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RQ2. What, if anything, do K-2 students enrolled in reading intervention at the Mayflower 

School (pseudonym) perceive to be the benefits and/or costs of their involvement in reading 

intervention?                                                                                                                                                                        

RQ3. What do students’ perceived benefits and costs reveal about the ways in which their basic 

psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (as defined within the SDT 

motivation literature) are supported in intervention sessions?                                                                          

RQ4. In what ways do students’ perceptions of intervention align with or differ from reading 

specialist and researcher perceptions of students’ behavioral engagement in intervention? 

Setting 

 The school selected for study, Mayflower Elementary (pseudonym), is located in a 

predominantly white (92%) middle-class suburban town. 13% of students are considered 

“economically disadvantaged,” according to the 2017-2018 demographic data reported by the 

State Department of Education, while 6% were reported to speak a first language other than 

English (Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 2018). The K-5 

school was selected primarily due to my familiarity with the reading intervention program 

occurring there in conjunction with the established relationships I had maintained with school 

leadership and staff; such relationships largely permitted the five-month data collection period to 

occur. Before beginning my doctoral work at the University of New Hampshire, I served as the 

school’s reading specialist and literacy coach and had largely earned the trust of the school’s 

principal, teachers, and parents. The site was considered ideal for this study due to my general 

understanding of the Tier 2 literacy intervention offered, the quality of the educators delivering 

the intervention (as indicated by specialists’ professional credentials and years of experience), 

and my lack of familiarity with the students currently enrolled in the intervention program. After 
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I presented the research proposal to the school principal, she granted permission for the work to 

proceed.  

Intervention 

The intervention offered to students can be considered balanced in that it integrated all 

five pillars of reading (phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension) 

identified by the National Reading Panel (2000) as essential in promoting reading achievement 

plus writing. The intervention, which was designed by the lead reading specialist (Mrs. Lori) and 

executed by her and another certified reading specialist (Mrs. Casey), typically substituted 

phonological and/or phonics activities (e.g., building words, letter keyword sound drill, letter 

formation) from Wilson Fundations (Wilson Language Training, 2018) for the word work 

portion of Fountas and Pinnell’s Leveled Literacy Intervention (LLI) (Fountas & Pinnell, 2018). 

For example, letter keyword sound drills generally consisted of one or more students saying a 

letter or letter combination printed on a Fundations cue card, then saying the keyword associated 

with that letter(s) (also on the cue card), and finally making the associated sound; multiple cue 

cards were drilled within a short period of time. The Fundations scope and sequence utilized in 

the intervention were selected based on students’ grade levels and assessed needs (e.g., first-

grade intervention students were placed within the first-grade Fundations scope and sequence 

based on needs identified with an associated placement test).  LLI is a grade-specific system of 

leveled texts, roughly half of which are fiction and the other half nonfiction; the system includes 

multiple color (for school) and black-and-white (for home) copies of each text to facilitate a 

guided reading-like experience for students at school that can be extended at home with repeated 

readings. LLI further arms the reading interventionist with detailed text-specific lessons that 

address the five essential pillars of reading as well as writing.  
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Both packaged reading programs argue that they are research-based, and the U.S. 

government has endorsed the general effectiveness of LLI in promoting early reading 

achievement (What Works Clearinghouse, 2017). Students who were not on individualized 

education plans but were identified by the school as not meeting grade-level reading benchmarks 

on assessments such as the Developmental Reading Assessment were assembled into grade-level 

groupings of three to five students; the groups were then pulled three or four times per week for 

targeted (with specific regard to placement in LLI texts) and balanced intervention sessions that 

generally lasted between 20 and 30 minutes. The Mayflower school considered the intervention 

program a Tier 2 reading support under the RTI umbrella. As such, sessions were targeted in that 

students’ individual differences (e.g., reading level, phonics needs) were carefully considered 

during lesson planning. These sessions were typically scheduled during classroom reading 

workshop time; reading workshop, which mainly consisted of strategy instruction (mini-lesson) 

and independent reading practice, occurred daily for about an hour. Students’ classroom phonics 

instruction, which was typically comprised of scripted Wilson Fundations lessons (15-20 

minutes long), was intentionally not interrupted so as to ensure students received both phonics 

instructional periods. 

The reading intervention took place in a converted classroom; cubicle dividers split up 

the space so that three groups (two for reading intervention and one for students receiving 

English language support) could meet at the same time with some privacy. Each of the two 

reading spaces were decorated with a large white board, sight word word-wall, and several 

Fundations anchor charts. Fundations anchor charts illustrated the letter and keyword for each 

letter of the alphabet and other important phonics concepts including vowel teams and digraphs. 

Each reading specialist (Mrs. Lori and Mrs. Casey) typically sat behind a medium-sized table 
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with her back to the whiteboard. The small group of students sat around the table. Three cloth 

floor chairs were scattered on the floor nearby and served as spaces for children to spread out 

and read independently. Mrs. Lori (lead reading specialist) and Mrs. Casey (supporting reading 

specialist) each had their desks in opposite corners of the room, adjacent to their cubicle spaces. 

Children occasionally met them at their desks during intervention sessions for individual 

progress monitoring assessments.  

During the pull-out intervention, students most often reread one or more LLI books (5-10 

minutes), did several short Fundations activities (5-7 minutes), began a new LLI book (7-10 

minutes), and drafted written responses to text-based prompts (5-7 minutes) as time permitted. 

Writing was often the activity eliminated if time ran out. Kindergarten students tended to spend 

more time involved in phonological and/or phonics activities than did first- and second-grade 

students. Specifically, in kindergarten sessions, Fundations-based phonological awareness and 

phonics activities were often substituted for the 5-10 minutes of rereading that typically occurred 

at the start of intervention in first and second grade, nearly doubling the amount of time 

kindergarten students were involved in these types of activities.  

Participants 

 Once the University of New Hampshire Internal Review Board and principal approval for 

the study were received, I met with the head reading specialist, Mrs. Lori, to invite her to 

participate and to ask for her help in disseminating and collecting student information and 

consent packets to parents as well as recruiting the school’s second reading specialist for 

participation in the study. At the time of the study, Mrs. Lori was in her third year as head 

reading specialist and coach of the building. Before arriving at Mayflower, she had worked as a 

Speech and Language Pathologist and/or reading specialist in three other New England public 
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school systems. She had been certified in a variety of literacy intervention techniques including 

Orton-Gillingham, Lindamood Phoneme Sequencing (LIPS) Program, and Reading Recovery. 

Mrs. Casey, who was also a state-certified reading specialist, worked under the direction of Mrs. 

Lori as a reading interventionist. Mrs. Casey adapted (as needed) and delivered the programming 

to her intervention groups that Mrs. Lori designed. Mrs. Casey was a certified Wilson Reading 

System teacher. The two women had at least a decade of experience each serving public school 

children at the time of the study.  

