.77 211 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 251.14 28.85 206 -1.582 
 

205 
 

.115 
 Post 255.48 38.46 206 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 252.93 16.28 193 

-.495 192 .621 
Post 254.06 33.18 193 

Above 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 295.01 19.53 161 2.285 

 
160 

 
.024 

 Post 288.70 39.45 161 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 274.58 23.80 153 -1.145 

 
152 

 
.254 

 Post 277.10 29.96 153 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 279.69 32.24 154 -.079 
 

153 
 

.937 
 Post 279.94 42.03 154 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 284.86 23.24 144 

.491 143 .624 
Post 283.73 33.64 144 
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Implementation Fidelity Levels 

 
Teachers were classified as following the program with low or moderate fidelity based on 

information gathered via monthly teacher logs and interviews. Of note, none of the teachers was 

categorized as a high implementer upon triangulation of the available data – that is, none of the 

participating teachers implemented the program with sufficient content coverage and unit 

completion to warrant the designation of a high implementer. With this in mind, results showed 

that teachers classified as moderate implementers had students who showed significant gains in 

Reading, Vocabulary, Written Expression, and on the overall ELA score. Among students of 

teachers who were low implementers, no significant gains were observed.  

 
Table A12. Paired t-test Results for Treatment Students by Level of Implementation 

Test Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

Low Fidelity of Implementation 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 255.18 38.75 293 1.366 

 
292 

 
.173 

 Post 252.29 46.25 293 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 259.30 26.07 301 1.359 

 
300 

 
.175 

 Post 257.21 32.97 301 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 253.27 38.65 291 -.443 
 

290 
 

.658 
 Post 254.16 43.85 291 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 255.32 33.44 272 

.495 271 .621 
Post 254.50 39.55 272 

Moderate Fidelity of Implementation 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Pre 250.04 33.72 200 -7.139 

 
199 

 
.000 

 Post 266.71 36.32 200 

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Pre 252.17 24.41 193 -6.857 

 
192 

 
.000 

 Post 263.05 24.52 193 

Iowa: Written Expression 
SS 

Pre 249.69 33.15 198 -5.025 
 

197 
 

.000 
 Post 264.24 38.48 198 

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Pre 251.21 26.95 180 

-6.365 179 .000 
Post 264.78 31.34 180 
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Analysis of Program Effects  

 

Independent Sample t-tests 

 

Table A13 describes the means for the treatment and control groups for the two main 

outcomes at post-testing. Independent sample t-tests were conducted for each of the outcomes. 

Statistically significant differences in favor of the control group were obtained for all the Iowa 

subtests and overall ELA standard score. However, these differences do not account for baseline 

differences (which were also in favor of the control group). The repeated measures ANOVA and 

multilevel models described below incorporate this information. 
  
Table A13. Sample Size, Means, Standard Deviations, and t-test (Student Level) Results for Assessments at Post-

testing 

Test Group Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N t df Sig. 

Iowa: Reading SS 
Control 263.38 40.47 520 3.470 1079 .001* 

Treatment 254.48 43.67 561    

Iowa: Vocabulary SS 
Control 267.77 29.69 508 5.826 1061 .000* 

Treatment 256.92 30.89 555    

Iowa: Written 
Expression SS 

Control 261.82 45.30 508 2.783 1063 .005* 

Treatment 254.33 42.59 557    

Iowa: Total ELA SS 
Control 263.71 37.75 496 3.500 1011 .000* 

Treatment 255.43 37.48 517    

* = p<.05 

 

Repeated Measures ANOVAs 

 

Repeated measures ANOVAs were implemented to examine program impacts. This model 

focuses on change in outcomes from baseline to follow-ups, thereby controlling for pretest 

differences. That is, differential gains between groups were examined. Of note, this student level 

analysis was completed following a recommendation by the Pearson Research Advisory board to 

improve upon the sensitivity of analyses. Moreover, these results were also analyzed via multi-

level models to confirm student level results, with the latter accounting for nesting of students 

within teachers.  

