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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Today’s educators rely on effective curriculum 
materials to guide their teaching and classroom 
practices so they can maximize student learning 
and achievement. Because educational products 
play such an important role in how well teachers 
are able to meet students’ needs, educators need 
research-based evidence to guide critical decisions 
about instructional materials.   
 
Pearson Education understands the importance of 
demonstrating the effectiveness of curriculum 
materials in increasing student learning. Therefore, 
it contracted with Magnolia Consulting, LLC, an 
external, independent consulting firm specializing 
in educational evaluation, to conduct an 
independent efficacy study of its Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers © 2007 
program.   
 
STUDY DESIGN AND METHODS 

Magnolia Consulting conducted a randomized 
control trial for Pearson Education during the 
2006–2007 school year. The study’s final sample 
was comprised of 24 teachers and 465 students in 
the first grade. Magnolia evaluators conducted the 
study in eight schools across three districts.    
 
The purpose of this efficacy study was to evaluate 
teachers’ implementation of the Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program and to 
assess the effectiveness of the materials in helping 
students attain essential reading skills. The study 
also compared students who participated in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
program to students participating in competing 
balanced literacy programs.   
 
To answer the key evaluation questions, evaluators 
utilized several data collection methods including 
pretest/posttest student standardized assessments 
(TerraNova® and Developmental Reading Assessment®, 
K–3, Second Edition (DRA2)), a student survey, 
classroom observations and interviews, focus 
groups, and weekly implementation logs. The 
design and conduct of this study reflect the quality 
standards set by the U.S. Department of 
Education’s What Works Clearinghouse. 

 

CELEBRATION PRESS READING: GOOD 
HABITS, GREAT READERS PROGRAM 

IMPLEMENTATION 

Treatment teachers who used Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers valued the 
breadth of resources provided by the program. 
Teachers appreciated that the program supplied 
resources for so many important instructional 
components. Many teachers also expressed 
positive feedback about the detailed lesson plans 
and indicated that the program really simplified 
their lesson planning.   
 
The three sites differed in their levels of 
experience with comprehensive, balanced reading 
programs that utilize small groups, and these 
differences were reflected in the type of feedback 
provided by teachers. For example, most of the 
teachers in the two less-experienced sites praised 
the leveled readers and reported that the program 
really helped them teach guided reading. In the 
site that was most experienced with balanced, 
comprehensive programs, however, some of the 
teachers indicated that the leveled reading 
materials did not provide enough content for low-
level readers and were too easy for their high-level 
readers. Although there were a few concerns 
regarding the adequacy of leveled reading 
materials, teachers across sites generally provided 
positive feedback about the program and agreed 
that the program materials were engaging and 
increased their students’ interest in reading.   
 

 
The weekly implementation logs revealed that the 
overall mean implementation fidelity rating for 
teachers was 83% in comparison to benchmarks 
developed by a team of Celebration Press Reading: 
Good Habits, Great Readers consultants and trainers. 
This indicates that teachers generally implemented 

Key Question: 
Do teachers implement the 

Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program with 

fidelity? 
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the program appropriately. Sixty-seven percent of 
the teachers implemented the program with high 
fidelity, and the remaining 33% of treatment 
teachers implemented the program with moderate 
fidelity. Across sites, the average number of days 
during which treatment teachers implemented 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
was 125 days, and on average, teachers reported 
spending between 31 and 90 minutes per week 
planning their reading instruction.   
 
STUDY RESULTS 

 
First-grade students who participated in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
program displayed significant large learning gains 
throughout the duration of the study. From 
pretest to posttest, treatment students gained an 
average of 33 percentile points on the TerraNova 
Reading test and 26 percentile points on the 
TerraNova Language test. On average, treatment 
students’ reading proficiency increased by six 
DRA Reading Levels from pretest to posttest.   
 

 
Student performance results revealed that when 
differences in pretest performance were 
controlled, there was variation in outcome 
performance by several student demographic 
characteristics, including ethnicity, special 
education status, and limited English proficiency 
(LEP) status, suggesting that the program works 
differently for certain subgroups of students. 
 

Results examining gains across students of varying 
reading ability revealed significant large gains 
across all reading levels, suggesting that Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers is 
appropriate for use in classrooms with diverse 
reading levels. Many students who participated in 
the program advanced in DRA Reading Stages 
over the course of the study. For example, at the 
beginning of the study, 95% of treatment students 
were classified in the two lowest DRA reading 
stages, but by the end of the study, only 31% of 
students were classified in the two lowest DRA 
reading stages. These findings suggest that the 
program is effective at increasing student’s reading 
proficiency. 
 
When pretest performance was controlled, 
treatment students demonstrated comparable 
posttest performance across sites, indicating that 
the program works equally well across settings. 

 
Treatment students demonstrated small gains in 
their use of metacognitive strategies and in their 
interest in reading from pretest to posttest. These 
gains corresponded to approximately 6 percentile 
points. 

 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
participants and control group participants 
demonstrated similar learning gains over the 
course of the study. This finding suggests that the 

Key Question: 
Do students who participate in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program 

demonstrate significant learning gains in 
reading during the study period? 

Key Question: 
Does participation in the Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 

Readers program have differential effects 
on reading performance associated with 

diverse characteristics of students, 
teachers, and settings? 

Key Question: 
Do students who participate in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program 

experience significant gains in the use 
of metacognitive strategies and in 

their interest in reading?  

Key Question:  
How does the reading performance of 
students participating in Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers compare to that of students 

participating in other reading 
programs (comprehensive program 
approaches comprised of eclectic 

collections of materials)? 
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Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
program performs well in comparison to other 
high-quality balanced literacy instructional 
curricula. To develop an accurate representation 
of the true effectiveness of the Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program, it will 
be critical for future research to examine the 
cumulative learning effect of the Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program over a 
longer duration. 
 

 
Results examining the effects of program type 
across diverse students revealed no differential 
effects by ethnicity, gender, special education 
status, or LEP. Likewise, results of analyses 
conducted across settings revealed similar gains by 
program type across all three participating sites. 
These findings suggest that demographically and 
geographically diverse students performed 
comparably regardless of which reading program 
they participated in during the 2006–2007 school 
year.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key Question: 
Are the effects of participating in the 

Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program versus 
control programs different for various 

subgroups of students and across 
settings?  
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IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  
 

 
The majority of educators concur that learning how to read is a critical skill for children, as reading 
provides them with the means to acquire knowledge. Increasingly, educators are recognizing the 
importance of a comprehensive, balanced approach to literacy that combines whole-class and small-
group instruction. Inherent in this method is the notion that the way teachers provide instruction is as 
important as the content of the instruction (NICHD, 2001; Neuman and Dickinson, 2001).   
 
Throughout the past decade, much of the research and evaluation regarding comprehensive reading 
instruction has focused on reading comprehension and the importance of providing effective materials 
in this area. Results from the National Reading Panel’s inclusive report on reading education highlight 
the importance of addressing the following critical practices for effective reading comprehension 
programs: (1) facilitating readers’ insight into the metacognitive processes associated with reading 
comprehension instruction and learning; (2) helping readers improve their reading comprehension via 
modeling and sharing effective reading strategies; and (3) providing appropriate levels of scaffolding and 
support to readers, enabling them to practice effective reading strategies with teacher guidance until 
these strategies are internalized and applied independently (NICHD, 2000a, 2000b).   
 
Pearson Education has responded to the pressing need for effective reading materials through the 
development of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers © 2007, a comprehensive reading 
program focusing on reading comprehension. Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers directly 
addresses the key elements identified by the National Reading Panel by providing instructional methods 
and materials that facilitate a gradual release of responsibility from teachers to students (Frey, 2006). In 
alignment with this model, the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program is designed so 
that reading instruction proceeds gradually from teacher modeling to student partner practice to 
independent application of skills and strategies. To foster students’ reading independence, the Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program utilizes a comprehensive, balanced approach that 
includes whole-group reading instruction (shared reading) and small-group instruction (guided reading). 
The shared reading component allows teachers to introduce important strategies and skills, and the 
guided reading component gives teachers the opportunity to provide more customized reading 
instruction targeting students’ particular developmental needs. The program also offers literacy centers, 
which give students an opportunity to reinforce what they have learned by engaging in independent and 
small-group work (Pearson Education, Inc., 2007).  
 
The Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program is premised on the notion that good 
readers utilize effective strategies (good habits) and that teachers can help students learn and employ 
these strategies in their reading. Therefore, a distinguishing feature of the program is that it provides 
explicit models for instruction in reading strategies and skills. This explicit instruction facilitates 
students’ development of effective metacognitive strategies so they can actively make sense of text as 
they read (Pearson Education, Inc., 2007).   
 
Because they understand the importance of demonstrating the effectiveness of curriculum materials in 
increasing student learning, Pearson Education contracted with Magnolia Consulting, LLC, an external, 
independent consulting firm specializing in educational research and evaluation, to conduct an 
independent efficacy study of its Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers reading curriculum 
materials. Magnolia Consulting conducted this study for Pearson Education during the 2006–2007 
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WWC 
Standard 

1 

school year. This report presents the study’s research design and methods, a description of Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers and the comparison programs used during the study, a review of 
program implementation, results regarding student performance on various assessments, and a 
discussion of the study’s findings.    
  
RREESSEEAARRCCHH  DDEESSIIGGNN  

 
 
The purposes of this efficacy study were to evaluate teachers’ implementation of the Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program and to assess the effectiveness of the materials in helping 
students attain essential reading skills. The study also compared students who participated in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program to students participating in competing 
comprehensive reading programs. The study was conducted with first-grade participants across eight 
schools, and it addressed the following key evaluation questions:  
 

1. Do teachers implement the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
with fidelity? 

2.  Do students who participate in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
demonstrate significant learning gains in reading during the study period? 

3.   Does participation in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program have 
differential effects on reading performance associated with diverse characteristics of students, 
teachers, and settings? 

4.  Do students who participate in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
program experience significant gains in the use of metacognitive strategies and in their 
interest in reading? 

5.   How does the reading performance of students participating in Celebration Press Reading: 
Good Habits, Great Readers compare to that of students participating in other reading 
programs (comprehensive program approaches comprised of eclectic collections of 
materials)?   

6.  Are the effects of participating in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great  
Readers program versus control programs different for various subgroups of students and 
across settings? 

 
METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

 
 

The evaluation study utilized a cluster randomized controlled trial (RCT) design with students nested in 
classrooms and teachers, or clusters, randomly assigned to treatment and control groups. Therefore, some 
teachers within the same school implemented the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
program, while others implemented their existing curriculum. This design allowed evaluators to make 
estimations of the difference between student performance in treatment and control classrooms and to 
determine if their difference was significant (Raudenbush, Spybrook, Liu, & Congdon, 2005).  
 
Evaluators analyzed much of the student performance data using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM), 
also referred to as multilevel modeling, as it is an effective technique for analyzing data from RCTs 
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). Multilevel modeling accounts for both student-level and classroom-level 
sources of variance in student performance outcomes. Classroom-level variance can be associated with 

WWC 
Standard 

6
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teachers’ training and experience, the grade they teach, the reading program they use in their classrooms, 
and the degree to which they implement the program they use. Student-level variance can be associated 
with children’s gender, ethnicity, socio-economic status, and beginning-of-year reading ability. The 
conception is that students who share a classroom and teacher also share many of the same classroom-
level influences and are more likely to respond similarly to a program than students randomized from 
different classrooms are (Borman, Slavin, Cheung, Chamberlain, Madden & Chambers, 2005). Because 
students’ learning experiences within shared classrooms are not independent of each other, data should 
not be analyzed as such, which makes multilevel modeling an appropriate statistical technique for 
analyzing nested data. 
 
To address the study questions regarding student outcomes, evaluators employed multilevel modeling to 
(1) examine treatment students’ growth in reading ability from the beginning to the end of the year, and 
(2) estimate effects of the reading programs on student performance in treatment and control groups. 
Evaluators also calculated effect sizes to ascertain the magnitude of pretest-to-posttest changes in 
treatment students’ assessment scores and determine the magnitude of differences between treatment 
and control students.1  In addition, evaluators conducted descriptive and non-parametric analyses to 
provide formative feedback to program developers regarding participant characteristics, teacher 
implementation, and changes in students’ reading performance. Finally, evaluators executed analyses to 
discern treatment and control group equivalence and attrition rates. 
 
 
MEETING RESEARCH AND EVALUATION STANDARDS 

 
 
To ensure the quality and utility of this study, evaluators followed the U.S. Department of Education’s 
What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) quality standards for research (WWC, 2006) in addition to the 
Program Evaluation Standards proposed by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational 
Evaluation (1994). In particular, evaluators took important steps to ensure the construct validity, internal 
validity, external validity, and statistical conclusion validity of applicable elements of the study. The 
February 2006 revision of the WWC’s Study Review Standards yielded nine key standards. The steps 
evaluators took to address each of these standards are summarized below. 

                                     
1. Randomization: Evaluators randomly assigned teachers to treatment and control groups 
within schools. 
 
2. Baseline Equivalence: Treatment and control students performed similarly on student 
outcome measures. Because there were significant differences among school districts, 
evaluators accounted for this difference in their analyses. 
 
3. Overall Attrition: Evaluators selected sites with a mobility rate of 20% or less. The 
study experienced a low overall attrition rate of 11% caused by students dropping out of 
the study. 

 
                                                 
1 An effect size is a unit of measurement that expresses the difference in outcome for the average treatment participant from 
the average control student. It also is used to indicate the strength of the increase or decrease in achievement of students in 
the treatment group. Effect sizes are expressed in standard deviation units. For example, an effect size of 1.0 would indicate 
that the mean score in the treatment group was 1.0 standard deviation higher than the mean score in the control group. 

WWC 
Standard 

1 

WWC 
Standard 

2

WWC 
Standard 

3 
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4. Differential Attrition: Analyses of attrition rates by treatment group revealed no 
differential attrition across treatment and control groups. Furthermore, comparisons of 
pretest scores for students not included in the final analytical sample revealed no 
differences across treatment and control groups.     
 
5. Intervention Contamination: This study was free of any disruptive events or other 
threats to validity that might provide alternative explanations for the effect of the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program. 
 
6. Mismatch between Unit of Assignment and Unit of Analysis: Random assignment 
took place at the classroom level. Therefore, evaluators utilized multilevel modeling to 
account for teacher- and student-level effects simultaneously. 
 
7. Variations in People, Settings, and Outcomes: The student participants in this study 
were demographically diverse, the study’s settings were in various geographical locations, 
and evaluators used multiple measures to assess student performance. 
 
8. Analysis of Interventions’ Effects on Different Subgroups, Settings, and Outcomes: 
Evaluators analyzed subgroup (i.e., gender, reading ability, ethnicity, special education 
status, and limited English proficiency (LEP) status) and setting effects (i.e., school 
district) on the primary outcome measure.   
 
9. Statistical Reporting: Evaluators reported all main findings and statistical tests for the 
study. 
 

 
The WWC uses these standards to evaluate the evidence studies present regarding effectiveness of an 
intervention, or in this case, Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers. Appendix B presents a 
more comprehensive overview the WWC standards and the study characteristics that provide evidence 
of meeting each standard. Throughout this report, text boxes highlight information pertaining to each 
standard.   

 
  
MMEETTHHOODD  

 
 
This study measured the effectiveness of Pearson Education’s Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers in helping students achieve crucial reading skills. The study also assessed the degree to which 
teachers implemented the program in their classrooms. This section of the report provides descriptions 
of the measures, procedures, settings, and participants that comprised the study. 
 
 
 
 
 

WWC 
Standard 

4

WWC 
Standard 

7

WWC 
Standard 

8

WWC 
Standard 

9

WWC 
Standard 

6

WWC 
Standard 
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MEASURES 

 
 
Evaluators utilized a mixed-method design, which employs both qualitative and quantitative 
methodology, to 
 

1. explore how treatment teachers implemented the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers program  

2. determine whether the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program helped 
students improve reading skills  

3. compare the effectiveness of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers  to the 
effectiveness of comparison programs 

4. examine how the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program affected participants 
5. assess teachers’ experiences with and perceptions of the programs they implemented 

 
This portion of the report provides an overview of the student and teacher measures used to help the 
study achieve its goals. 
 
Student Measures 
 
Evaluators used the TerraNova®, The Second Edition (TerraNova), and the Developmental Reading 
Assessment® K–3, Second Edition (DRA2), to assess students’ reading skills throughout the duration of 
the program. Evaluators also created a student survey (the Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest 
Survey) to assess students’ use of metacognitive strategies related to reading as well as their interest in 
reading. These assessments were appropriate to gauge the outcomes of interest and demonstrate high 
reliability (see Appendix C for reliability information). Teachers administered the assessments to all 
treatment and control students who participated in the study. 
 
TerraNova 
The TerraNova, Second Edition, is a standardized norm-referenced assessment. Evaluators chose this 
assessment for the study for a number of reasons. First, the TerraNova aligns well with the Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program. It integrates Reading and Language Arts, which reduces 
testing time, and is consistent with Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers instruction. 
Furthermore, the TerraNova is a widely accepted test that reflects national standards. The TerraNova 
offers a number of levels and is appropriate for grades K–12. Based on recommendations from 
CTB/McGraw-Hill, evaluators administered Level 10 in fall 2006 and Level 11 in spring 2007. Level 10 
contains forty items and takes fifty-five minutes to complete, and Level 11 contains forty-five items and 
takes one hour to complete. The CTB/McGraw-Hill scoring services provide separate scores for 
Reading and Language Arts, including raw scores, scale scores, percentile ranks, stanines, normal curve 
equivalents, and grade equivalents.    
 
Developmental Reading Assessment, Second Edition (DRA2) 
The DRA2 is an individually administered assessment that measures student performance in the 
following areas: reading engagement, oral reading fluency, and comprehension. This assessment is fully 
integrated into the Celebrated Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program and therefore aligns quite 
well with it. The DRA2 uses benchmark books to assess student reading performance and enables 
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teachers to match readers to leveled reading books appropriate for their level of proficiency. 
Administration time is approximately twenty to forty minutes per student, and teachers administer the 
DRA2 at the beginning, middle, and end of the year. Teachers score the assessment, and it yields scores 
for a variety of constructs, depending on a student’s reading level.   
 
Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey 
Magnolia Consulting evaluators and Pearson Education collaboratively developed the Metacognitive 
Strategy Use and Interest Survey used in this study. The survey gauges students’ use of particular 
metacognitive reading strategies, as well as students’ interest in reading. Teachers administered this 
survey to groups of students by reading items aloud to students and asking them to respond to 
questions on individual answer sheets. Administration time was approximately thirty minutes. Teachers 
returned the surveys to Magnolia Consulting for scoring. The survey yielded two scores that were used 
in the main analyses: a total Metacognitive Strategy Use score and a total Interest in Reading score.   
 
 
Teacher Measures 
 
Evaluators utilized a number of data collection techniques to assess program implementation as well as 
teachers’ perceptions of the reading programs they implemented during the study. Treatment teachers 
participated in fall and spring classroom observations and interviews, as well as end-of-year focus 
groups. They also completed weekly online implementation logs. Control teachers participated in spring 
classroom observations and interviews. The resulting data yielded valuable information regarding 
reading instruction and its efficacy in treatment and control classrooms. Using multiple teacher measures 
allowed evaluators to triangulate data through multiple methods, collect data throughout the duration of 
the project, and obtain data from all participants, all of which strengthened the validity of the study’s 
results (Erickson, 1986).  
 