Once both reading specialists had agreed to participate in the study, I began conducting 

informal observations and taking fieldnotes as a participant observer to gain familiarity with the 

intervention program as a whole. Mrs. Lori sent home the information and consent packets (See 

Appendix B) I had generated with all kindergarten, first-grade, and second-grade intervention 

students the first week of January 2018. The qualitative sampling strategy employed can be 

considered both “purposeful” and “convenient” (Maxwell, 2013, p.97; O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017, 

pp. 80-81). The strategy was purposeful in that it “deliberately” aimed to include at least three 

students (who were not on individualized education plans for language-based disabilities, had 

attended intervention for at least six weeks, and had returned consent and demographic 

paperwork) from each of the three early grade levels (K-2) to capture a range of age-specific 

perceptions (Maxwell, 2013, p.97). In essence, grade-specific groups, or “panels,” of child-

experts on the intervention program were assembled from which motivation-related perceptions 

were later elicited (Maxwell, 2013, p.97). The sample can also be considered convenient due to 

the familiarity of the setting and the aim of including the first 15 students to return signed 

consent forms and demographic paperwork (O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017).  However, as gaining 

access to study multiple young struggling readers within a specific reading intervention program 
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can be especially challenging, a sampling strategy that relies upon convenience is entirely 

justifiable (Maxwell, 2013; Weiss, 1994). All first-grade (n=5), second-grade (n=4), and 

kindergarten (n=8) students who returned completed paperwork by the third week in January 

(2018) were initially included in the study. A first-grade boy and a kindergarten boy were 

dropped from the study in March due to qualifying for language-based special education 

services, and a kindergarten girl was also dropped in March due to her exit from the program 

(which eliminated her availability for interviewing and video recording).  

The final student sample (N=14) consisted of four boys and ten girls. Tables 3.1-3.3 

(below) present general information (i.e., name, age at start of study, grade, sex, interventionist) 

about each child participant. For additional context, the tables also include information regarding 

whether the child was or had received additional outside literacy tutoring at the time of the study 

and most recent Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) independent level (the school 

prioritized the independent level). It is also important to note that Alyssa was receiving English 

language support five times a week for 45 minutes during the study, as she was identified by 

school and state as an English language learner (ELL) of developing proficiency; Alyssa’s first 

language is Portuguese. Oral assent was sought individually from students before all interviews 

and video recordings. 
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Table 3.1 Second-Grade Participant Information 

Name Age as of 

01/06/2018 

Grade Sex Interventionist Receives 

Outside 

Supplemental 

Reading 

Support 

September 

2017 DRA 

Independent 

Reading 

Level 

Lizzy 7 2nd F Mrs. Casey No 12 (middle 

of 1) 

Henry 8 2nd M Mrs. Casey No 8 (middle of 

1) 

Vivian 8 2nd F Mrs. Casey No 12 (middle 

of 1) 

Alyssa* 7 2nd F Mrs. Lori No 8 (middle of 

1) 

*denotes ELL  

Table 3.2 First-Grade Participant Information 

Name Age as of 

01/06/2018 

Grade Sex Interventionist Receives 

Outside 

Supplemental 

Reading 

Support 

September 

2017 DRA 

Independent 

Reading 

Level 

Penelope 6 1st F Mrs. Lori No 1 (beginning 

of k) 

Josh 7 1st M Mrs. Lori No 2 (middle of 

k) 

Madison 7 1st F Mrs. Casey No 3 (end of k) 

Agnes 6 1st F Mrs. Casey No 3 (end of k) 
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Table 3.3 Kindergarten Participant Information 

Name Age as of 

01/06/2018 

Grade Sex Interventionist Receives 

Outside 

Supplemental 

Reading 

Support 

March 2018 DRA 

Independent 

Reading Level 

Jacob 5 K M Mrs. Lori No 1 

(beginning/middle 

of k) 

Izzy 5 K F Mrs. Lori No 1 

(beginning/middle 

of k) 

Hope 5 K F Mrs. Lori No < 1 (beginning of 

k) 

Chrissy 5 K F Mrs. Lori No < 1 (beginning of 

k) 

Daniel 5 K M Mrs. Lori No < 1 (beginning of 

k) 

Sadie 5 K F Mrs. Lori No < 1 (beginning of 

k) 

 

Data Collection 

Informal and Formal Observations of Intervention 

 During the month of January (2018), I spent approximately six hours per week 

conducting informal observations in which I acted primarily as a participant observer (Wragg, 

1999) in the reading intervention program. Observations occurred throughout the duration of the 

study; however, they substantially decreased in frequency as I began to layer on other 

components of the study (i.e., student interviews and videos) and focused more specifically on 

the dataset currently being completed. Second-grade participant observations, from which 

fieldnotes were largely generated, ended in February. First-grade participant observations ended 

in March, and Kindergarten observations ended in May. Participant observation is a common 

feature of qualitative designs involving young children (Einarsdottir, Dockett, & Perry, 2009; 

Wragg, 1999), as the method permits a more complete picture of what occurs in the classroom 
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including children’s lived experiences and teachers’ instructional approaches (Graue & Walsh, 

1998; Wragg, 1999). 

 My “sustained presence” and action in the intervention setting allowed me to become a 

part of the community, thus permitting me to gain trust amongst and familiarity with the school 

community members (e.g., children, reading specialists, classroom teachers) as well as general 

intervention routines early on; over time my involvement allowed me to garner a sense of 

individual children’s typical behavioral engagement patterns in intervention (Maxwell, 2013, 

p.126). Furthermore, I elected to be actively involved in the program for several months in 

accordance with Maxwell’s (2013) endorsement of prolonged participant observation as a 

provider of “more complete data about specific situations and events than any other method” 

(p.126). Put another way, my prolonged engagement in the setting as a participant observer 

enhanced the study’s overall validity (Maxwell, 2013). I took fieldnotes reflecting specifically on 

what occurred instructionally (e.g., word work, repeated reading, writing) in each intervention 

session I was privy to as well as on children’s behavioral responses (utterances and actions) to 

the various instructional components as they stood out to me throughout my time at the school. 

The notes served as “an essential grounding and resource for writing broader, more coherent 

accounts of [children’s reading intervention] lives and concerns” largely in adherence with the 

recommendations of Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw (2011, p.15). 

 From January 8th through the 17th I was largely unaware of who target students would be, 

and so I observed and interacted with all intervention groups (K-2). Although I took occasional 

notes specific to instructional methods and routines during intervention sessions as I was able on 

a pad of paper, the bulk of my fieldnotes were generated and/or refined during down time in 

between groups or at the end of the day. All notes were transferred to an electronic fieldnote 
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Microsoft Word document which I reviewed often. Once I learned the identities of target 

children, my involvement and fieldnotes became more focused on specific intervention groups 

and individuals. In total, I took 32 single-spaced pages of typed fieldnotes. 