 

Results for the four primary outcome measures (Iowa Form E Reading, Vocabulary, and 

Written Expression subtests, and the overall English/Language arts scores) showed two 

significant differences in growth rates, see Table A14. On the written expression subtest, Pearson 

Literature students showed greater gains from pre to post-testing than control students, p<.05. 

However, on the vocabulary subtest control students outgained Pearson Literature students, p<.05. 

Thus, Pearson Literature is associated with greater gains in writing skills, but not vocabulary. 

Results were not significantly different as measured by the reading subtest and the overall ELA 

score. 
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Table A14. Program Effects: Repeated Measures ANOVA Results for Iowa Assessment 

Test Time Mean 
Std. 

Deviation 
N Fgroup*time df 

Sig. / 
Effect 
Size 

PRE Iowa: 
Reading SS 

Control 261.75 42.119 473 

0.034 1, 1000 .853 
Treatment 252.41 37.056 529 

POST Iowa: 
Reading SS 

Control 265.41 40.089 473 

Treatment 255.66 43.385 529 

PRE Iowa: 
Vocabulary SS 

Control 262.24 28.518 474 

9.245 1, 1002 
.002 / 

.19 

Treatment 255.81 25.937 530 

POST Iowa: 
Vocabulary SS 

Control 268.52 29.577 474 

Treatment 257.38 31.194 530 

PRE Iowa: Written 
Expression SS 

Control 263.89 42.128 476 

19.803 1, 999 
.000 / 

.17 

Treatment 250.29 36.959 525 

POST Iowa: 
Written 
Expression SS 

Control 262.84 45.765 476 

Treatment 255.09 42.764 525 

PRE Iowa: Total 
ELA SS 

Control 263.84 37.139 452 

0.889 1, 930 .346 
Treatment 252.97 31.199 480 

POST Iowa: Total 
ELA SS 

Control 265.63 37.710 452 

Treatment 256.47 37.245 480 

 

Analyses were also performed on each of the Iowa domain skills and cognitive levels in 

reading and writing, as well as Common Core reading and writing standards. Results for Iowa 

Reading domains showed no significant differences between groups, see Table A15. Thus, 

control and Pearson Literature students showed similar gains in explicit meaning 

(recognize/understand stated information), implicit meaning (draw conclusions or make 

inferences), key ideas (identify, connect, and/or synthesize information), and author’s craft 

(identify purpose/viewpoint, understand text features, style, tone, literary devices, nonliteral 

language etc.) as well as cognitive levels (essential competencies, conceptual understanding, and 

extended reasoning). 
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Table A15. Program Effects: Repeated Measures ANOVA Results for Iowa Reading Domains and Cognitive Levels 

Test Time 
Mean 

(% 
correct) 

Std. 
Deviation 

N Fgroup*time df Sig. 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Explicit Meaning  

Control 61.03 27.983 474 

1.570 1, 1001 .211 
Treatment 53.76 26.313 529 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Explicit Meaning   

Control 60.35 26.188 474 

Treatment 55.69 28.308 529 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Implicit Meaning   

Control 60.80 27.003 474 

0.013 1, 1001 .910 
Treatment 54.82 24.657 529 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Implicit Meaning   

Control 64.81 26.093 474 

Treatment 58.62 26.901 529 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Key Ideas   

Control 54.66 24.014 474 

0.003 1, 1001 .959 
Treatment 48.57 23.336 529 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Key Ideas   

Control 56.09 23.929 474 

Treatment 49.91 24.127 529 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Author’s Craft   

Control 61.20 26.237 474 

0.995 1, 1001 .319 
Treatment 57.58 24.768 529 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Author’s Craft   