Classroom Observation Protocol 
To increase the validity and reliability of classroom observations, evaluators developed detailed 
observation protocols around four major constructs:  
 

1. the classroom environment 
2. teachers’ instructional practices 
3. shared reading instruction 
4. guided reading instruction 

 
Evaluators developed a separate protocol for treatment and control classrooms, and although the 
protocols were similar and reflected best practices in reading instruction (Lyons & Pinnell, 2001; Vaughn 
& Linan-Thompson, 2004), the treatment classroom protocol included items specific to the Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program. Evaluators structured the protocols so that each of the 
main constructs was subdivided into smaller constructs that included checklist items and areas to write 
observational notes about exactly what was observed. The classroom environment construct focused on 
the availability and nature of reading materials, space and room arrangement, and displays. The 
instructional practices construct focused on use of groups, the use of assessment, and teacher-student 
interactions. The shared reading instruction construct focused on the lesson introduction, main lesson, 
and further instruction. Finally, the guided reading instruction construct focused on before, during, and 
after reading lessons, as well as on further instruction. The protocols also included areas in which 
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evaluators could indicate which materials teachers and students used during the observed lesson. 
Classroom observations usually lasted approximately forty minutes and took place during reading 
instruction. 
 
To ensure inter-rater reliability, evaluators received detailed training on how to use the protocols, 
practiced using the protocols, and debriefed with the lead evaluator prior to conducting observations.   
 
Interview Protocols 
Evaluators conducted interviews with treatment and control teachers after observing their reading 
lessons, as well as with administrators and instructional support staff. To guide these interviews, 
evaluators developed specific protocols. The questions in the teacher protocols focused on 
  

1. the observed lesson 
2. each teacher’s class 
3. each teacher’s reading instruction 
4. each teacher’s perceptions of the effectiveness the reading program 
5. support and professional development 

 
The questions in administrator and instructional staff protocols focused on (1) the school and reading 
instruction at the school, (2) reading instruction in the district, and (3) perceptions of the programs used 
by treatment and control teachers. Treatment teachers, administrators, and support staff participated in 
interviews in the fall and spring, and control teachers participated in interviews only in the spring. 
Interviews typically lasted approximately thirty minutes.   
 
Focus Group Protocol 
At the end of the school year, treatment teachers participated in focus groups, which gave teachers a 
chance to share their experiences in using the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
in their classrooms throughout the school year. During focus groups, teachers talked about their general 
perceptions of the program, how well the program met their students’ needs, the effectiveness of the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers training, the program’s effect on their teaching 
instruction, and students’ response to the program. Each focus group lasted approximately one hour. 
During the sessions, a moderator asked questions while a second evaluator took notes that were used to 
develop session transcripts. 
 
Treatment Teacher Implementation Log 
As part of their participation in the study, treatment teachers completed weekly online implementation 
logs designed to measure the extent to which they used the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers materials for their reading instruction. At the beginning of each log, teachers reported student 
absences and disruptions to reading instruction. Teachers then responded to questions about  
 

1. how often they had addressed specific skill areas 
2. the frequency with which they had utilized specific program components and materials 
3. whether they had used specific strategies and instructional techniques 
4. if and how they had supplemented the program 
5. their use of guided reading groups 
6. their perceptions regarding the amount of materials and pacing of instruction 
7. levels of student engagement 
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The implementation logs served several purposes in this study. First, they provided evaluators with the 
means to measure teachers’ implementation fidelity. In particular, the aggregate implementation log data 
yielded a way for evaluators to compute fidelity ratings specific to each teacher. These ratings enabled 
evaluators to compare program implementation fidelity across teachers and to the implementation-level 
benchmark that program trainers developed to reflect what program implementation affecting students’ 
learning should look like in a real classroom. The implementation logs also permitted evaluators to 
monitor any red flags or concerns that arose during the study period, such as when a teacher did not use 
required components appropriately. Evaluators could monitor logs and address these concerns 
immediately. Finally, implementation logs served as a feedback loop between teachers, evaluators, and 
program trainers, which gave teachers a process for communicating concerns and questions and 
provided evaluators and trainers with the means to support teachers. 
 
PROCEDURES 

 
 
This section provides an overview of the specific procedures evaluators followed for site selection, data 
collection, training and implementation, and test administration and scoring. Evaluators adhered to 
these specific procedures to make sure all study phases were executed efficiently and successfully.  
 
Site Selection 
One of the most important factors of site selection is that participating schools reflect the types of 
students and settings that are most likely to use Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
because this affects the extent to which the study’s findings can be generalized to a larger student 
population. Therefore, the site selection process for this study considered geographic location, school 
size, socioeconomic status, student performance, ethnic composition, and current reading curriculum. 
Specific criteria included 
  

1. low student mobility rates 
2. comfort with teacher-level random assignment 
3. current use of the DRA2 assessment 
4. familiarity with a comprehensive instructional approach 
5. current use of a comprehensive approach to instruction rather than instruction driven by a basal 

program  
 
To find the largest number of potential sites for the study, Magnolia Consulting engaged in multiple 
recruitment strategies. First, Magnolia pulled from its database of over 1,000 district contacts in 
curriculum and instruction and identified those contacts who expressed interest in participating in a 
2006–2007 study. Second, Magnolia asked Pearson Education to provide target priority states for 
recruitment. Third, Magnolia Consulting followed up with leads identified by Pearson Education sales 
representatives. Fourth, Magnolia Consulting promoted broad visibility of the recruitment efforts by 
disseminating invitations for participation through professional associations and conferences, such as 
the International Reading Association Conference in Chicago, April 30–May 4, 2006 and the National 
Association of Elementary School Principals Convention in San Antonio, March 31–April 4, 2006. Once 
potential sites were identified, evaluators contacted sites about the study and sent them a study 
description and informational survey. Evaluators contacted sites via phone, e-mail, and facsimile.  
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Data Collection Timeframe 
Table 1 below displays the timeframe evaluators followed to conduct data collection activities associated 
with this study. First, Magnolia Consulting conducted a study orientation and Pearson Education 
provided initial product training with each site. This occurred prior to or within one week of the start of 
the school. Next, teachers administered pretest student measures (i.e., the DRA2, the TerraNova, and the 
Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey). Teachers began implementing the program within a 
few weeks of the study orientation and training. Teachers also began completing the weekly 
implementation logs at this time. Pearson Education provided a follow-up training for each site 
approximately six to eight weeks after the initial site trainings took place. In October and November, 
evaluators conducted site visits, which were comprised of treatment-teacher classroom observations and 
interviews, as well as interviews with administrators and support staff. Teachers administered the mid-
year student DRA2 assessment in January. In March, evaluators conducted spring site visits, which were 
comprised of treatment and control-teacher classroom observations and interviews, as well as interviews 
with principals and support staff. Evaluators conducted the final site visits in May, which consisted of an 
end-of-year focus group with treatment teachers. In April, May, and June, teachers administered the 
posttest student measures (i.e., the DRA2, the TerraNova, and the Metacognitive Strategy Use and 
Interest Survey).   

 
Table 1. Timeline of Data Collection Activities 
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Test Administration and Scoring 
Evaluators provided teachers with an overview of the TerraNova during the study orientation. Evaluators 
explained the general format of the test, including administration guidelines and instructions for make-
up testing, accommodating students with Individualized Education Program (IEP) plans, and 
assessment return. As part of their study materials, teachers received an instructional manual for 
administering the TerraNova. Once administration was complete, teachers returned the completed 
assessments to site coordinators, and site coordinators then shipped the tests to CTB/McGraw-Hill for 
scoring. After the tests had been scored, CTB/McGraw-Hill provided evaluators with electronic copies 
of students’ scores. 
 
During the product training, Pearson Education provided teachers with an overview of the DRA2. 
Teachers received a number of DRA2 materials, including instructional manuals and other materials 
needed for administering and scoring the assessment. Pearson Education created a form for teachers to 
complete after each administration of the DRA2. Once this form was complete, teachers sent it to 
Pearson Education, who then sent it to Magnolia Consulting for entry into the study database. 
During the study orientation, Magnolia Consulting evaluators also trained teachers in how to administer 
the Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey. After each administration of the survey, teachers 
returned completed surveys to the site coordinator, who then sent the surveys to Magnolia Consulting 
for scoring and entry into the study database. 
 
Treatment Fidelity 
Because implementation fidelity was a key component to the success of the study, Magnolia Consulting 
and Pearson Education utilized a number of implementation monitoring techniques to make certain 
that treatment teachers implemented the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
appropriately. Specific techniques included the following:  

1. two trainings 
2. three site visits 
3. explicit implementation guidelines 
4. weekly implementation logs  

 
Training 
A training consultant affiliated with Pearson Education designed and implemented the initial product 
training and follow-up training for treatment teachers.2 The trainer worked closely with evaluators to 
ensure that the training was consistent across the three study sites and that it espoused the study’s 
research standards. The initial training lasted approximately six hours and included an overview of the 
program, introduction to the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program materials and 
components, and an outline of a typical lesson plan. Teachers also had the opportunity to ask questions. 
Approximately six to eight weeks after the initial training, the Pearson Education training consultant 
returned to each site to conduct a follow-up training that focused on the Words Their Way program 
component and best practice routines. During this time, the trainer also responded to teachers’ specific 
questions. The follow-up training session gave the training consultant and evaluators the opportunity to 
talk with teachers about any implementation issues that had arisen since the onset of the study.   
 
During the study orientation, evaluators explained to treatment teachers that it was critical that they not 
share Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program materials with control teachers. 

                                                 
2 Control teachers participated in similar trainings after the study concluded. 
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Evaluators also provided teachers and study coordinators with written study instructions clearly stating 
that control teachers should not have access to any Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
materials. Site coordinators reminded treatment and control teachers of this imperative throughout the 
duration of the study.  
 
Site Visits  
Evaluators conducted three sites visits throughout the duration of the study. During the first site visit, 
evaluators observed treatment teachers’ classrooms and conducted interviews with treatment teachers to 
develop a better understanding of exactly how each teacher was implementing the program. During the 
second site visit, evaluators observed and interviewed both treatment and control teachers. This enabled 
evaluators to gauge treatment program implementation and compare it to comparison program 
implementation in control classrooms. It also allowed evaluators to ensure that control teachers had not 
accessed any of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program materials. The final site 
visit occurred at the end of the school year and consisted of a treatment teacher focus group that 
included a discussion of program implementation. Collectively, the three site visits provided a wealth of 
qualitative data regarding program implementation.  
 
Implementation Guidelines 
Pearson Education worked with evaluators to develop explicit implementation guidelines for treatment 
teachers to adhere to throughout the study period (see Appendix D). Evaluators distributed these 
guidelines to treatment teachers at the initial product training, and the trainer provided clear instructions 
regarding how teachers should implement the program. During both training sessions, the trainer 
walked through the guidelines with teachers and underlined the importance of adhering to them. The 
guidelines stated that teachers should implement the following instructional routines during their daily 
literacy block: (1) whole-class shared reading for twenty-five minutes per day; (2) small-group guided 
reading and simultaneous learning centers for a total of sixty minutes each day; and (3) Words Their 
Way for fifteen to twenty minutes per day. The guidelines also specified that teachers should meet with 
below-level readers for at least three twenty-minute periods each week, on-level readers for at least two 
twenty-minute periods each week, and above-level readers for at least one twenty-minute period each 
week. In addition to the required instructional routines, the guidelines also recommended a daily 
morning meeting, as well as daily read-alouds and independent reading time.   
 
Implementation Logs 
As part of their participation in the study, teachers completed weekly online implementation logs. These 
logs provided evaluators with abundant information regarding teachers’ implementation of Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers. Evaluators developed the logs to align with the implementation 
guidelines so they would yield a measure of each teacher’s level of implementation fidelity. Evaluators 
closely monitored the weekly logs for signs that teachers were not implementing the program 
appropriately. When concerns arose regarding a teacher’s implementation, evaluators, site coordinators, 
and the trainer worked collaboratively to address the underlying issues. The logs also provided an 
important feedback loop that teachers could use to submit questions and concerns regarding the 
program and how they were using it in their classrooms. Evaluators amassed teachers’ questions 
(anonymously) and submitted them to the trainer, who provided written replies and direction designed 
to boost teachers’ implementation fidelity. Evaluators then distributed the completed documents to 
teachers. Therefore, the implementation logs simultaneously monitored and promoted teachers’ 
implementation fidelity. 
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SETTINGS 
 

 
Pearson Education requested that Magnolia Consulting recruit at least two schools from three different 
geographic regions of the country. Recruitment efforts yielded eight participating schools across three 
school districts, for a total sample size of 24 first-grade teachers and 465 first-grade students. As 
indicated in Table 2, the three school districts recruited for the study, Site 1, Site 2, and Site 3, are 
diverse regarding their geographic locations, sizes, economic statuses, and ethnic compositions. On 
average, their students have demonstrated average-level performance on past statewide assessments. Site 
1 and Site 2 each have three participating schools, and Site 3 has two participating schools.   
 

Table 2. Site Characteristics by District 

 Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 

Geographic location Midwest Southwest Southeast 
Total student enrollment 8,950 5,230 23,981 
Low income* 36.4%  71.7% 49.0%  
Ethnic breakdown 
     Caucasian 
     African-American 
     Asian/Pacific Islander 
     Hispanic 
     Other 

 
51.9% 
34.6% 
8.4% 
4.7% 
0.4% 

 
21.0% 
25.6% 
0.5% 
52.8% 
0.1% 

 
60.0% 
5.0% 
0.0% 
31.0% 
4.0% 

Past performance on statewide 
assessments Average Average Average 

 
* Site 1 categorizes students as low income, Site 2 categorizes students as economically 

disadvantaged, and Site 3 categorizes students as free/reduced lunch. 
 
Site 1 
Site 1 is located in a Midwestern city with a population of approximately 71,958. The workforce is 
comprised primarily of management, professional, and sales occupations. According to the 2005 
American Community Survey by the U.S. Census Bureau, the median household income was $30,443 
and the median age was 25.8. The percent of high school graduates over the age of 25 was 90.2% in 
2005, and the percentage of residents over the age of 25 with at least a bachelor’s degree was 56.1%. 
 
The school district for Site 1 has eighteen schools, eleven of which are elementary schools. During the 
study, control teachers in Site 1 reported using the Developmental Studies Center Making Meaning® 
program during shared reading activities and various resources from their schools’ leveled libraries, as 
well as Fountas and Pinnell resources, during guided reading. The elementary schools in this district 
demonstrated average performance on past statewide assessments.  
 
Three schools from Site 1, referred to as Schools A, B, and C, participated in this study. Schools A and 
C followed a regular (i.e., traditional) calendar, and School B followed a balanced (i.e., year-round) 
calendar. School A (K–5), School B (K–5), and School C (K–5) are located in a mid-size central city. 
Student enrollment at School A for the 2006–2007 school year was approximately 375 with a teacher-to-
student ratio of 1:15. School B enrolled 386 students with a teacher-to-student ratio of 1:13. School C 
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enrolled 509 students with a teacher-to-student ratio of 1:17. Schools A and B qualified for Title 1 funds 
for the 2006–2007 school year, whereas School C did not qualify. Across schools, students were 
predominately Caucasian and African-American (42% and 41%, respectively, at School A; 54% and 
38%, respectively, at School B; and 61% and 29%, respectively, at school C). At School A, 55% of 
students qualified for free and reduced-priced lunch, compared to 54% at School B and 34% at School 
C. Information regarding LEP classifications was not available for this school district. 
 
Site 2 
Site 2 is located in a southwestern city with a population of approximately 1,941,430. The majority of 
workers work in management and professional occupations, sales and office jobs, and service 
occupations. According to the 2005 American Community Survey by the U.S. Census Bureau, the 
median household income was $36,894 and the median age was 32.3. The percent of high school 
graduates over the age of 25 was 72.2% in 2005, and the percentage of residents over the age of 25 with 
at least a bachelor’s degree was 27.8%. 
 
The school district has ten schools, three of which are elementary schools. During the study, control 
teachers in Site 2 reported using Harcourt Collections © 2001 as their core reading program. In addition, 
they utilized resources from their schools’ leveled libraries, as well as Fountas and Pinnell resources. The 
elementary schools in the district demonstrated average performance on past statewide assessments.  
 
Three schools from District B, referred to as Schools D, E, and F, participated in this study. School D 
(1–4) is located in a rural city whereas School E (1–4) and School F (1–4) are located on the urban fringe 
of a large city. Student enrollment at School D for the 2006–2007 school year was approximately 525 
with a teacher-to-student ratio of 1:15. School E enrolled 674 students with a teacher-to-student ratio of 
1:15. School F enrolled 424 students with a teacher-to-student ratio of 1:14. Schools D, E and F 
qualified for Title 1 funds for the 2006–2007 school year. Most of the students at School D were 
Hispanic (45%) or African-American (39%). Students at School E were predominately Hispanic (64%), 
followed by African-American (19%) and Caucasian (17%). The majority of students at School F were 
Hispanic (55%), followed by Caucasian (30%) and African- American (14%). Seventy-two percent of the 
students at School D qualified for free or reduced-priced lunch, compared to 80% of students at School 
E and 74% of students at School F. Twenty-five percent of the students at School D were classified as 
having LEP, compared to 37% of students at School E and 33% of students at School F. 
 
Site 3 
Site 3 is located in a southeastern city with a population of approximately 173,256. The majority of 
workers work in management, sales, and material moving occupations. According to the 2005 American 
Community Survey by the U.S. Census Bureau, the median household income was $48,347 and the 
median age was 32.3. The percent of high school graduates over the age of 25 was 74.5% in 2005, and 
the percentage of residents over the age of 25 with at least a bachelor’s degree was 19.6%. 
 
The school district has thirty-four schools, twenty of which are elementary schools. During the study, 
control teachers at Site 3 reported using Harcourt Trophies 2003, as well as various resources from their 
schools’ leveled libraries. The elementary schools in the district demonstrated average performance on 
past statewide assessments.  
 
Two schools from Site 3, referred to as Schools G and H, participated in this study. School G (PK–5) is 
located in a rural city and School H (PK–5) is located on the urban fringe of a large city. Student 
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enrollment at School G for the 2006–2007 school year was approximately 525 with a teacher-to-student 
ratio of 1:17. School H enrolled 665 students with a teacher-to-student ratio of 1:17. School G qualified 
for Title 1 funds for the 2006–2007 school year, and School H did not qualify. Students at both schools 
were predominately Caucasian, with a minority population of less than 23%. Twenty-six percent of 
students at School G qualified for free and reduced-priced lunch compared to 30% of students at 
School H. Nine percent of the students at School G were considered having LEP compared to 6% of 
students at School H. 
 
PARTICIPANTS 

 
 
This study’s final analytical sample was comprised of 465 students and 24 teachers. Twelve teachers 
served as treatment teachers and 12 served as control teachers. In addition, each site identified a district-
level site coordinator and a school-level coordinator for each school. These coordinators were 
responsible for ensuring that treatment teachers did not share Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers materials or instructional practices with control teachers. Along with other responsibilities, 
coordinators provided evaluators with assistance in communicating any school-level issues or threats to 
the validity of the study.   
 