  In addition to fieldnotes, I periodically generated short subjectivity memos (Maxwell, 

2013) as or shortly after I experienced strong reactions to specific situations. Being a former 

reading specialist who occupied the same physical space (the current program takes place in the 

same room in which I ran my former program), I occasionally experienced strong emotions in 

response to both reading specialists’ instruction. For example, I was struck by the small amount 

of time kindergarten students read connected text; I found myself concerned that they would not 

understand how the work they were doing in intervention transferred to real reading. 

Recognizing feelings like this in brief subjectivity memos enabled me to be conscious of my 

underlying biases and, in turn, better able to separate my own reactions toward specific practices 

out from my interpretation of students’ behaviors (Maxwell, 2013).  

 Lastly, I video-recorded a minimum of two intervention sessions per target child from 

which I more closely observed and analyzed students’ behavioral engagement in intervention, or 

the interactions between target children and the intervention; 22 videos each representing a 

single intervention session (approximately 20 to 30 minutes per session) were recorded in total. 

Video data allowed me to more comprehensively analyze each child’s behavioral engagement 

specific to what was occurring within the reading intervention (Graue & Walsh, 1998; Parkinson, 

2001). If more than two videos per student were available (e.g., some groups included multiple 

target children and so more than two videos were necessary to capture the faces of all target 

children twice), I analyzed the two for which the student was most clearly visible (e.g., student 

was seated more directly in the camera’s line of sight). I was able to review video data multiple 
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times and manipulate the viewing pace and, as a result, better document evidence of individual 

children’s behavioral engagement (Grau & Walsh, 1998). Logged video data, in which I noted 

students’ engagement behaviors in reference to the time, served as the primary source from 

which I completed the same behavioral engagement questionnaire (described in detail below) as 

reading specialists specific to each target child; one questionnaire was completed per video 

session, resulting in two researcher questionnaires and one reading specialist questionnaire per 

child. 

Reading Specialist Questionnaire and Follow-Up Interview 

 In an effort to better understand how target children’s reading motivation specific to 

intervention was being shaped within the reading intervention program as well as to facilitate the 

“triangulation of data collection methods and data sources,” reading specialists were asked to 

provide information related to students’ behavioral engagement during intervention sessions 

(Hatch, 1995, p.202). In line with Hatch’s (1995) recommendations for the effective use of 

questionnaires within qualitative research designs involving young children, the reading 

specialist questionnaire (Appendix C) employed in this study was short (i.e., comprised of seven 

engagement questions), open-ended, and clearly worded with regard to the construct of interest 

(all items were previously found to be empirically valid and reliable indicators of engagement 

and/or behavioral engagement specifically). To further ensure construct validity, I created and 

revised the questionnaire in collaboration with my doctoral advisor Dr. Wharton-McDonald 

(Maxwell, 2013; Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002).  

 In accordance with Unrau and Quirk’s (2014) view of the “observable involvement of 

academic tasks (e.g., effort, persistence, concentration, attention, etc.)” as “the most salient 

definition of behavioral engagement’s impact on learning,” the reading specialist questionnaire 
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strived to evaluate each target child’s general behavioral engagement in reading intervention 

(p.266). Items from two engagement tools which had been previously validated specific to young 

children were adapted and combined to accomplish this. Four items from Clarke and colleagues’ 

(2004) five-item Kindergarten Reading Engagement Scale (KRES) were adapted and included in 

the current tool; questions were reworded to fit the reading intervention context (e.g., “How hard 

does this student work in reading intervention?”). Additionally, space was included beneath each 

question so that educators could provide an associated rationale to support each numerical 

Likert-scale rating (where a rating of 1 indicated “Much less than other students in intervention”, 

2 indicated “Somewhat less,” 3 indicated “About as much,” and 4 indicated “Somewhat more”). 

Three additional items were adapted from Ponitz et al.’s (2009) previously validated Observed 

Child Engagement Scale (OCES) to represent a more complete range of engagement behaviors. 

These additional items strived to survey reading specialists’ perceptions of target children’s 

overall engagement, self-reliance, and frequency of disruptive behaviors within intervention 

sessions (See Appendix C for full questionnaire). 

Questionnaires were distributed to reading specialists in three waves. Second-grade 

questionnaires were distributed and collected first (late February 2018); this was soon after the 

completion of second-grade interviews and video observations. First-grade questionnaires were 

distributed and collected next (early April 2018) after the completion of first-grade interviews 

and observations. Kindergarten questionnaires were distributed and collected in May of 2018. 

Follow-up interviews with reading specialists served to confirm my interpretation of information 

conveyed on the questionnaires, permitted reading specialists to note any major changes in 

students’ engagement since completing the questionnaire, and permitted the asking of any 

lingering questions regarding the behavioral engagement of individual students that emerged 
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during initial analysis; interviews served as an additional means of triangulation (Maxwell, 

2013). In sum, interviews lasted about 40 minutes and asked reading specialists to confirm my 

understanding of their evaluation of each child’s typical behavioral engagement in the reading 

intervention. 

Student Interviews 

 The two types of child interviews employed within this study strived to recognize target 

children as experts with regard to their lived experiences (Clark, 2007; Langsted, 1994) as a 

means of better understanding how the specific reading intervention program was potentially 

shaping their developing motivation to read in the intervention setting. This goal required “a 

keen eye to [children’s] needs, rather than to the needs of the research project” and thus 

commanded “attention to the special circumstances that allow children to show us their worlds” 

(Graue & Walsh, 1998, p.13). As mentioned previously, methodological challenges often 

associated with the developmental immaturity of young children as well as adult-child power 

dynamics have been presented as risks to study validity that can be overcome with appropriate 

research techniques (Clark & Moss, 2001; O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017).  

Developmentally-sensitive interview strategies. Traditional interview techniques 

utilized with adults have been demonstrated to be less effective in eliciting desired information 

from young children (Grau & Walsh, 1998; Measelle et al., 1998; O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017). 

However, when researchers adapt interview methods in developmentally-appropriate ways, 

young children have been found to be quite adept at sharing their perceptions (e.g., Clark & 

Moss, 2001; Einarsdottir, 2007; Einarsdottir et al., 2009; Grau & Walsh, 1998; Measelle et al., 

1998; O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017). A semi-structured format, hypothetical questions, and 

participatory approaches that permit students some control over the process are several 
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techniques researchers have employed successfully with young children and, as such, were 

utilized in the present study.  