Control 63.76 25.063 474 

Treatment 58.26 27.143 529 

PRE Iowa Cog. 
Level: Essential 
Competencies  

Control 62.96 27.937 474 

0.363 1, 1001 .547 
Treatment 56.71 26.787 529 

POST Iowa Cog. 
Level: Essential 
Competencies 

Control 62.96 26.468 474 

Treatment 57.97 28.859 529 

PRE Iowa Cog. 
Level: Conceptual 
Understanding 

Control 60.07 23.052 474 

0.241 1, 1001 .624 

Treatment 54.61 20.788 529 

POST Iowa Cog. 
Level: Conceptual 
Understanding 

Control 63.00 21.862 474 

Treatment 56.79 23.444 529 

PRE Iowa Cog. 
Level: Extended 
Reasoning 

Control 56.03 26.147 474 

0.372 1, 1001 .542 
Treatment 51.32 25.344 529 

POST Iowa Cog. 
Level: Extended 
Reasoning 

Control 57.19 26.120 474 

Treatment 53.60 26.978 529 
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Results for Iowa Writing domains and cognitive levels showed several significant differences 

all in favor of Pearson Literature, see Table A16. Pearson Literature students showed greater 

gains in sentence structure, mechanics, essential competencies, and conceptual understanding. 

 
Table A16. Program Effects: Repeated Measures ANOVA Results for Iowa Writing Domains and Cognitive Levels 

Test Time 
Mean 

(% 
correct) 

Std. 
Deviation 

N Fgroup*time df 
Sig. /  
Effect 
Size 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Usage & 
Grammar  

Control 49.42 21.920 476 

1.517 1, 999 .218 
Treatment 44.46 21.068 525 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Usage & 
Grammar 

Control 50.65 23.799 476 

Treatment 47.76 21.494 525 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Sentence 
Structure   

Control 55.38 24.024 476 

16.196 1, 999 
.000 / 

.26 

Treatment 48.53 20.798 525 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Sentence 
Structure   

Control 54.80 25.243 476 

Treatment 51.64 24.823 525 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Planning & 
Organization   

Control 52.84 25.454 476 

2.792 1, 999 .095 
Treatment 44.42 23.548 525 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Planning & 
Organization   

Control 52.37 26.787 476 

Treatment 46.86 25.836 525 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Appropriate 
Expression   

Control 56.91 25.103 476 

0.257 1, 999 .612 
Treatment 51.92 22.543 525 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Appropriate 
Expression   

Control 57.88 25.551 476 

Treatment 53.83 25.499 525 

PRE Iowa Skill: 
Mechanics   

Control 61.09 25.531 476 

4.992 1, 999 .026 / 
.14 

Treatment 53.16 23.669 525 

POST Iowa Skill: 
Mechanics   

Control 59.64 27.208 476 

Treatment 55.92 24.754 525 

PRE Iowa Cog. 
Level: Essential 
Competencies  

Control 56.81 22.086 476 

5.954 1, 999 .015 / 

.16 

Treatment 49.71 20.006 525 

POST Iowa Cog. 
Level: Essential 
Competencies 

Control 56.28 23.797 476 

Treatment 52.90 20.954 525 

PRE Iowa Cog. 
Level: Conceptual 
Understanding 

Control 54.68 23.026 476 

4.124 1, 999 .043 / 
.13 

Treatment 47.92 20.022 525 

POST Iowa Cog. 
Level: Conceptual 
Understanding 

Control 54.36 24.463 476 

Treatment 50.91 23.729 525 

PRE Iowa Cog. 
Level: Extended 
Reasoning 

Control 54.24 23.018 476 

0.818 1, 999 .366 
Treatment 48.12 20.300 525 

POST Iowa Cog. 
Level: Extended 
Reasoning 

Control 54.71 23.984 476 

Treatment 50.01 23.727 525 
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Results based on items aligned to the Common Core Reading Standards showed no 

significant differences in growth rates between groups, see Table A17. In general, both Pearson 

Literature and control students showed similar gains on the Common Core Reading Standards. 