Teacher Participants 
Twenty-four first-grade teachers served as participants in the study. As requested by Pearson Education, 
none of these teachers had utilized the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers materials 
previously. As an incentive for participation, teachers received all components of the Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program free of charge (treatment teachers received materials prior to 
the start of the study, and control teachers received materials at the conclusion of the study). 
Additionally, Pearson Education trainers provided participant training, which normally costs an 
estimated $6,000, free of charge. Teachers and coordinators also received a $300 stipend for their time 
and efforts, and Pearson Education provided schools with funding to cover substitute teachers during 
participant training. Prior to the commencement of the study, all teachers and coordinators completed 
informed consent forms.    
 
Of the twenty-four teachers, 54% held bachelor’s degrees, 38% held master’s degrees, and 8% held 
doctoral degrees. Forty-two percent of teachers had been teaching for ten years or more, and 42% had 
been teaching at their current grade levels for at least five years. Approximately one-third (37%) of the 
teachers had taught at their current schools for at least five years. Class sizes ranged from fifteen to 
twenty-four, with an average class size of nineteen students. Evaluators conducted chi-square analysis 
and t tests to determine if participant and control teachers differed significantly on these variables. These 
analyses revealed no significant differences between participant and control teachers for number of years 
teaching, t (22) = 0.15, p = 0.88; number of years teaching at their current grade, t (22) = 0.07, p = 0.95; 
number of years at their current school, t (22) = –0.73, p = 0.48; number of students per classroom, t 
(22) = –0.40, p = 0.69; and highest education degree, χ ² = 1.69, p = 0.43.   
 
Student Participants 
The study’s final sample of participants consisted of 465 first-grade students. This section presents a 
description of students’ demographic characteristics and results of analyses conducted to examine 
pretest equivalence between treatment and control groups. 
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Demographics 
Table 3 presents treatment and control group student demographic information. Half of the students 
(50%) were male, and half (50%) were female. Across treatment conditions, 25% of students were 
African-American, 18% were Hispanic, 52% were Caucasian, and 5% were categorized as either multi-
racial, Asian, American Indian, or other. Forty-nine percent of the study’s student participants qualified 
for free or reduced-priced lunch.3 Eight percent of the study’s student participants were classified as 
special education students, less than 1% were classified as Section 504 students, and 5% were 
categorized by their district as limited English proficient (LEP). Fifty-six percent of students were 
enrolled in a Title 1 school. 
 

Table 3. Student Demographics by Group 

 
Treatment
 Students  
(n=235 ) 

Control 
Students  
(n=230 ) 

Total 
Students 
(n= 465 ) 

 
Chi-square 

Results 

Characteristics Percent n Percent n  Percent n  Value Sig. 
(alpha=0.05) 

Gender          
Male  49.1% 112 50.7% 114 49.9% 226  χ ²= 

0.06 0.82 Female 50.9% 116 49.3% 111  50.1% 227  

Ethnicity           

African-American 24.5% 55 25.9% 57  25.2% 112  
χ ² = 
0.33 0.96 

Hispanic 17.0% 38 18.2% 40  17.5% 78  
Caucasian 53.6% 120 50.9% 112 52.3% 232  
Other 4.9% 11 5.0% 11  5.0% 22  

Free/Reduced Lunch           
      FRL 45.2% 70 53.3% 80 49.2% 150  χ ² = 

1.72 0.19 Non-FRL 54.8% 85 46.7% 70  50.8% 155  

English Proficiency           

LEP 3.1% 7 5.9% 13 4.5% 20  χ ² = 
1.41 0.24 Non-LEP 96.9% 217 94.1% 207  95.5% 424  

Special Education           

Special Ed. 8.0% 18 7.7% 17 7.9% 35  χ ² = 
0.00 1.00 Non-Special Ed. 92.0% 206 92.3% 203  92.1% 409  

Section 504           
Sect.504 1.3% 3 0.0% 0 0.7% 3  χ ² = 

1.31 0.25 Non-Sect. 504 98.7% 221 100.0% 220 99.3% 441  

Migrant           

Migrant 1.3% 3 0.5% 1  0.9% 4  χ ² = 
0.23 0.63 Non-Migrant 98.7% 221 99.5% 219 99.1% 440  

Title 1           

Title 1 53.6% 111 58.2% 128  56.0% 239  χ ² = 
0.72 0.40 

Non-Title 1 46.4% 96 41.8% 92 44.0% 188  
 
                                                 
3 Free or reduced-priced lunch information was not provided for 160 students in the final sample. The percentages and 
counts for this particular demographic do not include one-third of the sample, across multiple schools. 
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Group Equivalence 
 
To ensure the validity of the study’s findings, it is essential that the characteristics of students in 
treatment and control groups are comparable. Therefore, evaluators examined differences in 
demographic characteristics and attrition to determine the equivalence of students in treatment and 
control groups. 
 
Student Characteristics 
Table 3, above, illustrates the results of the chi-square analyses, which indicate that in this study, 
treatment and control groups were comparable demographically. In particular, there were no group 
differences regarding gender, ethnicity, free and reduced lunch status, English proficiency, special 
education status, Section 504 status4, migrant status, and Title 1 school status.   
 
Comparisons of pretest scores indicate that treatment and control groups performed comparably on the 
TerraNova Reading and Language tests, t (446) = –0.50, p = 0.62 and t (446) = –0.45, p = 0.65, respectively, 
as well as on the DRA2, t (446) = –0.28, p = 0.78. Comparisons also indicated that treatment and 
control groups demonstrated similar scores on their use of metacognitive strategies and in their interest 
in reading at pretest, t (421) = –1.17, p = 0.24 and t (422) = –0.35, p = 0.73, respectively.   
 
Attrition 
Evaluators conducted analyses to examine the overall sample attrition (i.e., how many participants did 
not complete the study for any reason), measurement attrition (i.e., how many participants did not 
complete all of the Terra Nova, DRA2, or student interest survey assessments because they were absent 
on the day of testing), and dropout attrition (i.e., how many participants left the study) that took place 
throughout the duration of the study. As indicated earlier, the initial study sample was comprised of 257 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers participants and 266 participants in control 
classrooms, for a total sample of 523 participants. The final sample for analysis consisted of 235 
participants in Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers classrooms and 230 students in control 
classrooms, for 465 final study participants. The overall attrition rate was 11%, and chi-square analyses 
revealed no significant differences in overall attrition rates by condition, χ2 (1) = 2.79, p = 0.10. The 
treatment sample attrition rate was 9% (n=22), and the control sample attrition rate was 14% (n=36). 
More than half (55%) of the attrition occurred in Site 2. The number of students dropped from the 
study per school ranged from 3 to 20. 
 
There were two reasons for overall attrition. Ninety-five percent of the students who were not included 
in the final analyses were dropped because they did not participate in the study for the full year. For 
example, they either moved out of the school district, had attendance issues, or there were other 
personal reasons that prohibited them from completing all administrations of the assessments. The 
remaining 5% of the students who were not included in the final sample fully participated in the study 
but were dropped because they were absent during one or more test administrations. Comparisons of 
                                                 
4 A student categorized as Section 504 is one with an impairment that may include any disability, long-term illness, or various 
disorder that substantially reduces or lessens a student’s ability to access learning in the educational setting because of a 
learning-, behavior-, or health-related condition (i.e., ADHD, diabetes, epilepsy, or allergies). These students may receive test 
accommodations and modifications. A physical or mental impairment does not constitute a disability for purposes of Section 
504.   
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pretest scores for treatment and control students who were dropped from the final analyses yielded no 
significant differences between treatment and control students who were dropped from the study on the 
TerraNova Reading test, t(33) = 1.69, p = 0.10;  the TerraNova Language test t(33) = 0.94, p = 0.36; DRA 
Text Level t(30) = –1.19, p = 0.24; use of metacognitive strategies t(44) = –1.35, p = 0.18; or interest in 
reading t(45) = –1.06, p = 0.30, indicating no differential attrition by treatment group. This finding 
suggests that treatment and control students who were dropped from the study were comparable.   
  
  
PPRROOGGRRAAMM  DDEESSCCRRIIPPTTIIOONNSS  

 
 
This section of the report begins with a description of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers program and continues with discussions of the reading programs used by control teachers, which 
included the Developmental Studies Center Making Meaning program, Harcourt Collections  2001, and 
Harcourt Trophies 2003. It is important to note that across sites, control teachers did not follow any basal 
program very closely, but instead, they pulled from the basal program and other resources. All sites also 
reported using leveled readers from various publishers, and Sites 1 and 2 reported following the Fountas 
and Pinnell philosophy for guided reading. At the time of the study, control teachers in Site 1 had been 
using various leveled readers following Fountas and Pinnell for seven years. Control teachers in Site 2 
had been using Collections for six years, as well as using leveled readers following Fountas and Pinnell. 
Control teachers in Site 3 had been using Trophies for three years, as well as using leveled readers by 
various publishers. 
 
 
CELEBRATION PRESS READING: GOOD HABITS, GREAT READERS 

 
 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers provides comprehensive reading curriculum materials 
for Kindergarten through fifth grade. The program supports a comprehensive approach to literacy 
learning through small-group instruction (guided reading) and whole-group instruction (shared reading). 
It is an alternative to a core reading program premised on seven research-based habits and strategies of 
great readers.   
 
Theoretical Foundation 
 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers is a comprehensive program comprised primarily of 
two elements of reading instruction (guided reading and shared reading), as well as literacy centers for 
independent and small-group work. The program provides resources for teachers who want to utilize 
small-group instruction (guided reading) and whole-group instruction (shared reading) and for teachers 
who prefer a comprehensive approach to literacy instruction.   
 
The Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers authors based the program on recent research 
identifying qualities of effective literacy teachers and classrooms, as well as successful literacy strategies 
and routines. The program reflects the work of well-known literacy scholars, including G. S. Pinnell, I. 
Beck, and N. K. Duke, and it incorporates the notion that reading involves a process in which readers 
actively make sense of what they are reading. Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers is rooted 
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in the theory that good readers utilize specific actions (good habits) while they read and that teachers can 
help students learn these good habits. These good habits occur before, during, and after reading. 
Strategies to use before reading include taking a preliminary look at the text and making predictions 
about what will happen. Strategies for use during reading include pinpointing the main idea, making 
inferences, and looking over the book to examine the text. Strategies for use after reading include 
summarizing and thinking about what happened in the text (Paris, Wasik, & Turner, 1991). The specific 
good habits addressed by the program are as follows 
 

1. Great readers see themselves as readers. 
2. Great readers make sense of text. 
3. Great readers use what they know. 
4. Great readers understand how stories work. 
5. Great readers read to learn. 
6. Great readers monitor and organize ideas and information as they read.  
7. Great readers think critically about texts. 
 

Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers follows the gradual release of responsibility model in 
which readers gradually gain more independence in reading. Therefore, the program seeks to provide 
students with the capacity to assimilate reading strategies and practices to foster independent reading 
(Frey, 2006). The program also seeks to build teachers’ capacity to be good teachers of reading 
comprehension by helping them utilize explicit teaching techniques. These techniques include providing 
direct explanations regarding comprehension strategies, thinking aloud to promote metacognition, and 
encouraging peer learning through partner talk. 
 
Program Components and Materials 
 
The Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers lessons reflect a well-defined scope and sequence 
with unique instructional features including 
  

1. focus for instruction 
2. strategy instruction 
3. explicit modeling 
4. writing activities 
5. assessment opportunities 
6. support for English as a second language (ESL)/English language learner(ELL) students 
 

Across grades, each unit focuses on the same strategy to provide schools with a cohesive and 
streamlined curriculum. The Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program includes 
comprehensive instructional materials to support shared reading, guided reading, literacy centers, and 
independent work, as well as continuing assessment. The program teaches the following critical reading 
skills:  
 

1. concepts of print 
2. phonemic awareness 
3. phonics 
4. structural analysis 
5. fluency 
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6. vocabulary/word study 
7. comprehension 
8. literacy response, analysis, and appreciation 
9. expository text 
 

The shared reading components and materials include big books (sixteen big books for first grade) and 
trade books (five trade books for first grade) that consist of both fiction and nonfiction titles, wall-size 
poetry posters, and audio CDs with recordings of big books. The program also includes a 
comprehensive Teacher’s Guide that provides a Five-Day Planner for each week’s lessons. Specific 
components included in a shared reading lesson include lesson objectives, a mini-lesson, a focus lesson, 
opportunities for read-alouds and think-alouds, tips for teachers, embedded assessment pieces, and 
opportunities for differentiated instruction and for providing support to ESL/ELL students. Lesson 
plans also provide the means for teachers to link shared reading, guided reading, and independent 
reading. The Teacher’s Guide also contains resources for literacy center activities that correspond to the 
shared reading lessons.   
 
Guided reading components include little books (135 titles for first grade) from many of Pearson 
Education partners, including Celebration Press, Dominie Press, and Penguin Putnam. The little books 
are leveled according to the DRA. The guided reading components also include a teaching plan folder 
that corresponds to each little book. The guided reading teaching plans include sections for before, 
during, and after reading and guide teachers through focusing students’ attention and working on 
vocabulary, as well as introducing, using, and revisiting featured skills. The guided reading plans also 
provide opportunities for further instruction, including writing activities, skill practice, and ESL/ELL 
support. 
 
The Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program includes embedded assessment 
opportunities in all of its lessons. Specific assessment tools include a comprehensive Assessment 
Handbook with background information on assessment, as well as user-friendly rubrics, running 
records, and checklists to promote on-going student assessment. The program also includes an 
Assessment Card with reading prompts and checklists to guide teachers’ decisions regarding when 
students should be moved to new guided reading groups.   
 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits Great Readers provides additional materials and support. For 
example, the program supports ELL instruction in a number of ways. First, the scaffolding and gradual 
release of responsibility components incorporated into the lessons make it easy for teachers to 
differentiate instruction for their ESL and ELL students. The teacher materials also include suggestions 
and activities for supporting these students. In addition, the program contains embedded professional 
development for teachers that offers best practice routines, shared reading lesson features, as well as 
professional articles to foster teachers’ professional development. The program also offers supplemental 
materials including the Words Their Way: Word Study in Action, the DRA2, and an online searchable 
database that includes all of the guided reading lessons.   
 
The K–5 curriculum is divided into seven units, each of which reflects on the good habits of great 
readers and provides 20 days of instruction. The program covers 140 instructional days. It is 
recommended that teachers spend 90 minutes a day, five days per week using the program components. 
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COMPARISON PROGRAMS 

 
 
Many of the teachers from Site 1 reported using Developmental Studies Center Making Meaning® 
program during shared reading time. During the time of the study, the core program in Site 2 was 
Harcourt Collections © 2001, but control teachers said they used some of the program’s resources but did 
not follow it closely. The core program in Site 3 was Harcourt Trophies © 2003, but control teachers 
reported pulling together reading materials from several resources instead of following the basal. All 
three sites had leveled-reading libraries, and control teachers reported using leveled readers from various 
publishers (including Rigby, Scholastic, and other publishers) for guided reading. Sites 1 and 2 reported 
following the Fountas and Pinnell philosophy for guided reading. At the time of the study, control 
teachers in Site 1 had been using various leveled readers following Fountas and Pinnell for seven years. 
Site 2 had been using Collections for six years, as well as using leveled readers following Fountas and 
Pinnell. Control teachers in Site 3 had been using Trophies for three years, as well as using leveled readers 
by various publishers. This section provides a brief overview of each program that control teachers had 
access to during the time of the study (see Appendix F for a product comparison chart). 
 
Developmental Studies Center Making Meaning 
 
Developmental Studies Center Making Meaning (K–8) is primarily a comprehension program with a 
strong emphasis on creating a supportive group of readers who use effective comprehension strategies. 
The program emphasizes social development and reading awareness skills at developmentally 
appropriate times, and therefore provides a different developmental focus for each grade level. The 
main student text is non-leveled, and materials are designed to supplement read-aloud instruction. Each 
classroom package contains twenty to thirty trade books (K–8), a teacher’s manual, and program 
orientation materials. Additionally, the program provides individual student books and an assessment 
record book for each teacher for grades one through eight. The program also supplies suggestions for 
working with ELL students.  
 
Since Developmental Studies Center Making Meaning is designed to be the comprehension component of 
a reading program, the creators suggest that teachers integrate their program with a basal program. For 
example, the basal reading could be used to guide instruction in vocabulary, grammar, and writing, and 
Developmental Studies Center Making Meaning could serve as a replacement for the basal 
comprehension lessons. 
 
Harcourt Collections 
 
Harcourt Collections (K–6) involves guided reading, explicit phonics instruction, integrated language arts 
components, assessment opportunities, and technology. The primary student text is non-leveled, but the 
program includes supplemental leveled libraries for guided reading. Intervention Readers are available 
for second through sixth grades. The program also provides Reader's Choice Libraries and two sets of 
Guided Reading Libraries that contain leveled literature. Harcourt Collections is distinguished by its 
emphasis on phonics, and it has an additional entire program available for low-level readers. The 
program includes a phonics practice book, a spelling practice book, and a grammar practice book. 
Decodable readers, various cards, cassettes (audio text, big books), and CDs are also offered in the 
program, and transition and ESL manuals are available as well. Harcourt Collections consists of six units 
divided into weekly chapters. It is implemented five days per week for sixty to ninety minutes per day. 
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Harcourt Trophies 
 
Harcourt Trophies (K–6) entails guided and direct reading, explicit phonics and phonemic awareness 
instruction, intervention strategies, integrated language arts components and assessment tools. The main 
student text is non-leveled, but the program provides three levels of guided reading groups. Intervention 
Readers are also available for low-level readers. Harcourt Trophies provides several books specifically 
geared toward ELL students and includes an ELL Teacher’s Guide. In addition to the thirty stories per 
book, Harcourt Trophies provides a wealth of on-line resources and activities for students, teachers, and 
parents. It is implemented five days per week for approximately ninety minutes per day. 
 
Fountas and Pinnell 
 
Fountas and Pinnell leveled books provide a database of over 18,000 leveled books for guided reading 
lessons. Every month, new titles are added to this database. Often, the new additions are based upon 
recommendations from teachers on the website. In addition to the database feature, Fountas and Pinell 
provide teachers with suggestions to create classroom environments that are conducive to learning and 
teaching using leveled materials. These suggestions include ideas about classroom management, 
introduction of leveled texts to the classroom, and assessment of students’ progress. 
 