Semi-structured interviews allow the researcher flexibility in phrasing and rephrasing 

questions to better facilitate understanding; “This means that the researcher can actively listen to 

what the children say during an interview and use these responses to modify or change questions, 

or even ask new ones that are relevant to the individual experience of the participant” (O’Reilly 

& Dogra, 2017, p.39). Language flexibility, permitting the researcher to incorporate children’s 

own lexicon and syntax into questioning, has been employed with success in numerous empirical 

investigations (e.g., Clark & Moss, 2001; Eder, 1989; Einarsdottir, 2007; Measelle et al., 1998). 

For example, Measelle and colleagues (1998) combined the use of puppets with children’s own 

speaking styles and permitted children to respond to questions verbally or non-verbally (by 

pointing to ratings); the Berkeley Puppet Interview (BPI) has repeatedly been found to be a valid 

measure of young children’s self-perceptions about school adjustment.  Additionally, 

hypothetical questions can be integrated and adapted during semi-structured interviews. This 

mode of questioning can feel less threatening to children in that pressure to provide a single 

“correct” answer is decreased (Graue & Walsh, 1998). Both of these techniques (flexible use of 

language and hypothetical questioning) were used successfully in a pilot study (Erickson, in 

press) to elicit young children’s motivation-related perceptions of a camp guided reading 

intervention. 

 Participatory approaches to interviewing cast child participants as active agents in 

research and can partially offset power imbalances; they promote autonomy, engagement, and, in 

turn, the construction of meaning which can then be more readily shared with the researcher 

(Clark & Moss, 2001; O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017; Parkinson, 2001). A wide range of participatory 
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methods exist (e.g., photography, drawing, storytelling, walking tours). Conversational 

interviews that involve drawing are often employed to relax young children and focus their 

attention on a topic in a concrete way that is familiar to them (O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017). The use 

of concrete supports such as drawings, photographs, and other props have been recommended as 

a developmentally-appropriate way of encouraging young children to maintain attention during 

interviews (e.g., Cappello, 2005; Clark, 2005; 2007; Einarsdottir et al., 2009; Graue & Walsh, 

1998; Measelle et al., 1998). Additionally, the act of drawing has been credited with promoting 

active participant engagement, permitting children time to think before verbally responding, 

providing multiple opportunities for meaning clarification, partially offsetting adult-child power 

imbalances (by decreasing eye-contact demands and by encouraging more student control), and 

providing an additional mode of self-expression (Clark, 2005; 2007; Einarsdottir, 2007; 

Einarsdottir et al., 2009; Parkinson, 2001). Within the current study, the method of inviting 

children to draw and converse during and after composition was rooted in the recommendations 

of Einarsdottir and colleagues (2009) and was employed as a way “to access young children’s 

views and experiences” by “paying attention to their narratives and interpretations” (p.217). 

In general, researchers (e.g., Clark, 2007; Dockett & Perry, 1999; Einarsdottir, 2007; 

Einarsdottir et al., 2009) who have employed drawing approaches in research with young 

children recommend paying particular attention to what children say as they draw and/or 

engaging children in related conversation afterwards. The richness found in students’ words can 

be more insightful than what is gleaned from the researcher analyzing the child’s artwork, as the 

words are derived directly from the child’s understandings (Einarsdottir et al., 2009; Stanczak, 

2007). For example, in her work with five- and six-year-olds in Iceland, Einarsdottir (2005) 

utilized child drawings as one means of better understanding how children perceived life in their 
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preschool. Specifically, children were asked to draw what they liked about their preschool on the 

front of a piece of paper and what they disliked on the back. Students were then asked to explain 

their drawings; student responses were recorded by the researcher. Children’s responses were 

analyzed alongside other data sources including group interviews and photographs to better 

understand children’s perceptions of preschool.  

Einarsdottir and colleagues (2009) utilized a similar approach in asking primary children 

to share insights specific to their school experiences and concluded that “the activity of asking 

children to reflect upon their experiences [while drawing] has been a very successful strategy” 

(p.221). Einarsdottir and colleagues (2009) further recommend that the researcher conduct the 

drawing interview with the child in a familiar context so as to avoid the influence of the teacher 

on the drawing and associated conversation and decrease the likelihood that the child will view 

the task as “work” (p.222). 

 Inviting students to lead the researcher on a walking tour is another participatory 

technique that has been used effectively to elicit the understandings of young children. 

Specifically, Clark and Moss (2001) have gained much notoriety for incorporating this technique 

into their “Mosaic Approach”, or multidimensional methodological framework for listening to 

young children in early childhood settings all over the world. Other researchers (e.g., Hart, 1997; 

Langsted, 1994) have also employed a walking-tour style of interviewing young children with 

success.  

During a walking tour interview, the child takes the researcher on a “guided walk” 

around the classroom, school, or other setting of interest (Clark, 2005; Clark & Moss, 2001). 

During the tour, the child exerts some control over not only where she or he and the researcher 

physically move, but also what the pair focus their joint attention on. For example, if giving a 
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tour of the general classroom, the child might organically direct the researcher’s attention (or the 

researcher might prompt the child) to a favorite activity center or object that then becomes a 

central topic of discussion. An additional aspect of walking tours over which children can 

exercise autonomy is the manipulation of recording devices (cameras, audio recorders, and video 

recorders); for example, the child decides when to commence the tour by pressing record. 

Walking tours may be especially effective in eliciting the perceptions of primary-aged children 

due to the accessibility of concrete supports (e.g., the physical space and everything inside it) in 

combination with the amount of control child participants are able to maintain during the 

process. Students’ autonomy is often constrained in schools; a substantial power differential 

exists between children and adults in school settings (O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017). Traditional 

interviews reinforce this dynamic. However, the more conversational nature of walking tours in 

combination with a balancing of participant and researcher control promotes a greater sense of 

equality (Clark & Moss, 2001); the child has something important to teach the researcher which 

involves autonomy of expression.    

 Procedures. Two participatory interviews per student were conducted to investigate 

target students’ intervention-related perceptions between the months of February and June. 

Second-grade students were interviewed at the end of January and into early February, first-

grade participants were interviewed in late February and March, and kindergarten students were 

interviewed in April and May. Kindergarten students were interviewed last due to kindergarten 

intervention programming beginning in November of 2017 (all other groups commenced in 

September). The two interviews served as the primary data sources informing the study. All 

students completed a conversational drawing interview before completing a walking tour 

interview. The two consecutive interviews occurred no more than ten days apart for each student. 
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Both interviews were comprised of a semi-structured format (though the first was far less 

structured than the second), and student assent was obtained at the start of each activity.  