 
Table A17. Program Effects: Repeated Measures ANOVA Results for Common Core Reading Standards 

Test Time 
Mean 

(% 
correct) 

Std. 
Deviation 

N Fgroup*time df 
Sig. /  
Effect 
Size 

PRE CCSS 
Reading: 
Informational Text  

Control 61.05 23.776 474 

0.173 1, 1001 .678 
Treatment 55.29 21.105 529 

POST CCSS 
Reading: 
Informational Text 

Control 62.31 21.922 474 

Treatment 57.19 23.871 529 

PRE CCSS 
Reading: Literary 
Text  

Control 57.51 24.035 474 

0.429 1, 1001 .513 
Treatment 52.55 23.006 529 

POST CCSS 
Reading: Literary 
Text 

Control 60.88 24.256 474 

Treatment 54.81 25.363 529 

PRE CCSS 
Reading: Key Ideas 
& Details 

Control 59.84 23.321 474 

0.046 1, 1001 .830 
Treatment 53.49 21.241 529 

POST CCSS 
Reading: Key Ideas 
& Details 

Control 61.91 22.476 474 

Treatment 55.89 23.792 529 

PRE CCSS 
Reading: Crafts & 
Structure 

Control 61.57 24.851 474 

0.483 1, 1001 .487 
Treatment 57.82 22.905 529 

POST CCSS 
Reading: Crafts & 
Structure 

Control 64.04 23.401 474 

Treatment 59.08 25.679 529 

PRE CCSS 
Reading: 
Integration of 
Knowledge & Ideas 

Control 46.41 38.986 474 

1.479 1, 1001 .224 

Treatment 39.98 35.540 529 

POST CCSS 
Reading: 
Integration of 
Knowledge & Ideas 

Control 45.78 38.375 474 

Treatment 42.91 37.460 529 
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Examination of the items aligned to the Common Core Writing Standards showed two 

significant differences. Control students demonstrated more significant gains on the Common 

Core standard of Vocabulary Acquisition and Use, but Pearson Literature students showed 

greater gains on the Common Core standard of Conventions of English Standards, see Table 

A18.  A marginally significant difference, also in favor of Pearson Literature, was found for the 

Common Core standard of Research to Build & Present Knowledge, p<.10. 

 
Table A18. Program Effects: Repeated Measures ANOVA Results for Common Core Reading Standards 

Test Time 
Mean 

(% 
correct) 

Std. 
Deviation 

N Fgroup*time df 
Sig. /  
Effect 
Size 

PRE CCSS 
Writing: 
Conventions of 
English Standards 

Control 55.71 21.311 476 

5.391 1, 999 
.020 / 

.14 

Treatment 49.20 18.543 525 

POST CCSS 
Writing: 
Conventions of 
English Standards 

Control 55.31 23.085 476 

Treatment 52.19 20.755 525 

PRE CCSS 
Writing: Knowledge 
of Language 

Control 55.22 24.379 476 

0.360 1, 999 .549 
Treatment 49.60 21.764 525 

POST CCSS 
Writing: Knowledge 
of Language 

Control 56.31 24.840 476 

Treatment 51.74 25.258 525 

PRE CCSS 
Writing: Vocab 
Acquisition & Use 

Control 55.56 22.086 473 

4.818 1, 1002 
.028 / 

.14 

Treatment 50.41 19.599 531 

POST CCSS 
Writing: Vocab 
Acquisition & Use 

Control 60.72 22.592 473 

Treatment 52.41 23.075 531 

PRE CCSS 
Writing: Production 
& Distribution 

Control 50.10 27.371 476 

2.296 1, 999 .487 
Treatment 41.85 25.968 525 

POST CCSS 
Writing: Production 
& Distribution 

Control 50.41 28.419 476 

Treatment 45.22 28.359 525 

PRE CCSS 
Writing: Research 
to Build & Present 
Knowledge 

Control 60.19 30.842 476 

3.023 1, 999 .082 

Treatment 51.05 30.090 525 

POST CCSS 
Writing: Research 
to Build & Present 
Knowledge 

Control 57.41 32.184 476 

Treatment 52.24 31.174 525 
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Multilevel Models  
 

As previously noted, in addition to repeated measure ANOVAs three-level multilevel models 

were implemented to confirm the student level results and estimate program effects while taking 

into account nesting of students within classes. The three level HLM model focuses on both the 

levels in outcomes at baseline and change in outcomes from baseline to follow-ups. In this 

model, the first level incorporates changes over time for each individual. The second level 

includes student level covariates. The third level incorporates class/teacher level information.  

Separate multilevel models were run for each of the following assessments. The three-level 

multilevel model had the following structure. 