Differences between Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers and Comparison 
Programs 
 
Across sites, control teachers reported using a number of resources to teach reading. By pulling together 
resources from many different sources, control teachers were generally able to address many of the key 
features included in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program (e.g., whole-group 
and small-group instruction, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, etc.). However, control teachers did not 
follow detailed, integrated lesson plans for implementing all of these components. Instead, they created 
their own piecemeal programs. In contrast, the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
program provided treatment teachers with integrated, explicit, comprehensive materials in a complete 
package so teachers would have everything they needed to implement a comprehensive balanced literacy 
program in their classrooms. Treatment and control teachers also had different means of tailoring 
instruction to students’ particular reading levels. To meet the diverse needs of their students, particularly 
their low-level readers, control teachers could pull from a variety of leveled readers by numerous 
publishers. Treatment teachers could utilize online resources to access lesson plans for readers at 
different levels, but they also had to acquire the reading materials to meet these students’ needs.    
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PPRROOGGRRAAMM  IIMMPPLLEEMMEENNTTAATTIIOONN  
 

 
This section of the report begins with a description of how treatment teachers implemented the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program in their classrooms, which includes details 
about teachers’ material use, instructional practices, implementation fidelity, and perceptions and 
experiences with the program. Evaluators measured these aspects of implementation in the treatment 
classrooms via teacher weekly implementation logs and three site visits (observations, interviews, and 
focus groups). This section of the report also provides a description of how control teachers 
implemented reading programs in their classrooms, as well as comparisons between treatment and 
control teachers’ implementation. Classroom observations and interviews served as sources of data for 
control teachers’ implementation.   
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION BY TREATMENT TEACHERS 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Treatment teachers completed weekly online implementation logs that provided detailed information 
about their experiences with Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers. This report reflects 
implementation data for the entire school year. Complete implementation of Celebration Press Reading: 
Good Habits, Great Readers requires twenty-eight weeks. Teachers in Sites 1(balanced/year-round), 2, and 
3 reported on their implementation for thirty-four weeks, and Site 1 (regular/traditional) teachers 
reported for thirty-five weeks.5 Overall, teachers submitted 404 out of 411 possible weekly logs, which 
represents a 98% response rate for teachers’ completion of implementation logs during the study period.     
 
Material Use 
 
Evaluators utilized implementation logs to gauge the breadth and depth of teachers’ use of the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers materials. The program provides 140 days of 
instructional materials. Across sites, teachers reported using Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers during the study period from 111 to 151 days. On average, teachers implemented the program 
for 125 days (see Table 4 for means by site). Across sites, teachers’ mean weekly use of the material 
ranged from 3.26 days to 4.31days with a mean of 3.65 days across sites.  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
5 In Site 1, Schools A and C followed a regular (traditional) calendar, and School B followed a balanced (year-round) calendar. 

Key Question: 
 Do teachers implement the Celebration Press 

Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program with 
fidelity? 
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Table 4. Days of Good Habits, Great Readers Use 
 

 Site 1 
(Balanced)

n=1 

Site 1 
(Regular) 

n=3 
Site 2 
n=4 

Site 3 
n=4 All Sites 

Mean total days of 
GHGR use for the year 113 131 122 134 125 

Mean days per week of 
GHGR use 3.32 3.75 3.58 3.93 3.65 

 
As part of the weekly implementation logs, teachers reported the amount of time spent planning and 
preparing for Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers each week. On the logs, teachers could 
select from the following five options to report their weekly planning and preparation time:  “1” to 
indicate 0–30 minutes, “2” to indicate 31–60 minutes, “3” to indicate 61–90 minutes,  “4” to indicate 
91–120 minutes, or “5” to indicate over 120 minutes. For any given week, teachers’ planning time 
ranged from 1 to 5 (representing 0 to over 120 minutes). On average, teachers reported spending 
between 31 and 90 minutes preparing each week (χ=2.71).   
 
The implementation log also asked teachers to indicate how often they used particular materials. Results 
revealed that on average, teachers used the Teacher’s Guide most often (χ=3.63 days per week). 
Teachers also reported regular use of Big Books (χ=2.97), Little Books (leveled readers) (χ=2.96), and 
Word Study (χ=2.90). The logs revealed that teachers used the Poetry Posters the least (χ=0.94). (See 
Table G1 in Appendix G for a list of additional materials and average weekly use.) 
 
Instructional Practices 
 
The weekly online implementation logs indicated that treatment teachers covered many different 
instructional components within each five-day lesson plan. Teachers utilized the focus lessons (χ=3.88 
days), mini lessons (χ=3.85), Words Their Way (χ=3.46), and literacy centers (χ=3.07) the most each 
week. Because of the low population of ESL/ELL students in this study, teachers utilized the ESL/ELL 
support components the least (χ=0.36 days). Table G2 in Appendix G presents a comprehensive list of 
specific components and their average weekly use.   
 
Shared Reading 
 
The implementation logs asked teachers to indicate which shared reading unit they had focused on 
during that particular week. The program is designed so that each unit should cover twenty days 
(approximately four weeks) of instruction. As indicated in Table 5, the amount of time teachers spent 
implementing units ranged from one week to eight weeks. Across sites, the mean amount of time 
teachers spent implementing each shared reading unit was generally close to four weeks (except for Unit 
7). Table G3 in Appendix G displays the ranges and means for time spent implementing each unit by 
site.   
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Table 5. Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers Shared Reading Unit Use  
 

 

Range of 
Weeks of 

Use 

Mean Weeks 
of Use 

Unit 1 3–6 4.30 

Unit 2 2–6 4.75 

Unit 3 2–7 4.08 

Unit 4 3–8 4.58 

Unit 5 3–8 4.17 

Unit 6 2–8 4.25 

Unit 7 1–3 2.25 

 
During the end-of-year focus groups, several teachers spoke positively about the shared reading 
materials and indicated that these materials facilitated their shared reading instruction. A couple of 
teachers discussed how they used to focus solely on reading a book during shared reading, but with the 
help of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers materials, they were able to teach specific 
skills and strategies during shared reading. Although most teachers were pleased with the amount of 
shared reading materials, one teacher with more experience in balanced literacy said she did not think 
there were enough materials. As indicated in her quote below, this teacher has a different view of shared 
reading than the view espoused by the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program:   
 

True shared reading means each child has the same piece in their hands. [With the] Good 
 Habits, Great Readers program, this is not feasible because there is not enough [resources] for  
 each child to have the same book, especially since some of the lessons are written as shared 
 reading. [Teacher focus group, May 2007] 
 
This quote illustrates that there are many different ways to define shared reading. The Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program defines shared reading as a whole-group experience during 
which students can see the text that the teachers uses to model strategies and during which students 
participate as a whole group. This teacher, however, defines shared reading differently, which likely 
contributed to her desire to see more shared reading materials.  
 
Guided Reading 
 
Results from implementation logs indicated that the extent to which treatment teachers used small 
groups to teach guided reading varied. The average number of days per week that teachers conducted 
small groups ranged from 1.78 to 4.00 days per week (see Table 6). Consistent with the implementation 
guidelines, teachers provided the most frequent instruction to the below-level group and least frequent 
instruction to the advanced group.      
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Table 6. Mean Number of Days per Week Teachers Met with Small Groups 

 
 Site 1 

(Balanced)
n=1 

Site 1 
(Regular)

n=3 
Site 2 
n=4 

Site 3 
n=4 All Sites 

Below Level 2.61 2.60 3.16 2.89 2.74 
On Level 2.00 1.78 2.12 2.48 2.15 
Advanced 1.68 1.22 1.66 2.10 1.72 

 
 
The implementation logs also measured the duration of each small group by reading level. Teachers 
could select from five options, as follows, “1” represented that each guided reading group was less than 
twenty minutes, “2”represented twenty to thirty minutes, “3” represented thirty-one to forty-five 
minutes, “4” represented forty-six to sixty minutes, and “5” represented over sixty minutes. Although 
teachers reported spending between zero and thirty minutes with each reading level, on average, the 
duration of small-group time with below-level readers (χ=1.92) was greater than with on-level (χ=1.85) 
or advanced readers (χ=1.76).  
 
While completing the logs, teachers rated the adequacy of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, 
Great Readers materials in meeting the needs of the three ability groups on a 5-point scale in which “1” 
represented very inadequate and “5” represented very adequate. Overall, the means for the three groups 
consistently indicated that teachers perceived the materials as adequate to very adequate in meeting their 
students’ needs (see Table 7).   
 

Table 7. Adequacy of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers Materials in  
Meeting the Needs of Student Ability Groups 

 
 Site 1 

(Balanced)
n=1 

Site 1 
(Regular)

n=3 
Site 2 
n=4 

Site 3 
n=4 All Sites 

Below Level 2.21 3.94 4.42 4.11 4.01 
On Level 3.21 4.24 4.62 4.31 4.30 
Advanced 3.83 4.42 4.67 4.32 4.42 

 
Interviews with teachers revealed differences across sites regarding teachers’ perceptions of the 
effectiveness of the program in meeting the needs of students who read at different levels. For example, 
several teachers from Site 1 (the site most experienced in using balanced literacy) commented that the 
leveled readers designed for the lowest-level readers were not sufficient for students to apply many of 
the strategies, but teachers from Site 3 (which had less experience with balanced literacy) praised the 
program for enabling the low-level readers to have successes. One of the teachers from Site 1 also 
expressed concerns about the leveled readers designed for advanced readers, stating that her students 
thought the materials were “beneath them.” Several teachers at Site 1 worried about being able to meet 
students’ needs while remaining faithful to the program. 
The end-of-year focus groups revealed that many teachers thought the Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program made it easier to teach guided reading and to instruct students who read at 
different levels. Teachers found the specific lesson plans and leveled readers extremely helpful. One 
teacher shared the following feedback about the program: 
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The more I use the program with my guided reading groups, the more I like it. I am better prepared 
 for the groups because of the guided reading teaching plan. I can better serve my students with less  
planning time on my part because I have everything there. [Teacher interview, March 2007] 

 
Assessment Use 
 
The Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program provides teachers with a variety of 
assessment materials to use within each five-day lesson plan. Teachers’ responses to the implementation 
logs indicated that they used the various assessment tools approximately once per week, although with 
some variation. On average, teachers implemented each component zero to two days per week. 
Teachers used informal assessment prompts the most (χ=1.67 days) followed by other assessment 
prompts, including the Reread and Assess and Check for Understanding prompts, (χ=1.37 days). 
Teachers used the Assessment Handbook (χ=0.69 days), the Assessment Card Checklist (χ=0.33 days), 
and the Assessment Card Chart (χ=0.27 days) the least. On average, teachers used each assessment tool 
component for a total period of twenty-eight to twenty-nine days of the school year (see Table G4 in 
Appendix G).   
 
During interviews, teachers indicated that they had used the DRA2 to assess their students, and most 
teachers indicated that they used running records on a very regular basis to monitor their students’ 
progress. Some of the teachers also mentioned that they liked the if-then format of the assessment card 
because it helped them know when to change student reading groups. Because teachers’ initial use of 
assessments was so low, evaluators and site coordinators encouraged teachers to use the Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers assessment materials to a greater extent. Although assessment use did 
appear to increase throughout the duration of the study, it remained lower than expected. This could be 
attributed to teachers focusing more on implementing other program components with fidelity, as well 
as teachers relying on past assessment practices (such as utilizing their own versions of running records) 
to monitor students’ progress. 
 
Implementation Fidelity 
 
This section of the report compares treatment teachers’ actual use of the program to benchmarks 
established by seven Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers consultants or trainers. The 
trainers provided benchmark data based on their general observations of classrooms nationwide during 
the 2006–2007 school-year. The trainers were instructed to set a benchmark for what was feasible to 
conduct in the first year of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers use.  
 
To formulate the overall implementation percentage rating, evaluators compared teachers’ weekly self-
reports of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers use to the consultant and trainer-developed 
benchmarks for forty-three variables. The final ratings demonstrated that the twelve treatment teachers 
had an overall implementation percentage that ranged from 60% (Site 1) to 101% (Site 3). Overall, Site 3 
had the highest level of implementation (95%), followed by Site 1 (balanced/year-round) (86%), Site 2 
(78%), and Site 1 (regular/traditional) (72%). The implementation grand mean for all twelve treatment 
teachers was 83%, which indicates that overall, the teachers did implement the program appropriately. Table 8 
shows that eight teachers, or 67% of treatment teachers, implemented the program with high fidelity. 
The remaining 33% implemented Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers with a moderate 
level of fidelity compared to the benchmarks.  
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Table 8. Number of Teachers at Three Levels of Implementation 
 

Implementation Level Overall 

High (80% or higher) 8 
Moderate (60%–79%) 4 
Low (59% or lower) – 

 
The total possible days in which teachers could use Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
based on study start and end dates ranged from 154 to 159 days across the four districts. Teachers’ 
actual total days of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers use ranged from 111 to 151 days. 
As indicated earlier, the average number of days teachers used the program was 125. 
 
Perceptions of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
 
Evaluators utilized the weekly implementation logs and site visits to collect data regarding teachers’ 
perceptions of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program. In general, teachers really 
liked the way the program laid out everything for them. Teachers appreciated the scope and sequence of 
the program, as well as its comprehensiveness. Many of the teachers also talked about how much they 
and their students enjoyed the Words Their Way component. Most teachers seemed to agree that the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program tied instructional components together and 
made their lesson planning easy. One teacher shared the following regarding her experience with the 
program: 
 

I have really liked the program. It is very easy to implement. I don’t spend an incredible amount  
of time planning because everything is there. It’s been very positive.  
[Teacher interview, March 2007] 
 

Several of the teachers also talked about how they liked the leveled readers and how the program helped 
them teach guided reading. As one teacher put it, “I was a round robin reader, and it has opened up my 
eyes to a better way to do guided reading groups.” Teachers also mentioned that they liked the quality 
and diversity of the materials, as well as the amount of nonfiction texts included in the program.   
 
During the course of the study, one of the treatment teachers received a Teacher of the Year award. During 
the end-of-year focus group, she attributed her receipt of this award to the Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program: 
 
 I’m not bragging here, but yesterday, I got named Wal-Mart Teacher of the Year. It was a parent  

who sent in the application, but every bit of it was Pearson. It [the application] said, “My daughter 
thinks of herself as a reader because her teacher shares so much of herself.” And I thought, that’s 
Pearson, not me! And that’s huge, but that’s Pearson. I don’t know that the mom recognizes— 
she thinks it’s me, and it’s not. [Teacher focus group, May 2007] 

 
While teachers were mostly positive about the program, they also discussed some of its shortcomings 
during focus groups and interviews. In particular, a few teachers said they would like to see some of the 
lessons presented in a different order. For example, one teacher recommended that the program 
introduce decoding skills earlier in the year and graphic organizers later in the year because using graphic 
organizers is a more advanced skill in the first grade. Another teacher commented that the lesson on 



 

 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers report 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting       28                       

“does it look right, does it sound right” should have been taught earlier in the year because it is a 
fundamental skill. A few teachers disliked the repetition of certain books and commented that they did 
not particularly like the books that were repeated, and one teacher suggested including another book on 
the weeks when books are repeated. Some of the teachers recommended more ideas for literacy center 
activities to help sustain students’ attention for longer periods. A few of the teachers also expressed 
concerns that the leveled readers at the lower levels were not sufficient for students to apply many of 
the strategies. For example, one teacher discussed her observations that because some of the low-level 
texts only contain one short sentence on each page, there is not enough content for students to infer 
meaning for difficult words. The new vocabulary words caused frustration among her students, and she 
thought if the books had more substance, students would find it easier to deduce meaning for new 
words. This teacher suggested including books with more content at the lower levels so students could 
apply strategies and teachers could ask students to make predictions and share opinions about the 
books. Finally, a handful of teachers expressed a desire to see more grammar, phonics,6 and writing7 
integrated into the program. 
 
Regarding the pacing of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program, the weekly 
implementation logs revealed that teachers generally thought the amount of materials they had ranged 
between “too much to cover” and “just right.” As expected, there appeared to be a learning curve with 
the program for some of the teachers, although all teachers said they became more comfortable with the 
pace of the program throughout the course of the study. 
 
Perceptions of Professional Development Component 
 
Each week, the implementation logs asked teachers to indicate whether they had read or re-read a 
professional development research article from the Shared Reading Teacher’s Guide. Teachers 
responded affirmatively to this question almost half of the time (43%). Eleven out of the twelve 
treatment teachers reported reading or re-reading a professional development article at least five times. 
The remaining teachers never reported reading a professional development article. On average, the 
eleven teachers who utilized the professional development articles did so approximately fourteen times.   
 
Discussions with teachers revealed that they generally appreciated that the Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program addressed professional development, and several teachers commented that 
the professional development component and short recap for the focus of the units were helpful. One 
of the teachers said the professional development component gave her new ideas, such as the think-pair-
share and choral reading with the big books, and she said her students responded well to these new 
practices. A few teachers indicated that they are more explicit in their instruction because of using the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers professional development component. One 
teacher shared the following, “the program has made me more aware of what I’m teaching and why I’m 
teaching it instead of just assuming that the students are going to get it.” Another teacher said the 
program’s professional development influenced her instruction in many subject areas and not just in 
reading. Finally, a few of the more experienced teachers said the program would benefit new teachers 
who understand balanced literacy but lack experience in working with appropriate materials and 
instructional practices.   
 
                                                 
6 The program already has a phonics component (Words Their Way), but some teachers expressed a desire for more direct 
instruction in phonics. 
7 A writing component for Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers will be released in April 2008. 
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Perceptions of Student Engagement and Interest 
 
The weekly implementation logs also asked teachers to indicate the percentage of students that 
demonstrated “high,” “average,” and “low” engagement during reading instruction.8 On average, 
teachers indicated that the largest percentage of students showed “high engagement” (see Table 9). 
Teachers consistently attributed this level of engagement to the variety of formats in which to present 
stories, regardless of students’ reading ability level.  
 

 
Table 9. Means of Student Engagement Levels 

 
Site 1 

(Balanced)
n=1 

Site 1 
(Regular) 

n=3 
Site 2 
n=4 

Site 3 
n=4 All Sites 

High engagement 52% 30% 68% 56% 53% 

Average engagement 28% 24% 22% 30% 28% 

Low engagement 19% 6% 8% 12% 11% 

* Note: Each week, a teacher’s three assignments could add to no more than 100 percent, but 
due to the rounding of calculations over an entire year and some teachers that did not assign all 
100% of their students, the percentages do not add up to 100. 
 

 
Focus groups and interviews also revealed that teachers generally thought the Celebration Reading Press: 
Good Habits, Great Readers program increased their students’ interest in reading. They commented that 
students seemed to relate to the little books and enjoyed the variety of genres and subjects. Teachers 
also talked about how much students enjoyed the big books and shared reading. One teacher noted that 
the program especially improved student interest in reading among her low-level readers and stated, 
“They’ve finally caught on to feeling like they’ve done a good job.” 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
8 High engagement: Students stayed on task during reading instruction and enjoyed participating in the reading activities. 
Students showed interest in the materials and seemed to love reading. Students made positive comments about the materials, 
including the illustrations and graphics. Students often talked to each other about the materials and regularly asked questions 
about the reading content. They requested to read more and wanted to read the materials independently during the school 
day and at home. 
Average engagement: Students stayed on task and participated in the required reading activities. They showed some interest 
in the materials and seemed to enjoy reading. Students made some positive comments about the Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers materials. They sometimes discussed the content with each other. They did not ask to read more nor did 
they show much interest in reading the materials outside of the reading instructional period.  
Low engagement: Students had difficulty staying on task and participating in the required reading activities. They showed 
very little interest in the materials and did not seem to enjoy reading. Students made few or no positive comments about the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers materials. 
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Another teacher expressed her appreciation for the program’s role in increasing student interest in 
reading and shared the following description of how much her students like reading: 
 
 My students like reading better than any other class I’ve taught before, because you’re giving 
 them the skills and involving them more in the process. They like learning and using terms (like 
 book-to-book connections). They’re definitely more excited about reading in general, especially 
 when you’re setting a purpose for what you’re supposed to do. Even the low readers are involved.  