Interview procedures and questions (See Appendix D and Appendix E for drawing and 

walking tour protocols respectively) were informed by previous E-V studies (Chen & Liu, 2009; 

Watkinson et al., 2005) probing older students’ perceived programmatic benefits and costs of 

physical education in combination with established participatory methods literature detailing 

how to interview young children as active agents in research via drawings and walking tours 

(e.g., Clark & Moss, 2001; Einarsdottir et al., 2009; O’Reilly & Dogra, 2017). Additionally, 

protocols were informed by previous pilot work (Erickson, in press) probing primary students’ 

perceptions of a guided reading intervention occurring at a thematic summer camp.   

First interview: conversational drawing. The first interview was largely unstructured, 

though a few common semi-structured questions (e.g., “Can you tell me about your drawing?”) 

were utilized to facilitate procedural understanding and prompt conversation as needed. Ahead of 

the interview, I coordinated with classroom teachers and reading specialists to establish a quiet 

area out of the way inside the classroom/reading intervention room or right outside of it in an 

effort to make children feel more comfortable (Einarsdottir et al., 2009). Most teachers placed a 

desk right outside of the room permitting children to peer into the classroom. In line with 

Einarsdottir and colleagues’ (2009) recommendations for conducting drawing interviews with 

primary-aged children, I invited each child individually to participate in a drawing activity with 

me and explained that it involved drawing how he or she did reading in the classroom and how 

she or he did reading in the intervention room. Child assent was achieved before conducting the 

interview. 
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Students were invited to operate the audio recorder and were provided with a sheet of 

white drawing paper and a selection of drawing instruments (pencils, markers, crayons, etc.). 

Once the audio recorder had been turned on, I asked the student whether he or she would prefer 

drawing himself or herself doing classroom reading or intervention reading first. We then walked 

together to that space where the student drew and talked about the first picture. Upon completing 

the first drawing, we walked to the second space and repeated the procedure. To engage the child 

in conversation about the picture, various prompts were used as needed such as: “Can you tell 

me about what you are drawing?” and “Who is that?” and “What is the teacher doing there?”. 

Students’ drawings were used as needed to generate conversation during the second interview. 

 Second interview: walking tour. The second semi-structured interview began right 

outside of the general classroom where, upon receiving assent from the student and turning on 

the recorder, I posed the hypothetical question, “Let’s pretend that your teacher said you could 

stay here and do reading in the classroom or go do reading with Mrs. (specialist’s name) in the 

reading room. Which would you choose to do?” After exploring the child’s rationale on the spot, 

I invited him or her to give me a tour of the space that corresponded to the choice, encouraging 

him or her to describe how he or she did reading in that space. I then asked the remainder of the 

semi-structured questions (Appendix E), probing the student’s likes and dislikes specific to 

instruction in that space. Sample questions included, “Can you tell me what you like about doing 

reading in here?” and “Is there anything you don’t like about doing reading in here?” Afterwards, 

we toured the space not chosen and repeated the above procedure.  

Data Analysis 

 Due in large part to the waterfall approach to collection of child observational and 

interview data (i.e., second-graders, followed by first-graders and then kindergarten students) 
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over the period of five months, the bulk of data was analyzed in three specific sets organized by 

grade level. The primary exception was reading specialist interviews, which were collected at the 

end of the study (i.e., May-June) and transcribed and analyzed over the summer; these interviews 

mainly served to further confirm findings that emerged from the already intact datasets. Each 

grade level dataset was comprised of fieldnotes and memos, verbatim transcripts of student 

drawing and walking tour interviews, reading specialist behavioral engagement questionnaires, 

reading specialist interviews, and researcher behavioral engagement questionnaires.  

Phase 1: Transcribing, Video Logging, Reformatting, and Initial Coding 

In phase one of analysis, I transcribed all student interviews in the grade-level dataset myself 

and provided first-cycle/initial descriptive codes, preserving participants’ own words (in vivo 

codes) whenever possible to immerse myself in the data (Charmaz, 2006; Miles et al., 2014). 

These first codes were done by hand; I highlighted the actual transcripts and scribbled in vivo 

codes in the margins. For example, in vivo codes relating to the benefits of intervention included, 

“We get to bring [the books] home!” and “It’s really quiet [in the intervention room]”. In vivo 

codes specific to intervention procedures included phrases such as “[Mrs. Lori] picks 

books…and sends them home.” Memos in which I investigated emergent themes (e.g., noise as a 

barrier to reading) within and across datasets were generated in the moment and added to over 

time through the qualitative and mixed-methods software package, Dedoose 

(www.dedoose.com); Dedoose was also utilized for higher-level coding and analysis. 

 I then read through all fieldnotes relating to the dataset and assigned first-cycle descriptive 

codes again by hand. These codes typically signified procedural elements (e.g., “Word work: 

Fundations letter keyword sound card drill”) and target children’s behavioral engagement (e.g., 
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“all students appeared engaged”). Fieldnotes (which I reorganized by student) were uploaded to 

Dedoose for higher-level analysis in the same manner as student interviews.   

Next, I viewed all videos specific to the grade-level dataset to get an overall sense of 

participants’ engagement in intervention. Each video was then reviewed as many additional 

times as necessary to generate two detailed session logs per target child describing participants’ 

behaviors within the intervention session (See Appendix H for sample log). Put another way, I 

would view the video and log the behaviors and utterances of a single individual at a time using a 

video representation form and logging procedure adapted from Flewitt (2006). Two logs were 

completed per student; if more than two videos depicted a target student, the two videos within 

which the student was most directly in the camera’s line of sight were logged. Upon finalizing all 

student logs in the grade-level dataset, I completed the same behavioral engagement 

questionnaire that the reading specialists utilized to evaluate target students’ behavioral 

engagement. My ratings for the behavioral engagement questions (e.g., 3 = “About the same as 

other students in intervention”) on the form were supported by evidence taken directly from the 

associated log, which I noted in the spaces provided on the form. These logs were uploaded to 

Dedoose and linked to each student.  They were further coded using Dedoose in the second 

phase of analysis. 

Lastly, I reviewed and reformatted reading specialist behavioral engagement questionnaires 

(i.e. hand-written questionnaires were transferred into electronic files) and hired Landmark 

Associates Incorporated (https://www.thelai.com/) to transcribe reading specialist interviews as 

they became available. Interviews first marked up by hand with initial in vivo codes in the 

margins were then divided up by student and uploaded along with the reformatted engagement 

questionnaires to Dedoose. In sum, within phase one, I carefully reviewed the dataset in its 

https://www.thelai.com/
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entirety before moving on to more focused coding and analysis as a means of heightening 

validity (Maxwell, 2013; Miles et al., 2014). Phase one was repeated for each dataset in the order 

data was collected (i.e., second grade, first grade, kindergarten). 