Level-1 Model 

    Outcometij = π0ij + π1ij*(TIMEtij) + etij 

Level-2 Model 

    π0ij = β00j + β01j*(GROUPij) + r0ij 

    π1ij = β10j + β11j*(GROUPij)  

Level-3 Model 

    β00j = γ000 + + u00j 

    β01j = γ010  

    β10j = γ100 + u10 

    β11j = γ110 

 

Other individual level covariates including special education status and free/reduced lunch 

status were also available. However, due to small sample sizes and/or missing data for these 

variables, these covariates were excluded from the multilevel analysis as this would reduce the 

analytical sample. Teacher/class level covariates were also excluded given that preliminary 

analysis showed baseline among important teacher/class level characteristics.  

 

Table A19 summarizes the results of the main program effects. Note that each measure in 

Table A19 corresponds to the program effect coefficients estimated for that dependent variable 

from a separate multilevel model. Results showed no significant differences (at the .05 level) in 

the slope (growth rates) between the treatment and control groups. However, results were 

consistent in terms of direction: treatment students tended to show higher gains on Written 

Expression and overall ELA score, whereas control students tended to show higher gains in the 

vocabulary subtest. 
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Table A19.  Main Program Effects from Multilevel Modelsa  

Outcome Measures Coefficient 
Std. 
Error 

t-ratio df 
Sig. 

Level 

Iowa Reading SS -Pretest -7.62 7.44 -1.025 1139 .306 

Iowa Reading SS –Slope  -1.54 5.40 -0.285 2135 .776 

Iowa Vocabulary SS -Pretest -5.08 4.17 -1.217 1139 .224 

Iowa Vocabulary SS –Slope  -4.75 3.36 -1.414 2133 .158 

Iowa Written Expression SS -Pretest -12.28 7.01 -1.751 1139 .080 

Iowa Written Expression SS –Slope  6.79 5.32 1.277 2129 .202 

Iowa Overall ELA SS -Pretest -9.38 6.52 -1.439 1139 .150 

Iowa Overall ELA SS –Slope  1.68 4.66 0.361 2046 .718 

*p<.05 

 

 

Subgroup Effects 

 

Subgroup effects were analyzed via Repeated Measures ANOVA. In this analysis, the focus 

was on the interaction of group with subpopulation categories: gender (female), ethnicity (White, 

non-White), and reading/writing ability level. A significant interaction means that differences in 

observed gains between the treatment and control groups depends on the subpopulation.                                                                                                                              
 
Table A20 summarizes the results of the subgroup analyses for the key outcome measures. 

To ease in the presentation of findings, only significant F tests are presented along with 

estimated effect sizes.   

 

Significant effects were obtained for two subgroups. Specifically, results showed significant 

differences on the Iowa Reading subtest between Pearson Literature students and control 

students by level. Control students who were of average ability at baseline showed significantly 

higher gains than treatment students of average ability. The opposite occurred when examining 

the overall ELA score of above average students; in this case, above average Pearson Literature 

students outperformed above average control students. Results also showed that White control 

students had higher gains than White Pearson Literature students as measured by the vocabulary 

subtest. No other significant differences were observed among the subgroups.  
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Table A20. Subgroup Effects from Repeated Measures ANOVA 

Test F Df Sig. Level Effect Size 
Iowa Reading SS     

     Level 3.898 2, 996 .021* .20 

         Below Average 1.476 1, 275 .226 -- 

         Average  (CT > TX) 8.041 1, 353 .005* .29 

         Above Average 2.311 1, 368 .139 -- 

     
Iowa Vocabulary SS     

      Ethnicity/Race 5.472 1, 1000 .020 .14 

            White (CT > TX) 13.596 1, 744 .000* .26 

            Non-white 0.434 1, 226 .511 -- 

     
Iowa Total ELA SS     

     Level 2.753 2, 926 .064** .16 

         Below Average 0.165 1, 256 .685 -- 

         Average   1.597 1, 327 .207 -- 

         Above Average (TX > CT) 3.496 1, 343 .062** .20 

*p<.05, **p<.10 

 