When they’re more involved and able to be successful, they participate more. [Teacher focus  
group, May 2007] 

 
Teachers were not the only ones who were excited about students’ increased interest in reading. Several 
parents talked with teachers about how their children’s reading interest had increased. For example, one 
teacher revealed the following experience: 
 
  I have had parents say at Christmas time that they [their children] are hooked. They love 

reading. But now, I have parents saying the kids are in their beds with flashlights after they’re 
supposed to be asleep. The parents don’t want to punish these kids, but they’re reading when they  
should be sleeping. Parents are amazed by this. One parent even commented that she slipped on 
 a book in her child’s room at night. This is how much they love reading. [Teacher interview,  
March 2007] 

 
Although several teachers attributed their students’ increased interest in reading to Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers, one teacher said that many of her students came in with a high level 
of interest and that the program sustained this interest but did not necessarily improve it. 
 
Perceptions of Student Learning 
 
Interviews and focus groups revealed that in general, teachers seemed to agree that the program had a 
positive impact on student learning. One teacher noted that her students could now read for longer 
periods: 
 
 When we have silent reading time at the end of the day, they can just sit there and read. This has  

been a big change from the beginning of the year. [Teacher interview, March 2007] 
 
Another teacher talked about how she saw students doing things independently that they had done in 
lessons, such as taking notes, drawing pictures, and making bookmarks. A different teacher explained 
that she had seen an increase in why her students read. She shared the following observations from 
watching her students and talking with parents: 
 
 They read for meaning. The nonfiction, reading for meaning, and reading for information has  

been great. I see the habit of doing this. I see how the blocks are put together. They’re using the  
reference parts of books and finding what they’re interested in. Parents have been amazed that  
their children are using these parts and know what an index and glossary are. [Teacher interview,  
March 2007] 
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Another teacher mentioned specific skills her students learned because of participating in the program: 
 
 Some students are able to name and write the strategy. They are looking more at the pictures  

to get more information from it, and they are making more inferences about things that are not  
written down. They are picking up terms like author’s craft. They are taking all of the stuff  
that I didn’t have to give them before. I knew about it; I just didn’t know how to present it.   
They are making connections, making text-to-text and text-to-self connections. 
 [Teacher interview, March 2007] 

 
Overall, teachers seemed pleased with how the program affected their students’ learning. Teachers 
talked about how their students were reading better and longer, and about how students were using new 
skills and reading for many different purposes, including for enjoyment and for information. 
 
 
IMPLEMENTATION BY CONTROL TEACHERS 

 
 
As indicated earlier, several control teachers in Site 1 reported using Developmental Studies Center 
Making Meaning program during shared reading time. Control teachers in Site 2 said they pulled from 
Harcourt Collections (as well as other resources), and control teachers in Site 3 pulled from Harcourt 
Trophies (as well as other resources). All three sites reported using leveled readers from various 
publishers, and Sites 1 and 2 followed the Fountas and Pinnell philosophy for small-group reading.   
 
Observations and interviews with control teachers revealed that most control teachers implemented 
shared reading, small-group reading, and learning centers as part of their daily reading instruction. In the 
two sites less experienced in using a balanced literacy approach to instruction, observations revealed that 
in some of the classrooms, treatment students sometimes appeared to be more engaged in the shared 
reading instruction than control students were. Furthermore, in one of these sites, observations of 
treatment and control classroom literacy centers revealed that compared to treatment teachers, control 
teachers often spent more time trying to keep students on task. 
 
Another noticeable difference between treatment and control teachers’ implementation was the 
availability of instructional materials. Across all sites, control teachers indicated that they made up many 
of their own resources because they did not have a comprehensive, integrated set of resources. Several 
control teachers expressed a desire to have more materials and resources for reading instruction. In 
contrast, treatment teachers had access to a complete package of comprehensive reading materials, and 
most of the treatment teachers expressed appreciation for having such a complete set of integrated 
materials. Furthermore, whereas treatment teachers had detailed published lesson plans to guide their 
reading instruction, control teachers had to create their own plans for instruction. The lack of materials 
and support directly influenced some of the control teachers’ instruction. For example, one control 
teacher reported implementing shared reading on average for only twenty minutes per week due to a 
lack of materials.   
 
As part of their reading instruction, control teachers generally engaged students in a focus skill, modeled 
strategies, and gave students the opportunity to practice the strategies. Many of the general concepts 
presented in control classrooms were similar to those presented in treatment classrooms. However, 
classroom observations revealed that although both treatment and control teachers generally explained 
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and modeled the strategies and skills they were teaching, treatment teachers were much more likely to 
explain why these skills and strategies were important for good readers, which is a key focus of the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program. 
 
Like the treatment teachers, control teachers utilized a number of assessment techniques, including the 
DRA2, statewide assessments, general observations, and running records. Interviews and observations 
did not reveal major differences between assessments implemented in treatment and control classrooms. 
However, because control teachers did not follow a comprehensive reading program, they did not have 
as many integrated assessment materials as treatment teachers.   
 
 
SSIITTEE  VVIISSIITTSS  

 
 
As part of the mixed-method evaluation design, Magnolia Consulting evaluators conducted three sites 
visits throughout the course of the study. These site visits enabled evaluators to collect rich and 
meaningful data through classroom observations, interviews, and focus groups. During classroom 
observations, evaluators were able to gain firsthand insight into what program implementation looked 
like in diverse classrooms. During interviews and focus groups, evaluators were able to obtain critical 
feedback about the program from teachers, administrators, and support staff. 
 
Magnolia Consulting evaluators conducted the first set of site visits in the fall of 2006. During these 
visits, evaluators visited each of the three sites to observe and interview treatment teachers and to 
interview school administrators and instructional support staff. Each observation lasted for 
approximately forty-five minutes, and interviews lasted for approximately twenty minutes. The second 
set of site visits occurred in the spring of 2007, during which evaluators visited sites to observe and 
interview treatment and control teachers. Each observation lasted for thirty-five to forty-five minutes, 
and interviews lasted for twenty to thirty minutes. The final set of site visits occurred at the end of the 
school year. During these site visits, evaluators conducted focus groups with treatment teachers and 
interviews with school administrators and instructional support staff. The focus groups lasted for 
approximately one hour, and interviews lasted for approximately twenty minutes. 
 
The fall site visits revealed considerable variability across sites regarding classroom help and support. 
For example, Site 1 had parent volunteers and paraprofessionals who regularly assisted teachers in the 
classroom, and Site 3 had a reading specialist who provided ongoing support. Site 2 did not have such 
supports, and this appeared to affect classroom management and teachers’ ability to sustain students in 
independent work directly while teachers conducted small groups. This was particularly relevant for the 
teachers who lacked experience with guided reading and literacy centers. Because some teachers had less 
experience in this area, the training consultant provided ongoing support, which resulted in noticeable 
improvements by the spring site visit.   
 
Site visits also revealed variability among the sites regarding experience with guided reading, which 
seemed to affect program implementation and teachers’ perceptions of the Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program. Teachers in Site 1 had the most experience with balanced literacy, and 
because of this, they were more apt to rely on previous practices than less experienced teachers were. As 
a result, they showed the lowest implementation fidelity compared to the other two sites. These teachers 
also offered meaningful constructive feedback about the adequacy of materials and made comparisons 



 

 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers report 
Prepared by Magnolia Consulting       33                       

with materials they had used in the past. As a group, teachers in Site 3 were the second most 
experienced in balanced literacy and guided reading, and they demonstrated the highest implementation 
fidelity. Teachers in Site 2 were the least experienced with balanced literacy and guided reading, and 
although they had a more difficult time utilizing the guided reading groups, especially at the beginning of 
the study, they were very enthusiastic about the program. These two factors—classroom management 
and experience with guided reading—influenced teachers’ implementation of the program.  
 
At the time of the fall site visit, teachers in general were spending about twenty minutes teaching shared 
reading and ninety minutes teaching guided reading. Teachers reported large ranges of student reading 
levels, and students were observed reading anywhere from DRA Level 1 texts to DRA Level 20 texts. 
During this site visit, teachers reported that they had been using the Words Their Way component of 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers very regularly, and they talked about how much 
they liked it. Many treatment teachers had not, however, been utilizing the program’s assessment 
components with much depth. Therefore, evaluators encouraged more use of these components.    
 
The fall site visits also revealed that in about half of the treatment classrooms, teachers were very 
proficient at stating explicitly why particular strategies were important. During the spring site visits, 
evaluators noted that although more teachers were modeling strategies explicitly and explaining that 
certain strategies are good habits, they were not adequately teaching students why these strategies are 
good habits. Therefore, although there was growth from fall to spring, there was still room for further 
improvement among treatment teachers. 
 
Spring site visits enabled evaluators to make comparisons across treatment and control classrooms. 
Evaluators noted that all classrooms were arranged to allow for both whole-group and small-group 
instruction, and all classrooms were decorated with educational displays. Control teachers and treatment 
teachers were observed utilizing similar techniques (i.e., shared reading, guided reading, and learning 
centers), but treatment teachers had access to a more comprehensive set of materials, and control 
teachers had to piece their reading programs together from a variety of sources. During their interviews, 
many control teachers expressed frustration about not having a comprehensive reading program and 
communicated a desire for more reading materials. In contrast, as a group, treatment teachers praised 
the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program for its comprehensiveness.   
 
The end-of-year site visits indicated that, in general, teachers and coordinators were very positive about 
their experience with the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program, the materials, the 
training they received, and the ongoing support. Teachers noted that the program influenced their 
instruction in several respects, mostly in terms of shared and guided reading. Regarding shared reading, 
teachers talked about how they liked the materials and appreciated having a detailed plan to follow. 
Teachers less experienced in guided reading commented that the program made them more comfortable 
in teaching guided reading. When asked what new teachers should know before implementing the 
program, teachers expressed the importance of becoming familiar with the materials, planning, and 
being organized. Administrators also provided a great deal of positive feedback at the end of the year, 
stating that the program provided good support for teachers and made them stronger. Furthermore, 
administrators also expressed an interest in implementing the program during the following school year. 
 
As a group, the site visits revealed that participation in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers study was a very worthwhile experience for teachers and administrators. Teachers felt supported, 
appreciated the materials, and provided positive feedback about the effectiveness of the program. 
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Administrators also expressed affirmative comments regarding their participation in the study and 
agreed that the program was effective at meeting the needs of teachers and students. 
 
  
SSTTUUDDEENNTT  PPEERRFFOORRMMAANNCCEE  RREESSUULLTTSS  

 
 
To address the study’s questions regarding student performance, evaluators conducted descriptive, 
inferential, and multilevel modeling analyses, as appropriate. Evaluators also calculated effect sizes. This 
portion of the report provides information about the performance of Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers participants, as well as comparisons of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers participants and control group participants. This section includes results comparing differences 
among subgroups of participants.   
 
CELEBRATION PRESS READING: GOOD HABITS, GREAT READERS’ IMPACTS ON 

LEARNING 
 

 
This portion of the report describes the learning gains revealed by performance on the TerraNova and 
DRA2 that occurred for Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers participants throughout the 
duration of the 2006-2007 school year.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preliminary Findings 
 
Evaluators conducted several analyses to examine learning gains among Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers participants. Figures 1 and 2 display the performance of program participants  
from the beginning to the end of the year as evidenced by TerraNova grade equivalent scores and DRA 
text level scores.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 

Key Question: 
Do students who participate in the Celebration Press Reading: Good 

Habits, Great Readers program demonstrate significant learning gains in 
reading during the study period? 
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Figure 1. TerraNova Reading and Language      Figure 2. DRA Pretest/Posttest Text 
Pretest/Posttest Grade Equivalent Scores     Level Scores   
 
Figure 1 indicates that on average, treatment students improved by almost one grade level on the 
TerraNova Reading test and by slightly more than one grade level on the TerraNova Language test. Figure 2 
indicates that on average, treatment students demonstrated a steady increase in their DRA text levels 
throughout the course of the study. From pretest to posttest, treatment students’ DRA text level scores 
increased by approximately six levels.9 The DRA benchmark for the beginning of first grade is 4–6, and 
the DRA benchmark for the end of first grade is 16–18. As indicated in Figure 2, the mean scores for 
treatment students were consistent with these benchmarks.   
 
Evaluators conducted paired sample t tests using pretest and posttest TerraNova Reading and Language 
scale scores to determine if Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers participants experienced 
significant learning gains in reading throughout the course of the study. Table 10 presents these results, 
which include effect size calculations and their translation into percentile gains (Marzano, Pickering, & 
Pollock, 2001). First-grade students who participated in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers program demonstrated significant gains on the TerraNova. Specifically, these students 
demonstrated large effect sizes on the Reading test (d=0.91) and Language test (d=0.70), which translate 
into average percentile gains of 31 and 25 points, respectively.10 
  

Table 10. Paired Samples t-Tests for Treatment Students  
 

Measure n 

Pre-Post 
Mean 

Difference SD 
T-

value df p level 
ES 

(Cohen's d)
Percentile 

Gain 

TerraNova Reading Scale 
Score 

225 35.50 36.81 14.47 224 0.000* 0.91 31 

TerraNova Language 
Scale Score 

225 32.27 44.24 10.94 224 0.000* 0.70 25 

*Significant at the 0.05 level 
 

                                                 
9 The DRA2 text levels ranging from 4–20 consist only of even numbers. Therefore, an increase from 4 to 16 represents an 
increase in six levels. 
10 According to Lipsey (1990), “small” effect sizes range from 0.00 to 0.32, “medium” effect sizes range from 0.33 to 0.55, 
and “large” effect sizes range from 0.56 to 1.20. 
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Multilevel Modeling Analyses 
 
Evaluators also conducted multilevel modeling analyses to examine whether Celebration Press Reading: 
Good Habits, Great Readers participants experienced significant learning gains throughout the study period. 
Multilevel modeling is an appropriate analysis technique when data are hierarchical, such as in the 
current study in which students are nested within classrooms. Because these analyses sought to examine 
whether gains occurred rather than explain why gains occurred, covariates were not included in the 
models.  Table 11 displays the results of these analyses, which revealed that treatment students 
demonstrated significant gains and large effect sizes on the TerraNova Language and Reading tests 
corresponding to average percentile gains of 33 and 26 points, respectively. These results confirm the 
findings from the preliminary analyses.11 

 
 

Table 11. MeanTerraNova Gains for Treatment Students 
 

Outcome Variable Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
t-

value
Approx. 

df 
p-

value 
Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Gain 

Mean Gain in Reading 35.36 3.26 10.84 11 0.000* 0.96 33 

Mean Gain in Language 32.55 5.74 5.67 11 0.000* 0.73 26 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Subgroup Performance 
 
Evaluators conducted further multilevel modeling analyses to examine whether participation in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program had differential effects on posttest 
performance (while controlling for pretest differences) for different subgroups of students. These 
analyses also investigated whether posttest performance was associated with school district and the 
degree to which teachers implemented the program. Because these analyses sought to explore subtle 
differences within treatment effects, these models included both student- and teacher-level covariates 
including gender, ethnicity, special education status, LEP status, implementation fidelity, and district.12 
Tables 12 and13 display the results of these analyses.     
 

                                                 
11 The multilevel models include the random effect associated with classroom nesting, which accounts for the slight 
differences between these findings and the preliminary findings. 
12 Evaluators ran initial models using school as a classroom-level covariate instead of district. Because there were no 
significant differences across schools on the TerraNova Reading or Language tests, evaluators included district as a classroom-
level variable instead of school in the final models. 

Key Question: 
Does participation in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 

Readers program have differential effects on reading performance 
associated with diverse characteristics of students, teachers, and settings?    
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Analyses conducted on the TerraNova Reading test revealed no significant differences by gender or by 
district, suggesting that on average, males and females performed equally well, as did students across 
districts. These analyses did reveal significant differences by ethnicity, special education status, and LEP 
status. Regarding ethnicity, students classified as “other” (Asian/Native American/Multiracial) 
performed the best at posttest, followed by Caucasian students, Hispanic students, and African-
American students.13 Students who were not classified as special education students performed better 
than special education students did, and students who were proficient in English performed better than 
students with LEP did. 
 
Analyses conducted on the TerraNova Language test revealed no differences by gender, LEP status, or by 
district, suggesting that on average, males and females performed equally well, as did students with 
various English proficiency and students across districts. These analyses did reveal significant differences 
by ethnicity and special education status. Regarding ethnicity, students classified as Caucasian performed 
the best at posttest, followed by students classified as “other” (Asian/Native American/Multiracial), 
Hispanic students, and African-American students.14 Students who were not classified as special 
education students performed better than special education students did, and students who were 
proficient in English performed better than students with LEP did. 

 
 

Table 12.  Results of Multilevel Modeling Analyses on Posttest TerraNova Reading 
Performance  

 

 
Variable  Coefficient

Standard 
Error t-value 

Approx. 
df p-value

Level 1      

 Intercept 583.66 3.56 163.97 8 0.000* 

 
Pretest TerraNova Reading scale 
score 0.49 0.06 7.74 207 0.000* 

 African-American (vs. Caucasian) –15.49 6.01 –2.57 207 0.01* 
 Hispanic (vs. Caucasian) –8.93 6.99 –1.28 207 0.20 
 Other Ethnicity (vs. Caucasian) 7.37 10.11 0.73 207 0.47 
 Male (vs. female) –2.83 4.26 –0.66 207 0.51 

 
Special Ed. Status (vs. not special 
ed. status) –32.07 8.08 –3.97 207 0.000* 

 LEP (vs. not LEP) –27.71 13.47 –2.06 207 0.04* 
Level 2      
 District 1 (vs. 3) –1.69 13.35 –0.13 8 0.90 
 District 2 (vs. 3) –9.39 12.36 –0.76 8 0.47 

* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
                                                 
13 On average, students classified as “other” and as Caucasian performed significantly better than students classified as 
African-American performed, but other differences were not significant. 
14 On average, students classified as Caucasian performed significantly better than students classified as African-American 
did, but other differences were not significant. 
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Table 13. Results of Multilevel Modeling Analyses on Posttest TerraNova Language 
Performance 

 
Variable  Coefficient

Standard 
Error t-value 

Approx. 
df p-value

Level 1      

 Intercept 585.45 4.87 120.28 8 0.000* 

 
Pretest TerraNova Reading scale 
score 0.42 0.05 7.79 207 0.000* 

 African-American (vs. Caucasian) –24.20 6.28 –3.86 207 0.000* 
 Hispanic (vs. Caucasian) –11.76 7.57 –1.55 207 0.12 
 Other Ethnicity (vs. Caucasian) –3.43 10.92 –0.31 207 0.75 
 Male (vs. female) –6.80 4.53 –1.50 207 0.14 

 
Special Ed. Status (vs. not special 
ed. status) –25.41 8.89 –2.86 207 0.01* 

 LEP (vs. not LEP) –6.67 14.64 –0.46 207 0.65 
Level 2      
 District 1 (vs. 3) –21.05 18.15 –1.16 8 0.28 
 District 2 (vs. 3) –21.71 16.65 –1.30 8 0.23 

* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
Teachers’ Use of the Program and Performance of Students who Read at Different Levels 
 
Evaluators examined whether students at different initial DRA reading stages (i.e., Emergent, Early, and 
Transitional) experienced differential gains from pretest to posttest. Figures 3 and 4 display the changes 
from pretest to posttest by initial DRA reading stage.     
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3. TerraNova Reading Pretest/Posttest              Figure 4. TerraNova Language Pretest/Posttest 
Scores by Initial DRA Reading Stage.   Scores by Initial DRA Reading Stage.   
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As illustrated in Table 14, paired sample t tests revealed that within groups, all pretest to posttest gains 
were significant. Average percentile gains within each DRA reading stage ranged from 28 to 44 
percentile points on the TerraNova Reading and Language tests, respectively. 
 

