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I. Executive Summary
Pearson strongly believes that its products must demonstrate 
proven effectiveness in increasing student learning. Therefore, 
Pearson contracted with Mid-continent Research for 
Education and Learning (McREL), an external, independent, 
and nationally recognized leader in educational research and 
evaluation (www.mcrel.org), to conduct an independent 
efficacy study of  its reading curriculum materials aimed at 
improving the reading skills among struggling middle school 
students. The program being assessed, the AMP Reading 
System, was intended to help students attain critical reading 
strategies. Broadly speaking, this study of  the AMP Reading 
System was intended to assess teachers’ implementation of  the 
materials and measure their effects on student achievement.

KEY FINDINGS:

•   AMP Reading System teachers appeared comfortable 
with implementing the units of  the program and gave high 
average ratings to lesson plans and design

•   Observations revealed that the majority of  students in 
classrooms were engaged in AMP Reading System lessons 
and that the majority of  AMP Reading System teachers 
followed the program guidelines

•   Comparing all students with available pretest and posttest 
total Extended Scale Scores (ESSs) on the GMRT-4 
revealed significant pretest to posttest gains for the total 
score and for both the vocabulary and comprehension 
subtest scores.



•   Finally, because a site in the study has much smaller 
class sizes than the rest of  the sites, McREL researchers 
examined an additional question. Researchers 
determined that smaller class sizes make a difference- 
that implementing reading in classrooms with low 
student-to-teacher ratios may result in higher  
student gains.

II. Study Design
A. GOALS

The evaluation study was designed as an experimental, 
randomized control trial1. The study sought to address the 
following evaluation questions:

1. Implementation and Fidelity

•   Do teachers implement the AMP Reading System 
appropriately?

2. Learning Gains

•   Do students in treatment groups (using the AMP 
Reading System) demonstrate significant learning gains in 
reading during the study period?

•   How does the reading performance of  students in 
treatment groups (using the AMP Reading System) 
compare to that of  students in control groups (not using 
the AMP Reading System)?

B. MEASUREMENT TOOLS

1.  Implementation and Fidelity

Data to examine implementation and fidelity was drawn 
from Teacher Implementation Logs (administered 
to control and treatment teachers), Unit Summary 
evaluations (administered to treatment teachers), and 
classroom observations of  AMP Reading System teachers. 

Implementation Logs

Throughout the study, teachers completed an 
Implementation Log. Every Friday treatment and control 
teachers were sent an electronic link to an online 
implementation log, along with instructions to complete 
their online logs2. Teachers for whom electronic logs were 
not an option were provided paper copies of  the logs 
which participants then completed and mailed or faxed 
back to McREL. 
Paper logs were then entered into a database populated 
by online Implementation Log entries.

Unit Summaries

At the end of  each unit, teachers in the treatment 
classrooms were asked to complete Unit Summaries; 
these assess how teachers used the materials, their 
perceptions of  the quality and utility of  the unit, and the 
effects of  their instruction on student learning. These also 
provide a means of  examining implementation, including 
teachers’ perceptions of  their fidelity to implementation 
for a given unit and barriers to implementation of  a  
given unit.

Observations

Researchers observed a sample of  AMP Reading System 
classrooms during fall and spring. Forty classroom 
observations were conducted during the study year 
(22 observations were conducted in the fall and 18 
observations were conducted in the spring). Observations 
were conducted at least once in all sites; teachers with 
multiple AMP Reading System classes were observed 
more than once during a site observation when scheduling 
permitted. Two McREL evaluators conducted all site 
observations using an observation protocol.

2.  Learning Gains

In order to measure learning gains, students in both 
treatment and control groups were given the Gates- 
MacGinitie Reading Test-4 at the start and end of  the  
study period.

1   Randomized control trial designs provide a “means of comparing the yields of different treatments in a manner that rule[s] out most alternative 
explanations” [Cook, T. D. & Campbell, D. T. (1979). Quasi-experimentation: Design & analysis issues for field settings. 
Boston: Houghton Mifflin.]. In other words, the process of randomization theoretically ensures that participants in treatment and control conditions 
are similar prior to implementation of any intervention; therefore, any effects of the intervention should be due to the intervention itself, rather than 
other factors (e.g., students’ educational background, development, etc.).