Analysis were also performed to examine whether differences existed by treatment 

implementation level. Treatment classes were categorized as low, moderate, or high 

implementation fidelity based on teachers’ self-reported implementation of the Pearson 

Literature program. Data from teacher logs and interviews were triangulated and compared to the 

implementation guideline (see Appendix B) to determine their level of implementation. Key 

implementation components were determined by the Pearson research and editorial team. Two 

categories of treatment teachers were created (Low and Moderate28) and these were compared to 

control teachers. In these analyses, a significant interaction between fidelity and time indicates 

that growth rates are dependent on grouping (control, low implementer, and moderate 

implementer). Upon confirmation of a significant interaction, paired sample-tests were 

performed to examine whether growth was significant for each group. Results showed significant 

interactions for all outcome measures. Thus, growth was dependent on grouping. Further 

analysis demonstrated that while no significant gains were made by low Pearson Literature 

implementers, moderate implementers showed the greatest significant gains across all measures, 

and outperformed the control group. Thus, teachers who used the Pearson Literature program 

with moderate fidelity had students who demonstrated greater gains than teachers who followed 

the program with low fidelity or not at all (control).  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
28 As previously noted, none of the teachers met the category for High implementation. 
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Table A21. Subgroup Effects for Fidelity from Repeated Measures ANOVA and Paired Sample t-test 

Test F / t Df Sig. Level Effect Size 
Iowa Reading SS     

     Implementation 19.054 2, 963 .000* .40 

         None (Control) -2.316 472 .021* -- 

         Low Implementation (TX) 1.366 292 .173 -- 

         Moderate Implementation (TX) -7.139 199 .000* -- 

     
Iowa Vocabulary SS     

     Implementation 20.324 2, 965 .000* .41 

         None (Control) -6.252 473 .000* -- 

         Low Implementation (TX) 1.359 300 .175 -- 

         Moderate Implementation (TX) -6.857 192 .000* -- 

     
Iowa Written Expression SS     

     Implementation 14.103 2, 962 .000* .34 

         None (Control) 0.682 475 .496 -- 

         Low Implementation (TX) -.443 290 .658 -- 

         Moderate Implementation (TX) -5.025 197 .000* -- 
     
Iowa Total ELA SS     

     Implementation 16.759 2, 901 .000* .39 

         None (Control) -1.451 451 .148 -- 

         Low Implementation (TX) .495 271 .621 -- 

         Moderate Implementation (TX) -6.365 179 .000* -- 

*p<.05 
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Implementation Guideline  
 

 

IMPORTANT NOTE:   * denotes print features that have additional digital resources such as 

worksheets, videos, digital tools, graphic organizers etc. that are online and at point-of-use in the 

digital pathway on PearsonRealize™. 

 

INTRODUCTION:   The Unit Level Instructional Model is a gradual release that allows for instructional 

flexibility; emphasizes close reading; provides instructional support with an easy to follow pathway; deepens 

students’ knowledge of a topic through Text Sets; gives students practice in independent reading; and prepares 

students for the rigorous reading, analysis, and work they will have to be able to perform in college and career.  

 

Unit X Required Lesson/Activity Purpose 
PART 1 SETTING EXPECTATIONS  

 Introducing The Big Question 

• Explore The Big Question * 

• Vocabulary * 

The Unit Opener gives you a birds-eye view of what the students will 

encounter in that unit; the Four Parts have a learning progression that is a 

gradual release model –Part 1 where we set expectations and models what 

the students should be doing (I do), Part 2 where let students read the 

complex texts but provide support and some guidance (We do) , Part 3 

where we remove the training wheels/scaffolds and provide a more 

authentic reading environment for the students, and Part 4 where students 

are demonstrating independence and able to accomplish the main goal 

which is to read a range of work and respond to them thoughtfully and 

articulately (You do); and finally the digital tools that are available to 

assist students and teachers throughout the unit.  

 

Teachers can use the Close Reading Tool to assign work independently to 

students, the Student eText for whole class interactive close reading 

lessons, and the Online Writer’s Notebook for students to record their 

responses in so that teachers can monitor progress.  