Table 14. Paired Samples t-tests for Treatment Students’ Performance  
within Initial DRA Reading Stage 

Initial 
Reading 

Stage n 

Pre-Post 
Mean 

Difference t-value df p-value SD 
ES 

(Cohen's d)

Percentile 
Gain 

TerraNova Reading 

Emergent 104 33.01 8.53 103 0.000* 39.48 0.97 33 

Early 100 38.11 10.95 99 0.000* 34.82 1.15 37 

Transitional 14 28.86 5.25 13 0.000* 20.56 1.56 44 

TerraNova Language 

Emergent 104 32.58 6.85 103 0.000* 48.48 0.77 28 

Early 100 32.06 7.67 99 0.000* 41.79 0.88 31 

Transitional 14 31.43 3.85 13 0.002* 30.55 1.19 38 
* Significant at the 0.05 level 
 
Because of the hierarchical nature of the data, evaluators also conducted multilevel modeling analyses to 
examine whether Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers had differential effects on students 
who differed in initial DRA reading stages. Since these analyses sought to explore subtle differences 
within treatment effects, these models included both student- and teacher-level covariates, including 
gender, ethnicity, special education status, LEP status, implementation fidelity, and district. These 
results, which are displayed in Tables 14 and 15, reveal no significant differences in performance gains 
across students who read at different stages at the beginning of the study. This finding suggests that the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program worked equally well for students of different 
reading abilities. 

 
Table 15. Multilevel Model Analyses on TerraNova Gains by Initial DRA Stage 

 
Variable  Coefficient

Standard 
Error t-value 

Approx. 
df p-value 

TerraNova Reading 
 Emergent (vs. Transitional) –2.47 9.44 –0.26 206 0.79 
 Early (vs. Transitional) –0.56 9.01 –0.06 206 0.95 

TerraNova Language 
 Emergent (vs. Transitional) 8.56 11.16 0.77 206 0.44 
 Early (vs. Transitional) 9.19 10.64 0.86 206 0.39 
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Shifts in Reading Stages 
 
Examination of pretest and posttest DRA2 data revealed that many students who participated in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program shifted to higher DRA reading stages over 
the course of the study. Figures 5 and 6 show that at pretest DRA2 administration, only 5% of 
treatment students were at or above the Transitional DRA reading stage, but by posttest, 70% of 
treatment students were at or above the Transitional DRA reading stage.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5. Percentage of treatment students       Figure 6.  Percentage of Treatment Students 
in Each DRA Reading Stage at Pretest       in Each DRA Reading Stage at Posttest 
            
Teachers’ Implementation Fidelity and Students’ Reading Performance  
 
Because of the hierarchical nature of the data, evaluators also conducted multilevel modeling analyses to 
examine relationships among teachers’ implementation fidelity, initial reading level, and TerraNova 
performance. Because these analyses sought to explore rather than explain differences, evaluators did 
not include covariates in the models. First, evaluators examined whether there were differences in 
TerraNova gains associated with teachers’ implementation fidelity. As indicated in Table 16, the results 
show that implementing the program with high versus moderate fidelity did not have a significant effect 
on TerraNova gains. Implementing the program with high fidelity compared to moderate fidelity was 
associated with a 1.68-point decrease in TerraNova Reading gains and a 16.25-point decrease in TerraNova 
Language gains, but these differences were not significant. These findings suggest that implementing the 
program with high (versus moderate) fidelity was associated with smaller gains, and implementing the 
program with moderate (versus high) fidelity was associated with larger gains. However, it is important 
to note that the differential gains between high fidelity and moderate fidelity classrooms were not 
significant. 
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Table 16. Multilevel Models on the Effects of Implementation Fidelity on TerraNova Gains 
 

 
Outcome Variable  Coefficient

Standard 
Error t-value 

Approx. 
df p-value 

 Terranova Reading –1.68 5.61 –0.30 10 0.77 
 TerraNova Language –16.25 11.78 –1.38 10 0.20 

 
 
Next, evaluators examined whether differences in outcomes associated with fidelity rating would occur 
as a function of initial reading ability. In other words, evaluators ran analyses to determine whether the 
relationship between TerraNova gains and initial reading level was the same in classrooms where the 
program was implemented with high versus moderate fidelity. As displayed in Table 17, these results 
reveal no significant differences. These findings suggest that Emergent, Early, and Transitional readers 
had similar outcomes regardless of whether their teachers implemented the program with high or 
moderate fidelity. In other words, the impact of fidelity on student outcomes was similar for Emergent, 
Early, and Transitional readers. 
 

 
Table 17. Multilevel Models on the Effects of Initial DRA Stage by Implementation Fidelity 

Interactions on TerraNova Gains 
 

 
Outcome Variable  Coefficient 

Standard 
Error t-value 

Approx. 
df p-value 

TerraNova Reading   

 
Emergent (vs. Transitional) * 
Fidelity 0.21 18.02 0.01 219 0.99 

 Early (vs. Transitional) * Fidelity 23.40 18.00 1.30 219 0.20 
TerraNova Language 

 
Emergent (vs. Transitional) * 
Fidelity –9.93 21.07 –0.47 219 0.64 

 Early (vs. Transitional) * Fidelity –7.72 20.96 –0.37 219 0.71 
 
 
Taken together, these results suggest that neither teachers’ implementation fidelity, nor students’ initial 
reading levels, have significant effects on students’ TerraNova gains. Furthermore, the relationships 
between initial reading level and gains are similar across classrooms regardless of teachers’ 
implementation fidelity.   
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GAINS IN METACOGNITIVE STRATEGIES AND READING INTEREST 
 

 
This portion of the report describes gains in the use of metacognitive strategies, as well as gains in 
interest in reading, that occurred for Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers participants 
throughout the duration of the 2006–2007 school year.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preliminary Findings 
 
Evaluators utilized the Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey to assess students’ use of 
metacognitive strategies and their interest in reading. The metacognitive strategies assessed by the survey 
align with the seven habits and attitudes of proficient readers targeted in the Celebration Press Reading: 
Good Habits, Great Readers program. Evaluators examined scores within each of the seven strategies 
(good habits) to determine whether pretest-to-posttest shifts occurred in the percentages of students 
who agreed or strongly agreed that they used the targeted strategies. As illustrated in Figure 7, the 
pretest percentage of students who agreed or strongly agreed that they used particular strategies ranged 
from 61% to 85%. At posttest, the percentages of students who agreed or strongly agreed that they used 
particular strategies ranged from 72% to 93%. Evaluators also examined pretest and posttest interest 
scores to examine whether the percentage of students who agreed or strongly agreed that they had an 
interest in reading changed from pretest to posttest. As illustrated in Figure 8, the percentage of students 
who agreed or strongly agreed that they had an interest in reading increased from 68% to 76% over the 
course of the study.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Key Question: 
Do students who participate in the Celebration Press Reading: Good 

Habits, Great Readers program experience significant gains in the use 
of metacognitive strategies and in their interest in reading? 
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Figure 7. Percentage of Treatment Students Who Agreed or Strongly Agreed that They Used  
Each of the Metacognitive Strategies (Good Habits) at Pretest and Posttest 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 8. Percentage of Treatment Students Who Agreed or Strongly Agreed that They Were 
Interested in Reading at Pretest and Posttest 
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Evaluators also examined pretest and posttest means to determine whether students’ total use of 
metacognitive strategies, as well as their interest in reading, changed from pretest to posttest. Figures 9 
and 10 display these means, which indicate students’ use of metacognitive strategies and interest in 
reading increased throughout the duration of the study.     
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 9. Treatment Students’ Pretest/   Figure 10. Treatment Students’ Pretest/ Posttest 
Metacognitive Strategy Use Scores   Posttest Interest in Reading Scores 
 
To determine whether gains in metacognitive strategy use and interest in reading scores were significant, 
evaluators conducted paired sample t tests using total Metacognitive Strategy Use scores and total 
Interest in Reading scores from pretest and posttest. As indicated in Table 18, treatment students 
demonstrated significant gains in both their total Metacognitive Strategy Use scores and total Interest in 
Reading scores from pretest to posttest. Specifically, treatment students demonstrated small effect sizes, 
with corresponding average gains of 6 percentile points in Metacognitive Strategy Use scores and 
Interest in Reading scores. When interpreting these gains, it is important to consider the high pretest 
means, which indicate that most students were already scoring high in these areas at the beginning of the 
study.     

 
 

Table 18. Paired Samples t-tests for Use of Metacognitive Strategies for Treatment Students 
 

Measure n 

Pretest-
Posttest 
Mean 

Difference SD T-value df 
p 

level 
ES 

(Cohen's d)
Percentile 

Gain 

Total Metacognitive 
Strategy Use score 198 1.82 12.50 2.05 197 0.04* 0.17 6 

Total Interest in 
Reading score 198 0.51 3.64 1.95 197 0.05* 0.15 6 

* Significant at the 0.05 level 
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Main Findings 
 
Due to the nested nature of the data, evaluators also used multilevel modeling to examine whether 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers participants experienced significant gains in their use 
of metacognitive strategies and in their interest in reading throughout the study period. Because these 
analyses sought to examine whether gains occurred rather than to explain gains, covariates were not 
included in the models. Table 19 displays the results of these analyses, which confirm the preliminary 
findings of gains of approximately 6 percentile points for use of metacognitive strategies and interest in 
reading. The gain in use of metacognitive strategies approached significance, but the gain in interest in 
reading was not significant.     
 

Table 19. Mean Metacognitive Strategies Gains for Treatment Students 
 

Outcome 
Variable  Coefficient

Standard 
Error 

t-
value

Approx. 
df 

p-
value 

Effect 
Size 

Percentile
Gain 

Total Metacognitive Strategy Use Score 

Mean Gain 1.85 0.93 1.98 11 0.07 0.13 5 

Total Interest Score 

Mean Gain 0.48 0.37 1.32 11 0.22 0.15 6 
 
 
STUDENT LEARNING COMPARISONS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This portion of the report presents the results from comparisons of treatment and control group 
performance on the TerraNova and DRA2 assessments. The focus of these analyses was to reveal 
whether Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers participants showed greater learning gains 
throughout the course of the study than students who participated in competing programs. 
 
Figures 11 and 12 present pretest and posttest TerraNova Reading and Language raw scores for treatment 
and control groups, and Figures 13 and 14 present pretest, midyear, and posttest DRA Text Level 
Scores for treatment and control groups. These figures demonstrate that treatment and control groups 
appear comparable at pretest and posttest on the TerraNova assessment and at pretest, midyear, and 
posttest on the DRA2 assessment. Furthermore, these data indicate that on average, treatment and 
control students met the DRA pretest and posttest benchmarks of 4–6 and 16–18, respectively. Table 
H1 in Appendix H reports TerraNova means, standard deviations, and gain scores.   
 

Key Question: 
How does the reading performance of children participating in Celebration 

Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers compare to that of children 
participating in other reading programs (comprehensive program approaches 

comprised of eclectic collections of materials)? 
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Figure 11. Pretest/Posttest Treatment TerraNova      Figure 12. Pretest/Posttest Control TerraNova 
Raw Scores.           Raw Scores. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
Figure 13. Pretest, Mid-year, and Posttest       Figure 14. Pretest, Mid-year, and Posttest 
Treatment Group DRA Text Level Scores      Control Group DRA Text Level Scores. 
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Evaluators also examined pretest and posttest DRA2 scores to determine the percentages of students 
who met or exceeded benchmark levels within treatment groups at pretest and posttest. As illustrated in 
Figure 15, 52% of treatment students and 38% of control students met or exceeded the first-grade 
benchmark at pretest. At posttest, 63% of treatment group participants and 53% of control group 
participants met or exceeded the benchmark DRA level for the end of first grade.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

        
 
 
 
 
  Figure 15. Percentage of Students by Group Who Met or Exceeded 
                DRA-Leveled Benchmark at Pretest and Posttest. 
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Because the DRA2 classifies students into different stages of reading, evaluators also examined the 
percentages of students who were at each reading stage at pretest and posttest according to the DRA 
classification. As displayed in Figures 16 and 17, at pretest, 95% of treatment students and 93% of 
control students were in the lowest two groups and only 5% of treatment students and 6% of the 
control students were in the highest two groups. By posttest, only 31% of treatment students and 32% 
of control students were in the lowest two groups, and 70% of treatment students and 68% of control 
students were in the highest groups.15   

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 16. Percentage of Treatment Students   Figure 17. Percentage of Control Students 
in Each DRA Reading Stage at Pretest      in Each DRA Reading Stage at Pretest 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 18. Percentage of Treatment Students      Figure 19. Percentage of Control Students 
in Each DRA Reading Stage at Posttest           in Each DRA Reading Stage at Posttest 
 
 
                                                 
15 These numbers do not always add up to 100% due to rounding. 
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Results from Multilevel Models 
 
Because of the hierarchical nature of the data, evaluators conducted multilevel analyses to compare 
differences in learning gains among treatment and control group participants. To control for various 
student and classroom characteristics, evaluators included student-level and classroom-level variables as 
covariates in these analyses, including gender, special education status, LEP status, ethnicity, and district. 
These results are displayed in Table 20, and they reveal that whether or not a student participated in the 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program did not have a significant effect on TerraNova 
Reading or Language gains from pretest to posttest. Although students in control classrooms gained more 
than students in treatment classrooms, the effect sizes are small and represent less than 1 and 7 
percentile point differences on the TerraNovaReading and Language tests, respectively. These findings 
suggest that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program and comparison programs 
produced similar learning gains. 
 

Table 20. Program Effects on TerraNova Performance 
 

Outcome 
Measure Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

t-
value

Approx. 
df 

p-
value 

Effect 
Size 

Percentile 
Difference

        
TerraNova Reading 
scale score –3.56 4.74 –0.75 20 0.46 –0.10 <1 

TerraNova Language 
scale score –7.73 6.94 –1.11 20 0.28 –0.18 7 
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Effects of Program Type on Various Subgroups 

 
Evaluators conducted multilevel analyses to compare the effects of program type (i.e., Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers versus comparison programs) for various subgroups, including gender, 
special education status, LEP status, and ethnicity. These analyses included a number of student-level 
and classroom-level variables as covariates in these analyses, as well as interaction terms corresponding 
to the variables of interest. Results from these analyses are displayed in Tables 21 and 22, and they 
indicate no significant effects for program type on subgroups for either the TerraNova Reading or 
Language tests. These findings suggest that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
and the control programs generated similar outcomes regardless of gender, special education status, LEP 
status, and ethnicity. 
 

Table 21. Program Effects on Posttest TerraNova Reading Performance by Subgroup 

Subgroup Coefficient
Standard 

Error 
t-

value
Approx. 

df p-value 

Male (vs. female) * Condition 4.54 5.99 0.76 411 0.45 
Special Ed. Status (vs. not 
special ed. status) * Condition –15.31 11.44 –1.34 411 0.18 

LEP (vs. not LEP) * 
Condition –27.13 16.69 –1.63 411 0.10 

African-American (vs. 
Caucasian) * Condition –0.40 7.68 –0.05 411 0.96 

Hispanic (vs. Caucasian) * 
Condition 0.39 9.38 0.04 411 0.97 

Other Ethnicity (vs. 
Caucasian) * Condition 13.86 14.24 0.97 411 0.33 

 
Table 22. Program Effects on Posttest TerraNova Language Performance by Subgroup 

Subgroup Coefficient
Standard 

Error 
t-

value 
Approx. 

df p-value 

Male (vs. female) * Condition 9.95 6.21 1.60 411 0.11 
Special Ed. Status (vs. not 
special ed. status) * Condition –1.26 11.96 –0.11 411 0.92 

LEP (vs. not LEP) * Condition 0.00 17.52 0.00 411 1.00 
African-American (vs. 
Caucasian) * Condition –11.08 8.14 –1.36 411 0.17 

Hispanic (vs. Caucasian) * 
Condition –6.29 9.99 –0.63 411 0.53 

Other Ethnicity (vs. Caucasian) 
* Condition 12.91 14.83 0.87 411 0.39 

Key Question:
Are the effects of participating in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 

program versus control programs different for various subgroups of students and across settings? 
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Effects of Program Type Across Settings 
 
Multilevel analyses were conducted to compare the effects of program type (i.e., Celebration Press Reading: 
Good Habits, Great Readers versus comparison programs) across sites. Because these analyses were 
interested in exploring whether differences existed rather than explaining these differences, evaluators 
did not include student demographic covariates in the models. Results from these analyses are displayed 
in Tables 23 and 24, and they indicate no significant program effects by condition on either the 
TerraNova Reading or Language tests. These findings suggest that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, 
Great Readers program and the control programs generated similar posttest performance across sites. 
 

 
 
 

Table 23. Program Effects on Posttest TerraNova Reading Performance by District 
 

Subgroup Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
t-

value
Approx. 

df p-value
      
District 1 * Condition 8.14 4.95 1.65 20 0.12 

District 2 * Condition –6.56 5.09 –1.29 20 0.21 

District 3 * Condition –1.88 5.07 –0.37 20 0.71 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 24. Program Effects on Posttest TerraNova Language Performance by District 
 

Subgroup Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
t-

value
Approx. 

df p-value
      
District 1 * Condition 8.63 7.03 1.23 20 0.23 

District 2 * Condition      –9.08 7.17 –1.27 20 0.22 

District 3 * Condition 0.26 7.34 0.04 20 0.97 
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DISCUSSION 

 
 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers is a comprehensive curriculum that supports a 
balanced approach to literacy learning through small-group instruction (guided reading) and whole-
group instruction (shared reading). This study revealed that among treatment teachers who implemented 
the program in their classrooms, there was variation in how long it took teachers to feel comfortable 
using the program. Although some teachers felt comfortable within a month of starting the program, it 
took other teachers several months to feel at ease with the program. Interestingly, developing a feeling 
of comfort and confidence with the program did not appear to be related to teachers’ experience with 
balanced literacy.   
 
Although teachers’ experience did not appear to affect their general comfort with the program, 
experience with balanced literacy and the use of small-group instruction, as well as the availability of 
classroom support seemed to have an impact on how teachers implemented guided reading groups and 
literacy centers in their classrooms. Teachers at Site 1 generally had more experience with using small-
group instruction, and they received classroom assistance from parents and paraprofessionals. Teachers 
in Site 3 received ongoing assistance from a reading specialist. Teachers in Site 2 did not have these 
supports, and for teachers in this site who lacked experience in running small groups and literacy 
centers, the lack of support directly affected their classroom management. Compared to more 
experienced teachers and teachers with extra support, these teachers expressed that they had greater 
difficulty implementing and managing small-group time. It is important to note that the conduct of 
guided reading and literacy centers does not need to be dependent on additional classroom support. A 
classroom with clear, well-established routines from the beginning of the year and developmentally 
appropriate literacy centers would enable first graders to function with independence. However, less-
experienced teachers are less likely to have well-established routines at the beginning of the year. 
Therefore, they tend to have more difficulty implementing new instructional practices, particularly when 
they do not have extra support. Because some teachers in the study were less experienced in this area, 
the training consultant provided ongoing support, which resulted in increased implementation fidelity 
among these teachers as the study progressed. 
 