2   Logs were to be submitted by 5:00 p.m. the following Monday; when participants did not submit a weekly log, they were sent a follow-up reminder 
e-mail. In the event that the participant still failed to respond, site coordinators were contacted and asked to follow-up with non-respondents.
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C. PARTICIPANTS

Sites were recruited by, PRES Associates, and McREL to 
participate in the study. Teachers from participating schools 
(n = 16) were randomly assigned to either utilize AMP 
Reading System materials or their existing materials for  
the school year.

1. School and Teacher Demographics

Fifty-nine sixth, seventh and eighth grade teachers across 
eight districts took part in this randomized control 
trial. Sites were located in Midwestern, Appalachian, 
Southeastern and Northeastern United States.

Although some teachers in both the treatment and control 
groups held reading certificates, in neither the treatment 
nor control group were all teachers charged with teaching 
reading for the year certified in reading.

Schools provided an average of  36.38 to 44.22 minutes 
of  reading instruction for the AMP Reading System 
classrooms and 48.37 to 61.27 minutes of  reading 
instruction for the control classrooms. It should be noted 
that the recommended daily reading instructional time for 
AMP Reading System is 45 minutes. Table 1 shows the 
reported reading instructional time by grade.

Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8
Amount of  

time
(per day, in 
minutes)
students 

exposed to
reading 

instruction

AMP
Reading
System

44.22 44.22 44.22

Control 44.22 44.22 44.22

Table 1: Reported Reading Instructional Time by Grade for AMP 
and Control Teachers

2. Student Demographics

On average, the students enrolled in study classrooms 
(both in AMP Reading System classrooms and in control 
classrooms) at the beginning of  the study scored at 
least two grade levels below expected using total ESS 
scores compared to expected ESS scores for grade level. 
Students represented a wide range of  ethnicities. Table 2 
shows the ethnicity of  participating students.
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Treatment 931 355 196 150 31 5 43 36 115

Control 761 176 54 220 27 4 21 24 235

Table 2: Ethnicity of  Participating Students • (Frequencies)

D. TRAINING

Participating teachers and site coordinators were provided 
an on-site, hour-long overview of  the research study. In 
addition, teachers assigned to the treatment condition 
were provided training on the use of  AMP Reading System 
materials. These trainings occurred between August and 
October. Teachers also received a follow-up training.

III. Results
A. IMPLEMENTATION AND FIDELITY

The majority of  teachers considered the AMP Reading 
System materials to be just right (indicating that they were 
able to implement all or most of  their lessons during the 
week) and the majority of  teachers across all grade levels 
considered their weekly AMP Reading System lessons to be 
moderately paced and balanced and felt they had adequate 
time for all activities and could provide students with 
appropriate levels of  emphasis where needed. Table 3  
shows the average preparation time spent by AMP Reading 
System teachers.

Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8
Amount of  time spent in
planning and preparation
for the materials during
the week (in minutes)

46.98 75.12 63.99

Table 3: AMP Teacher’s Reported Preparation Time

AMP Reading System • Efficacy Study Summary 3



Some teachers were pleased that the AMP Reading System 
seemed to complement the activities they were already 
doing with their students or their existing pedagogical 
strategies. In the words of  a teacher who was able to 
incorporate the AMP Reading System into his existing 
approach, “The AMP Reading System fits in with the 
summary warm-up that I have been doing since the beginning 
of  the year. Many of  the points I have addressed during 
warm-up have been reinforced and supported quite well 
with the AMP Reading System” (6th grade teacher). Teachers 
also reported that they utilized additional strategies to 
maintain student interest.

“ The AMP Reading System gave me an opportunity to 
work with students in small and large groups to revise, 
edit, and rewrite summary statements and discuss and 
model good writing techniques.” 