Phase 2: Categorical Codes, Theoretical Codes, and Matrices 

After reading through the dataset in its entirety and assigning initial codes to student 

interviews, fieldnotes, and reading specialist interviews, I simplified and consolidated the 

complex coding scheme into second-level, categorical codes (Miles et al., 2014) specific to the 

research questions and aided by the qualitative/mixed-methods, cloud-based software package, 

Dedoose. For example, a student’s description of an intervention routine, “We do magnet 

boards,” was coded as IR, or Intervention Routine. As a second example, a second-grade 

student’s response “It’s really quiet [in the intervention room]” was coded as a PBOI, or Personal 

Benefit of Intervention, to indicate that she found this aspect of intervention advantageous. 

Similarly, an in vivo code stemming from fieldnotes that read “Lizzie raises her hand [to answer 

reading specialist’s comprehension question]” was coded as PBE to indicate evidence of Positive 

Behavioral Engagement. After all student interviews were coded, a final set of categorical codes 

was organized into a coding manual that included definitions and examples specific to students’ 

perceived benefits and costs, engagement, and understandings about classroom and intervention 

reading programs. 

At this point, I trained a graduate student in the categorical coding procedure; the student and 

I coded two anonymized first-grade walking tour interviews together for students’ perceived 

benefits and costs. Next, the graduate student was asked to first read through the anonymized set 

(n=4) of second-grade walking tour interviews and identify any sections where participants’ 

intervention benefits and costs were not already identified or identified inaccurately with first-
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level, in vivo codes. None were found. The education master’s student was next asked to apply 

second-level, categorical codes specific to the reading intervention (i.e., Personal Benefit of 

Intervention, Personal Cost of Intervention, Hypothetical Benefit of Intervention, and 

Hypothetical Cost of Intervention) using an excerpt of the researcher’s code book (See Appendix 

F for the excerpt provided to graduate student) as another means of strengthening the study’s 

validity and reliability (Miles et al., 2014). Overall interrater-reliability specific to categorical 

codes of second-grade walking tour interviews (as calculated by the total number of agreements 

for all codes divided by the total number of agreements and disagreements for all codes) was 

found to be 90%. This number is quite good given the complexity (several codes could often be 

applied to a single excerpt of text) of the exploratory coding scheme (Campbell, Quincy, 

Osserman, & Pederson, 2013). 

Shortly thereafter, the graduate student was enlisted again to repeat the above process 

specific to the anonymized set of kindergarten (n=6) walking tour interviews. Again, the 

graduate student was asked first to identify any relevant portions within the kindergarten 

interviews that I neglected to code or coded inaccurately with first-level, in vivo codes. None 

were identified. After a brief review of the categorical (second-level) coding scheme specific to 

the remaining two anonymized first-grade walking tour interviews, the graduate student was 

asked to assign my second-level, categorical codes (specific to costs and benefits) to the 

kindergarten walking tour interview excerpts. Overall interrater-reliability specific to cost and 

benefit categorical codes of kindergarten walking tour interviews (as calculated by the total 

number of agreements for all codes divided by the total number of agreements and disagreements 

for all codes) was found to be 95%. Again, this number is acceptable.  
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 Upon the completion of assigning categorical codes, theoretical codes (Charmaz, 2006; 

Maxwell, 2013; Miles et al., 2014) stemming from the E-V and SDT literature were layered on 

top as applicable. For example, a second-grade student’s remark indicating that she preferred 

reading intervention over classroom reading time due to the quiet better enabling her to focus 

was coded as PBOI-UV to denote that this perceived positive benefit of reading intervention had 

utility value (in reference to E-V theory) for her; the quiet time provided within the intervention 

enabled her to better practice her reading because she could concentrate. This remark also earned 

a SDT code of “CS” (competence supportive), as the child credited the quiet of the intervention 

room with better enabling her to read assigned texts, thus supporting her psychological need to 

feel competent. A complete codebook with definitions can be found in Appendix G. 

 All codes were organized in a master matrix subdivided by student and generated by the 

Dedoose program (Miles et al., 2014). The matrix facilitated the quick retrieval of key 

information including each student’s hypothetical choice (i.e., doing reading in the intervention 

room or in the classroom), description of intervention procedures, description of classroom 

reading procedures, perceived costs of intervention, perceived benefits of intervention, observed 

indicators of positive behavioral engagement, and observed indicators of negative behavioral 

engagement.  

Phase 3: Extended Descriptions and Within-Case and Across-Case Thematic Memos 

 In phase three, an extended description (Boeije, 2010; Merriam, 1998), or miniature case-

report, of each individual child within the dataset, aimed at both answering the research 

questions and supporting answers with detailed examples of students’ perceptions and 

experiences in intervention, was composed. Relevant examples illustrating student-specific and 

subcase (grade-specific) trends were easily retrieved with the aid of Dedoose. For example, all 
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perceived intervention costs relayed by an individual or all individuals in a specific grade were 

represented in the master Dedoose frequency matrix; by clicking on the number of cost codes 

assigned, I easily accessed a print-out of all excerpts (i.e., articulated drawbacks) from which I 

was able to add illustrative examples to each extended description. After completing each 

student-specific extended description, I generated inferences rooted in the master matrix and rich 

descriptions about how the intervention was shaping the child’s developing reading motivation 

specific to the intervention.  

Upon the completion of all student-specific extended descriptions, analytic memos (Boeije, 

2010; Charmaz, 2006; Maxwell, 2013; Miles et al., 2014) were generated tracing the similarities 

between individual children within the grade-level subcase or recurrent themes in relation to the 

research questions. Similarly, across-case themes were explored first in analytic memos upon the 

completion of all three grade-level cases. These themes often emerged from the master Dedoose 

code frequency matrix.  

In the next three chapters, findings specific to each grade-level subcase are presented in 

detail. Chapter 4 will first present findings in relation to the research questions specific to each 

individual second-grade participant in the form of an extended description or miniature case 

report. Within-case themes by grade level and in relation to the research questions are 

synthesized at the end of the chapter. Chapters 5 and 6 adhere to a similar formula with respect 

to first-grade and then kindergarten participants. Across-case themes in relation to the research 

questions will be presented in Chapter 7 along with the study’s conclusions and implications.  
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Chapter 4: Second-Grade Findings 

Introduction 

This chapter presents findings detailing how second-grade participants’ (n=4) reading 

motivation specific to a balanced literacy Tier 2 reading intervention provided at the Mayflower 

school during the 2017-2018 school year was shaped within the intervention. The four child 

participants that made up the second-grade subcase were pulled for reading intervention from 

three different second-grade classrooms during classroom reading time; two students came from 

the same classroom. All general education classrooms (K-2) relied upon a traditional reader’s 

workshop instructional model during classroom reading time. Information from classroom 

benchmark assessments (e.g., Developmental Reading Assessment) was combined with teacher 

recommendations to determine which students would attend reading intervention. The 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) is an informal reading inventory that offers 

information about the learner’s independent and instructional reading levels and provides 

diagnostic teaching recommendations. Upon being identified for intervention in September of 