The implementation logs revealed that in general, treatment teachers implemented the program 
appropriately. Specifically, eight teachers implemented it with high fidelity and four teachers 
implemented it with moderate fidelity. Results demonstrated that implementing the program with 
moderate versus high fidelity had no significant effects on student outcomes. Regarding materials, on 
average, teachers used the Teacher’s Guide the most, followed by the big books and leveled readers. The 
logs indicated that overall, teachers did not use all of the assessment components of the program to a 
great extent. When they did use these components, they used assessment prompts the most. Teachers 
also reported using the DRA2 and running records to assess students’ performance. Although teachers 
did not use the full battery of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers assessments extensively, 
teachers generally seemed very connected to student learning through the assessment techniques they 
did utilize. 
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Overall, teachers really appreciated that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
included numerous resources and provided detailed, integrated lesson plans. Teachers generally agreed 
that the program tied instructional components together and made their lesson planning easy. Teachers 
also valued the professional development elements that were incorporated into the program and 
commented that their instructional practices were improved as a result. Most teachers thought the 
program made it easier to teach both shared and guided reading, and although many teachers praised the 
materials for their effectiveness, a few teachers, who were more experienced with balanced literacy, 
voiced concerns regarding the adequacy of materials. Teachers also provided other meaningful feedback 
about the program. Specifically, several teachers advised changing the order of some of the lessons so 
easier concepts would be presented earlier in the year and more challenging concepts would be 
presented later. A couple of teachers offered suggestions for ways to improve weeks when books were 
repeated, and several teachers said they would like to see more grammar, phonics16, and writing17 
incorporated into the program.   
 
Although some teachers thought there were areas in which the program could be improved, teachers, 
administrators, and support staff were generally quite pleased with the Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program, and most agreed that the program improved student learning. Teachers 
also generally thought the program was engaging and increased students’ interest in reading, and student 
performance results indicated that students who participated in the program demonstrated small gains 
(corresponding to approximately 6 percentile points) in their interest and reading and in their use of 
metacognitive strategies from pretest to posttest. Teachers also talked about how their students were 
reading better and longer, and they noticed students using new skills and reading for many different 
purposes. Teachers, administrators, and support staff expressed an interest in continuing to use the 
program in the future. One district in the study adopted the program for the subsequent school year 
during the study.   
 
The study’s findings revealed that first-grade students who participated in the Celebration Press Reading: 
Good Habits, Great Readers program demonstrated significant large learning gains over the course of the 
study. On average, treatment students improved by almost one grade level on the TerraNova Reading and 
Language tests and by approximately six DRA text levels from pretest to posttest. Multilevel modeling 
analyses revealed that students’ gains on the TerraNova Reading and Language tests represented average 
percentile gains of 33 and 26 percentile points, respectively.   
 
Results revealed that the program did not have differential effects on TerraNova performance associated 
with gender, suggesting that the program works equally well for males and females. However, results did 
reveal that when controlling for pretest differences, students who were not classified as special 
education students performed better at posttest than students who were classified as special education 
students on the TerraNova Reading and Language subtests, and students who were proficient in English 
performed better on the posttest TerraNova Reading posttest than students with LEP. Results also 
revealed performance differences by ethnicity. In particular, students classified as “other” (Asian/ 
Native American/ Multiracial) and Caucasian performed better on the posttest TerraNova Reading test 
than African-American students, and on the TerraNova Language test, Caucasian students performed 
better than African-American students. This study also found that participating in the program was 

                                                 
16 As noted earlier, the program already has a phonics component (Words Their Way), but some teachers expressed a desire for 
more direct instruction in phonics. 
17 As indicated previously, a Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers writing component will be released in April 
2008. 
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associated with significant large gains, regardless of initial reading level. This important finding suggests 
that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program is appropriate for use in classrooms 
where students read at different levels. Results also indicated no differential gains across site, suggesting 
that the program works equally well across diverse settings. Taken together, treatment students’ 
outcomes suggest that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program is effective across 
diverse students and settings. 
 
Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers participants and control group participants 
demonstrated comparable gains on the outcome measures over the course of the study, which suggests 
that the program performs equally well in comparison to other high-quality balanced literacy 
instructional materials.   
 
The study’s findings revealed no differential effects among treatment and control participants based on 
gender, ethnicity, special education status, or LEP. Likewise, analyses conducted across settings revealed 
similar gains by program type across all three participating sites. These findings suggest that 
demographically and geographically diverse students performed comparably regardless of which reading 
program they participated in during the 2006–2007 school year. 
 
Although this efficacy study did not reveal that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
program produced greater gains in student outcome measures than the comparison programs, it is 
important to note that the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program provides teachers 
with comprehensive literacy materials in one program. In contrast, control teachers had to compile their 
reading materials from several sources and did not have an integrated program. Most control teachers 
disliked having to create piecemeal programs and expressed a desire to have a comprehensive program 
with integrated materials and detailed lesson plans. To develop an accurate representation of the true 
effectiveness of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program, it will be critical for 
future research to examine the cumulative learning effect of the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, 
Great Readers program over a longer duration. 
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APPENDIX A: Data Analysis Plan Summary 
 

Evaluation Question Analysis 
 Participant Characteristics 
1.  What are the characteristics of students who 
participated in the study? 

Descriptive statistics for grade, gender, ethnicity, free/reduced lunch, migrant status, disabled status, special 
education status, and LEP  

2. Are there demographic differences between 
treatment and control group students? 

Chi-square analyses with treatment/control group as the independent variable and gender, ethnicity, free and reduced 
lunch, migrant, disabled, special education, and LEP as the dependent variables  

3. What are the characteristics of teachers who 
participated in the study? 

Descriptive statistics for number of years teaching, number of years teaching at current grade, highest degree, and 
level of implementation  

4. Are there demographic differences between 
treatment and control teachers? 

Chi-square analyses with treatment/control group as the independent variable and number of years teaching, number 
of years teaching at current grade, highest degree, and level of implementation as the dependent variables 

Treatment Student Performance 

5.  Do students who participate in the Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
demonstrate significant learning gains in reading 
during the study period? 
 

HLM analyses to examine TerraNova gains among treatment students from pretest to posttest. The analyses on 
TerraNova scores were conducted on the total Reading scale score and Language scale score. The equations for 
these analyses are as follows 

Level 1 equation:  Yij = β0j + rij 
               Level 2 equation: β0j = γ00 + u0j 
Combining the level-1 and level-2 equations yielded estimates of the average TerraNova gains 
across treatment participants (γ00) and error terms associated with the within and between 
classroom variabilities (rij) and (u0j), respectively.   
 
HLM5 software for multilevel modeling was used to conduct these analyses (Raudenbush, Byrk, Cheong, Congdon &, 
du Toit, 2004). 
 

6.  Does participation in the Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program have 

differential effects on reading performance 
associated with diverse characteristics of students, 

teachers, and settings? 

HLM analyses to examine posttest TerraNova performance (while controlling for pretest performance) among 
treatment students. The analyses on TerraNova scores were conducted on the total Reading scale score and 
Language scale score. The equations for these analyses are as follows 

Level 1 equation:  Yij = β0j + β0n(student characteristics) + rij 
              Level 2 equation: β0j = γ00 + γ0n(classroom characteristics) + u0j 
Combining the level-1 and level-2 equations yielded estimates of the average posttest 
TerraNova performance across treatment participants (γ00) and error terms associated with the 
within and between classroom variabilities (rij ) and (u0j ), respectively. This mixed-model equation also yielded 
coefficients representing the strength and direction of relationships between student-level variables and variance 
within classrooms (β0n) and relationships between classroom-level variables and variance between classrooms (γ0n). 

Level 1 variables 
Gender 
Ethnicity 

Level 2 variables 
Implementation Fidelity 
District 

WWC 
Standard 

6

WWC 
Standard 

6
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WWC 
Standard 

9

Evaluation Question Analysis 
Special education status 
LEP 
 

7.  How does teachers’ use of the program affect 
students who read at different levels? 
 

HLM analyses to examine posttest TerraNova performance (while controlling for pretest performance) among 
treatment students. The analyses on TerraNova scores were conducted on the total Reading scale score and 
Language scale score. The equations for these analyses are as follows: 

Level 1 equation:  Yij = β0j + β0n(initial reading level) + rij 
               Level 2 equation: β0j = γ00 + γ0n(fidelity) + u0j 
Combining the level-1 and level-2 equations yielded estimates of the average posttest 
TerraNova performance across treatment participants (γ00) and error terms associated with the 
within and between classroom variabilities (rij ) and (u0j ), respectively. This mixed-model equation also yielded 
coefficients representing the strength and direction of relationships between student-level variables and variance 
within classrooms (β0n) and relationships between classroom-level variables and variance between classrooms (γ0n). 
Fidelity by initial reading level interaction terms were also added to the model. 
Level 1 variables 
Initial Reading Level 
 

Level 2 variables 
Implementation Fidelity 

 8.  Do students who participate in the Good Habits, 
Great Readers program experience significant gains 
in the use of metacognitive strategies and in their 
interest in reading? 

HLM analyses to examine metacognitive strategy use and interest in reading gains among treatment students from 
pretest to posttest. The analyses were conducted on the total Metacognitive Strategy Use gain score and on the total 
Interest in Reading gain score. The equations for these analyses are as follows 

Level 1 equation:  Yij = β0j + rij 
               Level 2 equation: β0j = γ00 + u0j 
Combining the level-1 and level-2 equations yielded estimates of the average TerraNova gains 
across treatment participants (γ00) and error terms associated with the within and between 
classroom variabilities (rij) and (u0j), respectively.   
 
HLM5 software for multilevel modeling was used to conduct these analyses (Raudenbush, Byrk, Cheong, Congdon &, 
du Toit, 2004). 

 

9.   What is the magnitude of the gains experienced 
by treatment students? 

Calculated effect sizes for student performance results using the formula for Cohen’s and the formula from 
Raudenbush et al (2005) as appropriate 

Cohen’s

2

d ct

ct

ss
XX

+
−

=  

Raudenbush et al (2005) 

22

1

στ

γ
δ

+
=  

 
 
 

WWC 
Standard 

6

WWC 
Standard 

6
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Evaluation Question Analysis 
Treatment and Control Group Comparisons 

10.  How does the reading performance of children 
participating in Celebration Press Reading: Good 
Habits, Great Readers program compare to that of 
children participating in other reading programs 
(comprehensive program approaches comprised of 
eclectic collections of materials)?  

HLM analyses to examine posttest TerraNova performance (while controlling for pretest performance) among 
treatment students and control. The analyses on TerraNova scores were conducted on the total Reading scale score 
and Language scale score. The equations for these analyses are as follows 

Level 1 equation:  Yij = β0j + β0n(student characteristics) + rij 
               Level 2 equation: β0j = γ00 + γ0n(classroom characteristics) + u0j 
Combining the level-1 and level-2 equations yielded estimates of the average posttest 
TerraNova performance across treatment participants (γ00) and error terms associated with the 
within and between classroom variabilities (rij ) and (u0j ), respectively. This mixed-model equation also yielded 
coefficients representing the strength and direction of relationships between student-level variables and variance 
within classrooms (β0n) and relationships between classroom-level variables and variance between classrooms (γ0n). 
Level 1 variables 
Gender 
Ethnicity 
Special education status 
LEP 

Level 2 variables 
Condition 
District 

11.  Are the effects of participating in the Celebration 
Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program 
versus control programs different for various 
subgroups of students and across settings? 
 

HLM analyses to examine posttest TerraNova performance (while controlling for pretest performance) among 
treatment and control students. The analyses on TerraNova scores were conducted on the total Reading scale score 
and Language scale score. The equations for these analyses are as follows 

Level 1 equation:  Yij = β0j + β0n(student characteristics) + rij 
               Level 2 equation: β0j = γ00 + γ0n(classroom characteristics) + u0j 
Combining the level-1 and level-2 equations yielded estimates of the average posttest 
TerraNova performance across treatment participants (γ00) and error terms associated with the 
within and between classroom variabilities (rij ) and (u0j ), respectively. This mixed-model equation also yielded 
coefficients representing the strength and direction of relationships between student-level variables and variance 
within classrooms (β0n) and relationships between classroom-level variables and variance between classrooms (γ0n). 
Interaction terms were added to the model to investigate subgroup effects.

 

Level 1 variables 
Gender 
Ethnicity 
Special education status 
LEP 

Level 2 variables 
Condition 
District 
 

Treatment Teacher Program Implementation 
10. What is the breadth and depth of teachers’ use of 
the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great 
Readers program materials and components? 
11. Do teachers implement the program with fidelity? 
12. What are teachers’ perceptions and experiences 
with the materials and components? 

- Descriptive statistics for implementation log data, calculated percentage of implementation compared to 
benchmark 
- Content analysis and analytic induction of participant interviews and classroom observations 

 

WWC 
Standard 

6

WWC 
Standard 

6
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APPENDIX B: What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) Evidence Standards 

WWC Evidence Standards18 Evidence 
Report 

Reference 

1. Randomization: Were students placed 
into groups randomly?  

Evaluators randomly assigned teachers to treatment and control groups within schools using a 
computer-generated randomization technique in SPSS 12.0.  

2

2. Baseline Equivalence: Were the 
groups comparable at baseline, or was 
incomparability addressed by the study 
authors and reflected in the effect size 
estimate? 

Analyses of pretest assessment scores indicated that treatment and control groups performed 
similarly. However, analyses revealed significant differences in student performance across school 
districts. Therefore, many of the analyses included appropriate covariates. Estimates of effect size 
from these analyses reflect the inclusion of relevant covariates. 

14, 16

3. Overall Attrition: Is there a severe 
overall attrition problem that is not 
accounted for in the analysis? 

As reflected in the study selection criteria, only sites with a mobility rate of 20% or less were 
included in the study. The overall attrition for the study was 11% because of student dropouts, 
which indicates that severe attrition was not an issue in this study.  

16

4. Differential Attrition: Is there a 
differential attrition problem that is not 
accounted for in the analysis? 

Attrition in the study occurred for two reasons: (1) students moved from the school and 
consequently had no outcome data (i.e., dropout attrition) and (2) students remained at the school 
for the entire year but were absent on the day of testing (i.e., measurement attrition). Evaluators 
examined if there was a differential attrition problem for both types of cases and found no 
differential attrition between treatment and control groups. 

16

5. Intervention Contamination: Is there 
evidence of a changed 
expectancy/novelty/disruption, a local 
history event, or any other intervention 
contaminants? 

The study was free of disruptive events that happened during the study that would provide 
alternative explanations to the program’s effect. There was no evidence of a local history event. 
Treatment and control students were drawn from the same local pool, which in this case was the 
school level. This allowed evaluators to account for any school-level differences as a rival 
explanation of differences in treatment and control group performance.  

10

6. Mismatch Between Unit of 
Assignment and Unit of Analysis: Was 
the appropriate level of analysis matched 
to the units of random assignment? 

Random assignment occurred at the teacher level and not the student level. Therefore, to estimate 
program effects, evaluators utilized multilevel modeling to account for both teacher-level and 
student-level sources of variance. This two-level model estimated the teacher-level effect of random 
assignment. 

3, 35, 40, 
45, 48, 56, 
57, 58 

7. Variations in People, Settings, and 
Outcomes 
a. Subgroup Variation: What subgroups 
were included in the study? 
b. Setting Variation: In what settings did 
the study take place? 
c. Outcome Variation: What outcomes 
were measured in the study? 

The study includes appropriate variations in subgroups, settings, and outcomes. 
a. Subgroup Variation: The student sample includes variations in gender, ethnicity, socio-economic 
status, and reading level. The sample also reflected a small representation of special education 
students and students with LEP. 
b. Setting Variation: The settings in this study represent the geographic Midwest, Southwest, and 
Southeast regions of the country. The sizes of schools participating in the study ranged from 375–
674, and class sizes ranged from 15–24.  
c. Outcome Variation: This study employed two measures to assess changes in student reading 
performance, as well as a survey to assess changes in students’ use of metacognitive strategies and 
in their interest in reading. Three administrations of the DRA2 were given at the beginning, middle, 

8, 11, 15

                                                 
18 These standards reflect WWC’s February 2006 revised document entitled, “What Works Clearinghouse Study Review Standards.” 
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WWC Evidence Standards18 Evidence 
Report 

Reference 

and end of the year in order to measure students’ reading levels. Two administrations of the 
TerraNova were given at the beginning and end of the year. The TerraNova yielded scores for Reading 
and Language performance. The Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey was administered at 
the beginning and end of the year. The pretest assessments were given the week preceding program 
implementation and within one month of the beginning of the school year. The posttest 
assessments were given at the end of the implementation period and within one month of the end 
of the school year. 

8. Analysis of Intervention’s Effects on 
Different Subgroups, Settings, and 
Outcomes 
a. Analysis by Subgroups: For what 
subgroups were effects estimated? 
b. Analysis by Setting: For what settings 
were effects estimated? 
c. Analysis by Outcome Measures: For 
what outcomes were effects estimated? 

This study tested the intervention for its effectiveness within important subgroups of participants, 
settings, outcomes, and variations in the intervention. 
a. Analysis by Subgroups: Where sample sizes were large enough to detect differential effects by 
subgroup, evaluators estimated subgroup effects using multilevel modeling. The subgroups 
included in the analyses included students who varied by gender, ethnicity, special education status, 
and LEP. 
 
b. Analysis by Setting: Because there were no significant differences across schools within districts, 
evaluators estimated setting effects by including district as a covariate to control for any attributes 
that were specific to the particular sites in the study. Including district as a variable in analyses also 
allowed evaluators to examine effects across sites. 
 
c. Analysis by Outcome Measures: Evaluators estimated effects for TerraNova Reading and Language 
subtest scores. Evaluators also estimated effects for total Use of Metacognitive Strategies score and 
total Interest in Reading score.  

36, 49, 50

9. Statistical Reporting 
a. Complete Reporting: Are findings 
reported for most of the important 
measured outcomes? 
b. Formula for Effect Size Computation: 
Can effect sizes be estimated using the 
standard formula (or an algebraic 
equivalent?) 

a. Complete Reporting: Evaluators reported major findings for student performance on the 
TerraNova and student survey. Based on the key research questions, evaluators reported results for 
treatment group performance only, differential effects across subgroups and settings, and 
comparisons between treatment and control group participants. Evaluators also provided reliability 
coefficients for the TerraNova and Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey. Evaluators also 
provided adequate detail regarding the statistical tests used in analyses. 
b. Formula for Effect Size Computation: Evaluators calculated effect sizes and provided 
information regarding the sample sizes, mean scores, and standard deviations by condition.  

35, 41, 45, 
48, 58 
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APPENDIX C: Assessment Reliability Information 
 

The TerraNova Reliability 
 
The TerraNova, the Second Edition was the standardized norm-referenced assessment used in this study. Evaluators 
administered level 10 in fall 2006 and level 11 in spring 2007. Level 10 contains forty items and takes fifty-five 
minutes to complete, and Level 11 contains forty-five items and takes one hour to complete. The CTB/McGraw-
Hill scoring services provided separate scores for Reading and Language. 
 
The Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (K-R 20) reliability coefficients for the TerraNova Level 10-C raw scores and 
Level 11-C raw scores are presented in Table C1. The K-R 20s for the Level 10-C Reading Test and Language Test are 
0.82 and 0.81, respectively. The K-R 20s for the Level 11-C Reading Test and Language Test are 0.80 and 0.78, 
respectively. 