– 6th grade teacher

Several teachers considered the amount of  student materials 
to be appropriate and catered to the needs of  lower-level 
readers. For instance, an eighth grade and a sixth grade 
teacher lauded the AMP Reading System for its shorter 
readings and activities:

“ Many of  my students have a hard time when they 
are overwhelmed with tons of  reading. I like how the 
program is broken into small sections of  reading. It 
makes it easier for them to keep their focus.” 

– 8th grade teacher

“ Each activity is short enough to accommodate the 
attention span of  my 6th grade students. I have found  
that completion rates and interest levels have increased  
as a result.” 

– 6th grade teacher

“ Students of  many different ability levels were able to 
participate effectively in the lessons. It is cleverly written 
to allow for individual participation in workbook without 
unnecessarily “exposing” weaknesses to general at large.” 
(6th grade teacher)

– 6th grade teacher

“The students particularly enjoyed the reading material 
and wanted to read ahead. It was difficult trying to keep 
them from not doing so.” (7th grade teacher)

– 7th grade teacher

“The students are doing a good job of  previewing and 
predicting what will be in the text. This helps them 
because it gets them interested in doing the reading. The 
reading itself  is also very interesting. They really enjoyed 
reading about the alien invaders.” 

– 8th grade teacher

“This group was very excited about the reading material. 
They couldn’t wait to begin the reading. That is really 
important, since the majority of  the students in this class 
hate to read!” 

– 8th grade teacher

“I am having a challenge motivating my students to read 
outside of  class. The reading material is high interest to 
them and it is such a relief  that the in-class is motivating 
their reading participation.” 

– 6th grade teacher

Another important benefit that surfaced in some teacher 
comments was that a transfer of  learning had occurred – 
that students were utilizing AMP Reading System strategies 
in other classes. Thus, several teachers reported that AMP 
Reading System students were transferring their learning to 
other content areas. For example, one teacher indicated 
that “The students enjoyed the Reflection, all aspects. They 
commented on how it had helped in other classes.” (7th 
grade teacher). Another teacher commented that, “The 
segment on note taking by utilizing headings was extremely 
useful in tying in the structure of  the science and social 
studies books we currently use” (6th grade teacher).

Teachers also reported immediate and apparent student 
gains, particularly in vocabulary. The following is a sample of  
the many comments teachers made about increases in their 
students’ vocabulary:

“Although I have just started using the AMP Reading 
System with this group of  students, I am very pleased 
with the progress they are making. Most of  them seem 
to easily be remembering the meanings of  the vocabulary 
words, and seem to have little difficulty finding the topic of  
what they read.” 

– 8th grade teacher

“My class is all reading below grade level so they are 
all unique in different ways. They all benefited from the 
continuous vocabulary teaching.” 

– 6th grade teacher
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Responses to the Unit Summaries reflected above-average 
ratings for all items. Aggregating across all units, teachers 
gave their highest ratings to items about the ease of  the 
lesson plans (that lesson plans were easy to follow; mean 
= 4.55), the instructional design of  the materials (mean 
= 4.48), and the physical design of  the materials (mean = 
4.43). Given these results and the high average ratings for 
lesson plans and design, AMP Reading System teachers 
appeared comfortable with implementing the units of  the 
program. Finally, responding AMP Reading System teachers 
perceived that their students were engaged in the reading 
assignments and that the AMP Reading System materials 
helped their students to understand the strategy being 
addressed in the AMP Reading System Unit.

Observations revealed that most teachers were following 
the AMP Reading System program, with few modifications. 
During both fall and spring observations, the majority of  
students in the observed classes appeared on task. During 
the observations teachers primarily questioned students, 
presented information, gave directions, and interacted 
directly with students (typically walking around the classroom 
while students completed their AMP Reading System Student 
Guides or read AMP Reading System books in groups, 
in pairs, or alone). In some of  the observed classrooms, 
teachers also provided students with demonstrations 
of  the AMP Reading System lessons, worked with small 
groups of  students, or corrected student behavior. During 
the observations students were typically listening, asking 
questions, answering questions, or completing worksheets 
or responding to questions from their AMP Reading System 
books. Other student activities included writing assignments 
and reading aloud in pairs.