 

Part 1 starts off with the Big Question and introduction of Vocabulary that 

the students will use throughout the unit, as well as the Close Reading 

Workshop which models what students should be doing when reading a 

complex text, and the Independent Practice which gives students an 

opportunity to practice what they learned. Teachers can use Close Reading 

Activities in the Independent Practice as formative assessment to see if 

students need additional support and scaffolding found in Part 2 or can 

move directly to reading the Text Set in Part 3.  

 Close Reading Workshop 

• Close Reading: Genre 

• Models: Read, Discuss, 

Research, Write 
 Independent Practice* 

• Close Reading Activities* 

PART 2 TEXT ANAYLSIS : GUIDED 

EXPLORATION 

 

 Introduction & Critical Viewing Activity Part 2 focuses on one specific genre – this is so that students immerse 

themselves in that genre and become comfortable speaking, reading, and 

writing in that genre which is also the same genre that they will encounter 

in the Anchor Text when they move to Part 3. We provide Before, During, 

and After reading supports for standards acquisition and Close Reading 

Activities after every selection that have students go back and read, 

discuss, research, and write – exactly what was modeled for them in Part 

1.  

 

 Focus on Craft and Structure 

• Elements of that Genre 

• Analyzing Aspects of that 

Genre 
 Time and Resource Manager  

• Guide to Resources 

 Building Knowledge before the Selection 
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• Close Reading Focus 

• Vocabulary* 

• Close Reading Model* 

• Use the Text Complexity 

Rubric and T&R Suggestion 

The Time and Resource Manager provides Lesson Pacing Guide and a 

quick at-a-glance view of all resources available for the selection 

 

 

  Selection* 

• Use Multidraft Reading 

Strategy 

• Use Background Video and 

Selection Audio* 

• Language Study* 

• Close Reading Activities* 

� Conventions 

� Writing To Sources 

� Speaking & Listening 
 NOTE: Repeat same activities in Teal above 

for the next three selections 

 

 Comparing Texts 

• Reading to Compare Points of 

View 

• Comparing Points of View 

• Comparing Text Selection 1* 

� Use the Text 

Complexity Rubric and 

T&R Suggestion 

� Critical Thinking 

Questions 

• Comparing Text Selection 2* 

� Use the Text 

Complexity Rubric and 

T&R Suggestion 

� Critical Thinking 

Questions 

• Writing To Sources* 

� Comparing Points of 

View 

� Timed Writing 

The Comparing Texts provides an opportunity for students to build 

confidence and do timed writing before tackling the multigenre Text Set in 

Part 3.  

 

 

 Workshops: Language/Speaking & 

Listening/Writing Process & Writer’s Toolbox 

(Choose One)* 

The Workshops at the end of Part 2 provide direct instruction and 

scaffolding with targeted topics and driven by the standards and can be 

assigned at any time during the unit.  

 Assessment Skills (Complete All)  

• Selected Responses  

� Reading Literature 

� Reading Informational 

Text 

� Writing and Language 

Conventions 

These assessment opportunities focus on the skills that students learned in 

Part 2 and provides cold reads for students to practice and apply their 

close reading skills.  
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• Constructed Responses  

� Writing 

� Speaking & Listening 

� Research 
PART 3 TEXT SET: DEVELOPING INSIGHT  

 Introduction & Critical Viewing Activity Part 3 is the heart of our story and what Common Core is asking for 

students to be able to do – read a multi-genre Text Set (Anchor Text with 

related readings) because this mirrors real-life reading and is what they 

will do when they go to college and into the workplace.  

 

Students will read the multi-genre Text Set and be developing insight into 

the topic (Part 1 they were introduced to the topic, Part 2 they explored the 

topic, Part 3 they developed insight into the topic) and have to take notes 

and do research for the culminating performance tasks.  