 
Table C1. Reliability Information for the TerraNova 

Level Form Test # of items K-R 20 
10 C Reading 20 0.82 
  Language  20 0.81 
  Total* 70 0.93 
     

11 C Reading 25 0.80 
  Language 20 0.78 
  Total* 92 0.93 

 * Total Score includes Reading, Language, and Mathematics 
 

DRA2 Reliability 
A psychometrician is currently working with Pearson Education to develop a comprehensive DRA2 Technical 
Manual. Although this manual is not yet available, preliminary reliability analyses have been conducted on the 
DRA2. Specifically, in the spring of 2006, DRA2 data were collected from 1906 students. The DRA2 Interim 
Report produced by Pearson Education indicates that reliability estimates demonstrated that the texts within each 
reading level were comparable, and comprehension assessment results were consistent. In particular, Cronbach’s 
alpha was computed for the group of comprehension items within each DRA2 text to assess the consistency of 
results, and the reliability for most of these texts was > 0.75, indicating adequate reliability. 
 
The Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey 
The Metacognitive Strategy Use and Interest Survey is designed to assess the habits and attitudes of proficient 
readers targeted in the Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers program, which are as follows  

1. great readers see themselves as readers 
2. great readers make sense of text 
3. great readers use what they know 
4. great readers understand how stories work 
5. great readers read to learn 
6. great readers monitor and organize ideas and information 
7. great readers think critically about books 

 
The survey was also designed to assess general student interest in reading. Therefore, the survey includes items to 
measure each of the seven habits, as well as items designed to measure student interest in reading.   
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The survey yields two scores that were used in the main analyses: a total Metacognitive Strategy Use score and a 
total Interest in Reading score. To determine whether the survey demonstrated acceptable reliability, evaluators 
computed Cronbach’s alpha for the survey’s total Metacognitive Strategy Use subscale and for the total Interest in 
Reading subscale. These analyses yielded reliability estimates of 0.87, and 0.77, respectively. The reliability estimate 
for the total Metacognitive Strategy Use scale was based on sixteen items, and the reliability estimate for the total 
Interest in Reading subscale was based on four items. 
 
Tables C1 and C2 display descriptive results from the pretest/posttest survey administration, including the possible 
range of responses, pretest/posttest means, and gains for treatment and control students.     
 

Table C2. Descriptive Data for Student Interest Survey Metacognitive Strategy Use  
 

Subscale 
Number 
of Items 

Possible 
Range 

 
 

n 

Pretest 
Mean 
(SD) 

Posttest 
Mean 
(SD) Gain 

Treatment Students       

1. Great readers see themselves as 
readers 3  3.00–12.00 198 9.81 

(2.28) 
9.80 

(2.06) –0.01 

2. Great readers make sense of text 3  3.00–12.00 198 
 

9.42 
(2.82) 

 
9.48 

(2.43) 
0.06 

3. Great readers use what they know 4   4.00–16.00 198 
 

12.32 
(3.59) 

 
12.54 
(3.15) 

0.22 

4. Great readers understand how 
stories work 1 1.00–4.00 198 

 
3.03 

(1.24) 

 
3.16 

(1.10) 
0.13 

5. Great readers read to learn 1 1.00–4.00 198 
 

3.05 
(1.23) 

 
3.68 

(0.76) 
0.63 

6. Great readers monitor and 
organize ideas and information 2 2.00–8.00 198 

 
5.93 

(2.09) 

 
6.31 

(1.84) 
0.38 

7. Great readers think critically 
about books 2 2.00–8.00 198 

 
6.33 

(2.07) 

 
6.74 

(1.69) 
0.41 

 
Control Students 

      

1.  Great readers see themselves as 
readers 3 3.00–12.00 205    9.64 

(2.20) 
9.88 

(2.04) 0.24 

2.  Great readers make sense of text 3 3.00–12.00 205 
 

9.23 
(2.65) 

 
9.24 

(2.42) 
0.01 
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Subscale 
Number 
of Items 

Possible 
Range 

 
 

n 

Pretest 
Mean 
(SD) 

Posttest 
Mean 
(SD) Gain 

3.  Great readers use what they 
know 4 4.00–16.00 205 

 
11.93 
(3.15) 

 
12.32 
(3.00) 

0.39 

4.  Great readers understand how 
stories work 1 1.00–4.00 205 

 
2.89 

(1.25) 

 
3.01 

(1.11) 
0.12 

5.  Great readers read to learn 1 1.00–4.00 205 
 

2.85 
(1.30) 

 
3.62 

(0.84) 
0.77 

6.  Great readers monitor and 
organize ideas and information 2 2.00–8.00 205 

 
5.79 

(2.05) 

 
5.90 

(1.91) 
0.11 

7.  Great readers think critically 
about books 2 2.00–8.00 205 

 
6.44 

(1.71) 

 
6.66 

(1.66) 
0.22 

 
 
 
 
 

Table C3. Descriptive Data for Student Interest Survey Total Reading Interest  
 

Subscale 
Number 
of Items 

Possible 
Range 

 
n 

Pretest 
Mean 
(SD) 

Posttest 
Mean 
(SD) Gain 

Treatment Students       

       Total Reading Interest 4 4.00–16.00 198 13.38 
(3.49) 

13.88 
(3.02) 0.50 

Control Students       

       Total Reading Interest 4 4.00–16.00 198 13.25 
(3.22) 

13.58 
(3.03) 0.33 
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APPENDIX D: Implementation Guidelines 
 

 
      Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers 
                             Implementation Guidelines 

                                Grade 1 
 
    

Teachers should implement the following Instructional Routines during their daily Literacy Block: 

 
 Shared Reading (Whole Class): 25 Minutes per day 
 Guided Reading and Literacy Centers (Small Group and Individual Work): 20–30 minutes per group—60 minutes 

a day  
 Words their Way (15–20 minutes a day) 

 
Required Daily Routines 

 
Day One 

Shared Reading 
 Mini-Lesson: Introduce the Book 
 Focus Lesson 

 
Guided Reading Groups and Literacy Centers 

 Meet with at least two Guided Reading groups, while other students participate in Literacy Centers or 
independent reading/writing 

 
Words Their Way 

 Introduce the Sort 
 

Day Two 
Shared Reading 

 Mini-Lesson: Phonemic Awareness/Phonics 
 Focus Lesson 

 
Guided Reading Groups and Literacy Centers 

 Meet with at least two Guided Reading groups, while other students participate in Literacy Centers or 
independent reading/writing 

 
Words Their Way 

 Practice the Sort 
 

Day Three 
Shared Reading 

 Mini-Lesson: Vocabulary 
 Focus Lesson 
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Guided Reading Groups and Literacy Centers 
 Meet with at least two Guided Reading groups, while other students participate in Literacy Centers or 

independent reading/writing 
 
Words Their Way 

 Find Words in Context (Word Hunt) 
 

Day Four 
Shared Reading 

 Mini-Lesson: Fluency 
 Focus Lesson 

 
Guided Reading Groups and Literacy Centers 

 Meet with at least two Guided Reading groups, while other students participate in Literacy Centers or 
independent reading/writing 

 
Words Their Way 

 Apply the Skill 
 

Day Five 
Shared Reading 

 Mini-Lesson: Retelling 
 Focus Lesson 

 
Guided Reading Groups and Literacy Centers 

 Meet with at least two Guided Reading groups, while other students participate in Literacy Centers or 
independent reading/writing 

 
Words Their Way 

 Testing and Games 
 
 
Guided Reading Groups:  
Once on a weekly basis, teachers should be meeting with Guided Reading groups for the following durations:  

 Below-Level Readers: At least three 20-minute periods a week 
 On-Level Readers: At least two 20-minute periods a week 
 Above-Level Readers: At least one 20-minute period a week 

 
 

Additional Recommended Daily Routines 
 
In addition to the activities listed above, we recommend you include the following activities each day.  
 
Read-aloud: 15–30 minutes 
Independent Reading: 15–30 minutes (at independent reading level) 
Morning Meeting: 15–25 minutes 
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APPENDIX E: School-Level Characteristics 
   Site 1 Site 2 Site 3 

Study 
Totals  

 

 
School A  

Grades K–5 
School B 

Grades K–5 
School C 

Grades K–5 
District 
Totals 

School D 
Grades 1–4 

School E 
Grades 1–4 

School F 
Grades 1–4 

District 
Totals 

School G 
Grades 
PK–5 

School H 
Grades 
PK–5 

District 
Totals 

               
Participating Grades and 
Assignments 

            

 1st Grade             
  Control Classrooms 1 2 1 4 2 1 1 4 2 2 4 12 
  Treatment Classrooms 1 1 2 4 2 1 1 4 2 2 4 12 
 Total Classrooms 2 3 3 8 4 2 2 8 4 4 8 24 
               
  Control Students 24 40 22 86 35 19 20 74 38 32 70 230 
  Treatment Students 20 22 44 86 43 16 20 79 36 34 70 235 
 Total Students 44 62 66 172 78 35 40 153 74 66 140 465 
               
Gender among Participants             
  Female 47.6% 56.5% 48.5% 51.2% 54.8% 35.3% 41.7% 47.0% 48.6% 56.1% 52.0% 50.1% 
  Male 52.4% 43.5% 51.5% 48.8% 45.2% 64.7% 58.3% 53.0% 51.4% 43.9% 48.0% 49.9% 
               
Ethnicity among Participants             
  African-American 39.0% 38.7% 28.8% 35.0% 30.4% 59.4% 25.7% 36.0% 4.1% 1.5% 3.0% 25.0% 
  Hispanic 9.8% 6.5% 3.0% 6.0% 39.1% 28.1% 40.0% 37.0% 14.9% 10.8% 13.0% 18.0% 
  Caucasian 34.1% 48.4% 60.6% 50.0% 29.0% 12.5% 34.3% 26.0% 77.0% 84.6% 81.0% 52.0% 
  Other 17.1% 6.5% 7.6% 9.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 4.1% 3.1% 4.0% 5.0% 
               
Limited English Proficiency 
among Participants 

            

  LEP 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 4.3% 3.1% 2.9% 4.0% 14.9% 4.6% 10.0% 4.5% 
  Non-LEP 97.6% 100.0% 100.0% 99.0% 95.7% 96.9% 97.1% 96.0% 85.1% 95.4% 90.0% 95.5% 
               
Special Education among 
Participants 

            

  Special Education 7.3% 19.4% 9.1% 88.0% 4.3% 3.1% 17.1% 7.0% 0.0% 6.2% 3.0% 7.9% 
  Non-Special Education 92.7% 80.6% 90.9% 12.0% 95.7% 96.9% 82.9% 93.0% 100.0% 93.8% 97.0% 92.1% 
               
Free/Reduced Price Lunch 
among Participants 

            

  Free/Reduced Lunch 53.7% 54.8% 28.8% 44.0% 58.0% 59.4% 45.7% 55.0% 32.0% 23.5% 27.75% 42.25
% 

  Non-Free/Reduced Lunch 46.3% 45.2% 71.2% 56.0% 42.0% 10.6% 54.3% 45.0% 68.0% 76.5% 72.25% 57.75
% 

               
Section 504 among Participants             
  Section 504 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.6% 2.0% 0.7% 
  Non-Section 504 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 95.4% 98.0% 99.3% 
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APPENDIX F: Content Analysis of Comparison Curriculum Table 

August 2007 
Component Making Meaning ® Harcourt Collections  

© 2000 
Harcourt Trophies © 2003 Pearson Education’s 

Celebration Press 
Reading: Good Habits, 
Great Readers © 2007 

     
Grade Levels K–8 K–6 K–6 K–5 
     
Focus Focus on reading comprehension

Not a comprehensive program. 
Comprehensive reading/language 
arts program 

Complete developmental 
reading/language arts program  

Balanced literacy approach 
using shared reading and guided 
reading 

  
Program Components 
 

Reading comprehension
Social development skills 
Reading awareness skills 

Guided reading
Phonics 
Language arts 
Vocabulary 
Fluency 
 

Guided reading
Phonics 
Phonemic awareness 
Language arts 
Vocabulary 
Fluency 
 

Guided reading
Shared reading 
Phonics 
Phonemic awareness 
Vocabulary 
Fluency 
Comprehension 
Skills and strategies 

  
Materials 
(Note: Materials listed do 
not necessarily include all 
materials available from 
each publisher, especially 
items available from all three 
such as the Teacher’s 
Edition and Student 
Edition, transparencies, 
black-line masters, graphic 
organizers.) 
 
 

Non-leveled student text; trade 
books; teacher’s manual; 
assessment record book 
Practice: 
ELL: provides “best practice” 
instruction for teaching ELL 
students 
Assessment: Informal assessments 
(K–1) and formal assessment 
components (2–8); Assessment 
Record Book (1–8); suggestions 
in teacher’s manual 

Non-leveled student text; Leveled 
reader library gr. 1–6; Intervention 
reader’s and teacher’s guide; 
Reader’s Choice libraries, Guided 
Reading 
Trade books  
Decodable readers 
Big Books gr. 1, cards (pictures, 
alphabet, words) 
Practice:  
Reading practice book, Phonics 
practice book, Spelling practice 
book, Language Handbook 
(grammar and writing)  
Audio-text cassettes 
CD-ROMs: Phonics Express gr. 
K–3, grammar jingles K–6, 

Leveled readers (3 levels), pupil 
editions, little books, library 
books; Intervention: resource 
kit, teacher’s guide and practice 
books 
Decodable books 
Practice:  
Phonics practice books, spelling 
practice books, test preparation 
books, dry erase boards 
CD-ROMS: Phonemic 
awareness disks, music CD, 
“Writing express,” Grammar 
CDs 
Audio CDs: Audio text 
collections 
ELL: Teacher’s guide, resource 

Shared Reading materials: Big 
books and trade books, wall-
sized poetry posters, audio 
CDs, Teacher’s Guide 
Guided Reading materials: 
leveled little books (K–5), 
teaching plan folders for each 
book title 
Practice:  
Teacher’s Guide provides 
suggestions and activities for 
student practice, including 
Literacy Centers (Audio 
Centers, Fluency Practice, 
Vocabulary Builder, Writing 
Center, Word Study, Response 
Center) 
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selection comprehension tests gr. 
1–6, instant readers gr.1. 
ELL: book collection and black-
line masters, transition manual 
Audio cassettes: stories, big book 
Assessment:  
Benchmark books gr. 1–6, L.A. 
skills assessment, reading 
assessment, selection tests, mid-
year and end-of-year L.A. and 
reading skills tests, holistic reading 
assessment, writing and reading 
performance assessment, 
placement and individual inventory 
teacher’s guide 
 

kits, ELL big book, ELL book 
collections 
Assessment:  
Reading and language 
assessment, oral reading 
fluency, placement and 
diagnostic assessments 
Online:  
Activities to enhance and 
extend each literature selection 
and lesson: Building 
background, reading skills 
rocket (activities and quizzes), 
test tutors, grammar practice 
park, ideas for writes, theme 
centers, proofreading, 
homework helper (spelling and 
vocabulary lists), interactive 
ELL posters and more; teacher 
and parent resources 
 

ELL: Teacher’s Guide provides 
suggestions and activities to 
support ELL 
Audio CDs: audio selections 
from student readers (4–5), 
audio CD of big books (K–3) 
Assessment:  
Teacher handbook, Assessment 
card suggesting when to move 
student to next DRA2 level 
Other:  
Online searchable database; 
Words Their Way: Word Study in 
Action;  QuickReads 
 

  
Instructional Time Use to replace or enhance 

comprehension components of 
other programs 

Six units divided into weekly 
chapters, five days/week, sixty to 
ninety minutes per day. 

One selection per week, thirty
stories in books, ninety minutes 
per day 

Seven units, each with twenty
days of instruction; ninety 
minutes per day, five days per 
week 
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APPENDIX G: Supporting Tables for Program Implementation 
 
 

Table G1. Mean Number of Days per Week of Instructional Materials  
 

  
  

Grand 
Mean  

Big Books 2.97 
Poetry Posters 0.94 
Trade Books 1.34 
Audio CDs of Shared Reading 
Material 1.20 
Shared Reading Material 
Teacher's Guide 3.63 
Little Books (leveled readers) 2.96 
Guided Reading Teaching Plan 2.75 
Back Page Reproducible 1.20 
Writing Center 2.84 
Audio Center 2.65 
Word Study 2.90 
Response Center 2.09 

 
 
 

Table G2.  Mean Number of Days per Week of Lesson Component Use  
 

  
  

Grand 
Mean 

Mini-Lesson 3.85 
Focus Lesson 3.88 
Literacy Centers 3.07 
Before, During and After 
Reading Activities/Prompts 2.85 
Phonics Mini-Lesson 2.80 
Reread and Assess 2.17 
Writing Activity 1.46 
Digging Deeper 0.68 
ESL/ELL Support 0.36 
Words Their Way 3.46 
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Table G3. Weeks of Celebration Press Reading: Good Habits, Great Readers Shared Reading Unit Use by 
Site 

 
 

 
 

Table G4. Mean Total Days of Assessment Tool Usage 
 

  
  

Grand 
Mean 

Informal Assessment Prompts 28.92 
Assessment Prompts 29.16 
Assessment Handbook 28.58 
Assessment Card Checklist 28.42 
Assessment Card Chart  28.25 

Site 

UNIT 
 1 

UNIT 
 2 

UNIT 
 3 

UNIT 
 4 

UNIT 
 5 

UNIT  
6 

UNIT 
 7 

Rang
e 

Mea
n 

Rang
e 

Mean Range Mea
n 

Rang
e 

Mea
n 

Rang
e 

Mea
n 

Rang
e 

Mea
n 

Rang
e

Mea
n 

Site 1 
(Balanced) – 6 – 5 – 3 – 4 – 4 – 4 – 2 

Site 1 
(Regular)  3–4 3.67 4–6 5 3–4 3.67 3–4 3.67 3–4 3.67 3–8 5.67 2–3 2.67

Site 2  
 3–5 4 2–6 4.25 3–7 5.25 3–8 5.5 3–8 4.75 3–4 3.75 1–3 1.75

Site 3 
4–5 4.75 4–6 5 2–4 3.5 3–7 4.5 – 4 2–5 3.75 2–3 2.5 
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WWC 
Standard 

9

WWC 
Standard 

9

APPENDIX H 
Supporting Tables for Student Performance Results 

 
Table H1. TerraNova Raw Score Descriptive Results by Subtest and Condition 

 

Measures 
Treatment 
 Students  

n=225 

 Control  
Students 

n=216  
 

Pretest Posttest Gain 
 

Pretest Posttest Gain 

Reading         
M 14.42 18.43 4.01  14.45 18.46 4.01 
SD 3.64 4.97   3.51 4.59  

Language        
M 16.48 23.06 6.58  16.38 23.78 7.40 
SD 3.24 6.25   2.96 5.36  

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table H2. DRA2 Raw Score Descriptive Results by Condition 
 

 
 

 
Measures 

Treatment 
 Students  

n= 221 

 Control  
Students 
n= 221 

 
Pretest Posttest Gain 

 
Pretest Posttest Gain 

DRA2 Text Level        
M 4.86 16.93 12.07  4.80 16.71 11.92 
SD 4.28 8.16   5.17 8.58  