The three sources of  data employed to address the first 
evaluation question (Do teachers implement the AMP 
Reading System curriculum appropriately?) provided 
sufficient evidence to suggest that, for the most part, 
teachers did implement the AMP Reading System per the 
specifications.

B. LEARNING GAINS

1. Overall

On average, students completed 3 units of  the AMP 
Reading System. Students using the program increased in 
all three indicators of  the GMRT-4 test.

Figure 1 shows aggregated results of  pre and post test 
results of  the treatment group. Figure 2 shows aggregated 
results by grade.

 
Figure 1: Descriptive Statistics for ESS scores of   
Treatment Group

 
Figure 2: Differences between Grades on ESS Total Scores
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McREL examined corresponding grade levels for the average 
ESS-Total scores. Based on estimated corresponding grade 
levels at PR50, researchers calculated the average grade level 
advanced. The combined data for all treatment students in 
a grade reveal that the students achieved on average one 
grade level of  gain after completing on average 3 units.

Implementation levels of  the sites included in this study 
varied greatly. Only one class in the study completed 6 units. 
This class was in the 6th grade and was able to achieve  
two grade levels of  gain. Mean ESS Total Score for this class 
was: Pre-Test 489.03, Post-Test 519.37. Figure 3 shows ESS 
total scores relative to the number of  AMP Reading System 
units completed.

Figure 3: Comparative ESS Total Scores by Number of  
Units Completed

2. Comparison to Control Group

The treatment group gained more in comprehension than 
the control group, although the control group started out 
as higher performing. Figure 4 shows the comparison of  
growth in comprehension between the two groups.

 

 
Figure 4: Growth in ESS Comprehension Scores of  Treatment 
and Control Groups

3. Results of Lower Performing Students

Teachers in AMP Reading System reported that students 
in their classrooms who are typically “underperformers” 
benefited more from AMP Reading System than their 
students who were typically higher achievers. Additional 
analyses were conducted to examine whether teachers’ 
perceptions of  the differences for these students revealed 
that “underperformers” did, indeed, fare better in the 
program than their higher performing counterparts.

Using tabled median values for Total GMRT-4 ESS scores 
by grade level, researchers categorized students in AMP 
Reading System classrooms as either “lower” or “higher” 
performing. The GMRT-4 Total pretest ESS median 
score at two grade levels below expected was used as 
a cut-point for this categorization; students with scores 
below this were considered “lower” performing and 
students with scores above this were considered “higher” 
performing. Students who were “lower” performing 
outperformed the “higher” performing students in all 
grades. Moreover, this difference was found across the 
entire treatment group, regardless of  grade level. Figure 
5 shows the comparative growth of  total score at each 
grade level.

Figure 5: Descriptive Statistics for ESSs by Performance Level

Reports from site coordinators and teachers suggested that 
students enjoyed the materials and seemed to be more 
engaged, positive signs that these adolescent readers may 
have become more interested in reading.

“I came to the realization that the repetition of  this 
program making an impact on the low average reader. 
Most of  them can provide the steps to summarization and 
are beginning to transfer this knowledge when the text is 
away from the AMP Reading System materials.” 

– 6th grade teacher
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“My slower learners were able to keep up because of  the 
uniformity of  the lessons. Even though they were a little 
behind they were able to complete their work because 
they understood what to do.” 

– 6th grade teacher

4. Effect of Class Size

One site implemented the AMP Reading System with smaller 
groups of  students. In order to examine the differences 
in student performance from pretest to posttest on the 
GMRT-4 for students in AMP Reading System classrooms 
with low student-to-teacher ratios and students in AMP 
Reading System classrooms with typical student-to-teacher 
ratios, researchers conducted repeated-measures ANOVA. 
Statistically there were differences on test scores between 
students who used the AMP Reading System materials in low 
student-toteacher settings and those who did not use the 
materials in such settings, showing a slight advantage for the 
smaller class size.

Figure 6 displays the growth in performance of  treatment 
students for both the low student-to-teacher classrooms  
and for the typical student-to-teacher ratio classrooms.

Figure 6: Means and Standard Deviations for ESS Total Scores by 
Student-Teacher Ratio Classrooms
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