 Time and Resource Manager  

• Guide to Resources for entire 

Text Set 
 Text Set:  Anchor Text Selection* 

• Use Multidraft Reading 

Strategy 

• Use the Text Complexity 

Rubric and T&R Suggestion  

• Use Background Video and 

Selection Audio* 

• Language Study* 

• Close Reading Activities* 

� Read, Discuss, Write, 

Research 
 Text Set: Related Reading 1* 

• Close Reading Activities* 

• Use the Text Complexity 

Rubric and T&R Suggestion 
 NOTE: Repeat same activities in Orange 

above for the rest of the Text Set related 

readings 

 

 Assessment Synthesis: Culminating 

Performance Tasks 

• Speaking and Listening 

Assignment  

• Writing Assignments 

� Writing: Narrative Text 

� Writing to Sources: 

Argumentative Text 

At the end of Part 3, students must bring together everything they have 

learned and demonstrate their learning with Assessment Synthesis – by 

taking a position on the topic and write about it argumentatively using text 

evidence and the research and insight they have been accumulating 

throughout the Text Set.  

PART 4 DEMONSTRATING INDEPENDENCE  

 Extended Reading* Part 4 is where students are demonstrating independence and doing what 

we modeled, what they practiced, what they applied completely on their 

own.  

 

You can find novel resources online for some of the recommended 

readings or use your own novels. 

 

The Online Text Set provides an opportunity for students to read in a 

completely digital environment – which is what the next generation 

assessments will require of them and studies show that students have a 

difficult time doing sustained academic reading in a digital environment 

so this is an important skill to foster.  

 Online Text Set* 

• Preparing to Read Texts 
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TEACHER RESOURCES TO NOTE:  The Frontmatter provides guidelines, program 

descriptions, and CCSS correlations and resources for teachers to reference including 

information about Pearson Literature digital, multimedia, and ancillary resources.  

 

The TRM (Time and Resource Manager) provides lesson pacing and planning with 

recommended activities for each day, standards, a guide to resources, and ways to differentiate 

instruction; Text Complexity Rubrics and digital resources are identified at point-of-use; teacher 

notes provide tips and techniques to support the needs of diverse learners; consistency of labeling 

and use of the Read/Literary Analysis, Discuss/Speaking & Listening, Research, Write/Writing 

to Sources to reinforce close reading routines throughout the unit etc.; and color coding on the 

TE spine so that teachers can jump quickly to Parts.  
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Appendix C: 

 

Use of Pearson Literature 

Resources 
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Table C1. Percent of Usage of Pearson Literature Resources (Based on Monthly Teacher Logs) 

  No Some (1-3 
times per 
month) 

Often (1-3 
times per 

week) 

Everyday 
/ Almost 
Everyday 

PRINT RESOURCES 

Common Core Companion Workbook  49.2% 36.5% 11.1% 3.2% 

Reading Kit  46.0% 34.9% 19.0% 0.0% 

Student Edition  23.8% 11.1% 19.0% 46.0% 

Teacher Edition  22.2% 9.5% 20.6% 47.6% 

Close Reading Notebook  55.6% 23.8% 17.5% 3.2% 

DIGITAL RESOURCES 

Hear It! CD-ROM 73.0% 17.5% 4.8% 4.8% 

ExamView Test Bank CD-ROM  81.0% 14.3% 4.8% 0.0% 

PEARSON REALIZE * 44.4% 12.7% 33.3% 9.5% 

Online Student Edition 65.7% 14.3% 11.4% 8.6% 

Online Teacher Edition  31.4% 11.4% 42.9% 14.3% 

Reality Central Student Edition  91.4% 8.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Benchmark Tests  85.7% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Online Literature Library  80.0% 8.6% 11.4% 0.0% 

Created Classes for online assignments  82.9% 17.1% 0.0% 0.0% 

Standards (information on 
lessons/activities/resources aligned to the Common 
Core standards)  

37.1% 34.3% 22.9% 5.7% 

Curriculum Builder (under Tools)   94.3% 2.9% 2.9% 0.0% 

ACTIVe-Book (under Tools)  97.1% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

Research Center (under Tools)  97.1% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

Essay Scorer and Summary Scorer (under Tools)  100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Professional Development Center (under Tools)  88.6% 11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 

Reading Maturity Metric (under Tools)  94.3% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

* While the study focused on Pearson Literature, teachers were also provided with digital resources. 
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