2017, the four students in the subcase were distributed across three intervention groups; two 

students were in the same intervention group. Basic demographic information specific to each 

child is presented below in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 Second-Grade Participants’ Demographics 

Student Age September 

2017 DRA 

Independent 

Reading 

Level 

 

Interventionist Intervention 

Group 

Classroom Amount of 

Intervention 

Time 

 

Lizzy 

 

 

7 

 

12 

 (middle of 

1st) 

 

 

Mrs. Casey 

 

#1 

 

#1 

 

30 min 

4x/week 

 

Henry 8 8 

 (middle of 

1st) 

 

Mrs. Casey #2 #2 20-30 min 

4x/week 

Vivian 8 12 

 (middle of 

1st) 

 

Mrs. Casey #2 #2 20-30 min 

4x/week 

 

Alyssa* 7 8  

(middle of 

1st) 

 

Mrs. Lori #3 #3 30 min 

4x/week 

*denotes ELL 

The chapter will briefly introduce each child participant to the reader, synthesizing 

known relevant individual characteristics (e.g., sex, first language) not presented in Table 4.1 and 

key aspects of the intervention received (e.g., main components, group size); these context-

specific representations are intended to offer a sense of the unique complexity of the individual 

to which the research questions have been applied. After each participant introduction, results of 

the study pertaining to the below research questions are shared, and the way(s) in which data 

sources (i.e., fieldnotes, child interviews, behavioral engagement questionnaires, and reading 

specialist interviews) triangulate to inform context-specific conclusions are discussed. Lastly, a 

final summary sheds light on emergent themes relating to the second-grade participants in this 

subset of the study.  
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Research Questions 

RQ1. What, if any, distinction do kindergarten, first-, and second-grade students in the sample 

make between reading instruction occurring in the reading intervention setting and in the general 

classroom?   

RQ2. What, if anything, do K-2 students enrolled in reading intervention at the Mayflower 

School (pseudonym) perceive to be the benefits and/or costs of their involvement in reading 

intervention?                                                                                                                                                                        

RQ3. What do students’ perceived benefits and costs reveal about the ways in which their basic 

psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (as defined within the SDT 

motivation literature) are supported in intervention sessions?                                                                          

RQ4. In what ways do students’ perceptions of intervention align with or differ from reading 

specialist and researcher perceptions of students’ behavioral engagement in intervention? 

Lizzy 

Lizzy, a female in the second grade, was participating in intervention four times a week 

for 30 minutes a session; this was her second year in the program. She had not received outside-

of-school reading support in the past, nor was she receiving it at the time of the study. Lizzy was 

seven years old in comparison to many of her eight-year-old peers. Her intervention group, led 

by Mrs. Casey (reading interventionist), met mid-morning and included two additional second-

grade girls and one second-grade boy, none of whom were participating in the study. As all 

students in the group were found to be about a half a year behind grade level as evidenced by the 

DRA and other assessments, instruction was rooted largely in second-grade Leveled Literacy 

Intervention (LLI) routines. Sessions typically consisted of about ten minutes of rereading, five 
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to seven minutes of word work, ten minutes of new book introduction, and five to seven minutes 

of writing (time permitting). Vowel team work stemming from Wilson Fundations was typically 

substituted for the LLI word work component of the intervention. Often, Mrs. Casey briefly 

introduced the new book to students towards the end of the session and then asked them to read it 

over thoroughly at home; students were then to reread that same book before making other 

selections the following intervention session. Writing for this group generally involved 

responding to a reading-related prompt provided within the LLI lesson guide; prompts typically 

centered on a predominant theme or lesson in the text. 

In the observation weeks prior to our first formal interview, Lizzy stood out as an eager 

intervention participant. She seemed to constantly have her hand in the air and often could not 

keep from uttering, “Oh! Oh! Oh!” or “I know! I know!” when Mrs. Casey posed questions to 

the group. Within fieldnotes Lizzy was characterized as “[tending] to dominate conversation,” 

and I remarked that she was quite enthusiastic to “share her intervention experiences with me.” 

Lizzy was very outgoing and was easier to win favor with compared to other child participants. 

For this reason, she was the first child I interviewed within the study. Mrs. Casey asked Lizzy 

privately if she felt comfortable being the first to interview with me, to which Mrs. Casey 

reported that Lizzy beamed and replied, “Sure!” 

The following week, Lizzy became the first child in the study to embark on the 

conversational drawing interview with me. She chose to begin by drawing and discussing how 

she did reading in the intervention room. Choosing to sketch in pencil, Lizzy drew how she 

understood herself doing reading in the intervention room and then in her classroom; she sat just 

outside each of these spaces when completing the corresponding drawing. Her drawings (Figures 

4.1 and 4.2 below) clearly depict her typical seating arrangement in each space; she pointed out 
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in her interview that she was seated with a book at a desk in the upper right corner of the 

classroom drawing.  

Figure 4.1 Lizzy’s Intervention Drawing 

 

Figure 4.2 Lizzy’s Classroom Drawing 

 

Lizzy freely answered my questions as she drew and often offered additional details relating to 

aspects of each program that she enjoyed. For example, during the drawing interview, Lizzy 

spoke at length about Judith Viorst and Lane Smith’s Lulu series of chapter books, which her 
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teacher had been reading aloud to her. After characterizing the series as “weird” and providing 

an array of details specific to characters and plot lines, Lizzy indicated that she especially liked 

the series because it was comprised of chapter books—a perceived advantage of reading in the 

classroom that surfaced again in the walking tour interview. Insights like this one specific to 

Lizzy’s perceived benefits and costs of intervention and classroom reading were elicited fairly 

easily. Much like in intervention, she assumed a primarily active role in both the drawing and the 

walking tour interviews.  

Lizzy’s walking tour, like most others, occurred the week after her drawing interview. 

Upon being asked whether, if provided the choice, she would opt to do reading in the 

intervention setting or remain in the classroom, she chose the intervention room with minimal 

hesitation; “Um, reading with Mrs. Casey,” she quickly replied.  This comment was followed up 

with the rationale that the intervention setting was “really quiet.” Lizzy’s discontent with the 

noise level characteristic of her classroom during reading surfaced again later within the same 

interview and appeared to be a major reason she preferred the reading intervention to classroom 

reading instruction. The sections that follow provide a synthesis of data specific to Lizzy and in 

reference to the research questions that guided this study. 

Distinctions Between Classroom and Intervention Instruction 

 Lizzy made clear distinctions between that which occurred in the intervention setting and 

that which occurred in the classroom specific to reading time. Her interview responses describing 

the two programs generally fell into three broad categories: the room set-up, the instructional 

routines, and the teacher’s role. Her characterizations of the two environments were largely 

supported by her drawings, Mrs. Casey’s feedback, videos, and fieldnotes.  
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With regard to room set-up, Lizzy made distinctions such as sitting at a small table in the 

intervention room with several peers and the reading specialist, in comparison to sitting at a 

group of desks separate from her classroom teacher during reading time or in another area of the 

classroom of her choosing (e.g., carpet). Her remarks about instructional routines indicated that 

Mrs. Casey generally put books out on the table from which students could choose during 

rereading time; in contrast, while in the classroom, Lizzy went to a corner of the room to collect 

her “book pot” which included books she had chosen herself from the classroom library. Other 

intervention routines described by Lizzy included the process by which she earned stickers on a 

bookmark for reading at home, Fundations letter keyword sound drills, tapping out words 

(Wilson Fundations decoding strategy), and crafting written responses to reading. With regard to 

the teacher’s role, Lizzy remarked that the classroom teacher often read aloud to students and 

checked homework, and that the reading specialist often listened to children read. In sum, it was 

evident that Lizzy made clear distinctions between classroom and intervention reading 

instruction.  

Perceived Benefits and Costs of Intervention Involvement 

Benefits. In total, Lizzy relayed 10 benefits she associated with her involvement in 

intervention and two costs. Several provided benefits aligned with traditional E-V theory value 

subcomponents. For example, Lizzy listed getting to choose books she enjoyed, and more of 

them than in the regular classroom, as aspects of the reading intervention that she valued. These 

benefits corresponded to the E-V theory subcomponent of intrinsic value, or engaging in an 

activity because one finds it inherently interesting or satisfying (Eccles, 2005). Similarly, Lizzy 

indicated that both she and others valued reading intervention because they were able to learn 

new things; specifically, she remarked, “Reading can change your mind a lot. …You get stuff in 
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your brain. …I like that part, and probably the kids that come here [to intervention], they like it 

too.” The opportunity to learn new things via reading within the intervention added additional 

intrinsic value to the program for Lizzy. 

Other benefits included the consistent quiet, earning stickers for reading, getting to bring 

books home for practice, and learning about useful strategies such as tapping out words that she 

understood as helping her to improve her reading. These four benefits suggest Lizzy attributed 

some utility value to the reading intervention; put another way, she perceived them to be useful 

in reaching her personal goals (e.g., completing reading tasks, accumulating a favorite prize, 

practicing reading at home, and improving as a reader) (Eccles, 2005). Lizzy also provided a 

benefit indicative of the intervention’s attainment value (Eccles, 2005); specifically, she 

indicated that she valued having her bookmark, complete with her name and the stickers she had 

earned for reading books at home, hanging on the wall for others to see. This benefit suggests 

that Lizzy valued others’ acknowledgment of her as a reader; the hanging bookmark supported 

her view of herself as a competent reader.  

 Lizzy listed two additional benefits of intervention that pertained to her physical comfort 

within the setting. Specifically, she listed the cushioned “comfy” chairs and the adequate amount 

of space between persons as valuable aspects of intervention. It could be argued that these 

aspects support Lizzy’s ability to complete reading tasks and, as such, might be categorized as 

indicators of utility value; however, as Lizzy herself did not make this connection, I am not 

comfortable classifying them as such. Instead, I consider them valuable aspects of the 

intervention with regard to her physical comfort while reading.  

Costs. Lizzy listed two specific costs of intervention involvement. Both were related to 

an inadequate amount of time spent practicing her reading. First, she critiqued the amount of 
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time it took to prepare for intervention. Specifically, she said, “You don’t get to read enough in 

here because it takes a while to get in and get things out.” Additionally, she remarked that more 

time should be spent tapping out words because she found the strategy particularly helpful. Upon 

further probing, I was able to understand that Lizzy believed the group should spend time 

tapping out words of increasing challenge (i.e., greater length). In Lizzy’s mind the time spent 

getting organized to begin and the lack of time devoted to tapping increasingly challenging 

words were missed opportunities for meaningful reading practice. That said, for Lizzy, the 

benefits of intervention outweighed these opportunity costs (Flake et al., 2015; Perez et al., 

2014); if given the choice, Lizzy indicated that she preferred to spend her time reading in the 

intervention setting as opposed to the classroom. 

What Perceived Benefits and Costs Reveal about Meeting Psychological Needs 

 All in all, Lizzy’s articulated benefits suggest the intervention was largely meeting her 

basic psychological needs and, as such, positively supporting her developing reading motivation 

to do reading specific to the intervention (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009; Ryan & Deci, 2002). Many of 

the benefits and costs she shared provided evidence of meeting or neglecting one or more basic 

psychological needs (i.e., autonomy, competence, relatedness). For example, Lizzy’s listing of 

the two costs related to wasted time that could be better spent improving her reading highlights 

aspects of the program that were not fully satisfying her need for competence with respect to 

advancing her skills. These features of reading intervention could potentially be modified in the 

future to better address Lizzy’s concerns. However, the Fundations decoding strategy (being 

taught how to tap out words) and the provided quiet are two aspects of intervention that Lizzy 

valued; they supported her need to feel competent within the reading intervention (Niemiec & 

Ryan, 2009). Furthermore, earning stickers on a bookmark for reading at home and seeing her 
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bookmark hang on the classroom wall are additional supports that nurtured Lizzy’s view of 

herself as a competent reader.  

 Several of Lizzy’s remarks were also indicative of how the intervention nurtured her need 

for autonomy. For example, getting to choose books that were of interest to her was one aspect of 

the intervention that allowed her to have some perceived control over her learning. The fact that 

she was also able to take these books home and practice reading them there at her convenience 

further supported her decision-making power within the intervention (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). 

Additionally, Lizzy valued the opportunity to learn new information via reading; the intervention 

allowed her to do just that and, as such, further supported her need to feel autonomous within the 

program (Ryan & Deci, 2002). The option of utilizing comfortable chairs if she so desired and 

the ability to spread out also arguably provided her some perceived control within the program 

(these features may have also supported her need for competence if she viewed them as enabling 

her to complete tasks). The substantial nurturing of Lizzy’s needs for competence and autonomy 

coupled with her preference for doing reading in the intervention setting suggest the program 

was, at the time, positively impacting her developing motivation to do reading there.  

How Perceptions Align with Adult Evaluations of Engagement  

 Both teacher and researcher evaluations of Lizzy’s behavioral engagement indicated that 

she was “about as engaged” as other second-grade intervention students during reading 

intervention. Table 4.2, below, provides each of the four second-grade students’ total behavioral 

engagement scores (out of 28) as evaluated by me (n=2) and the reading specialist (n=1) on the 

behavioral engagement questionnaire. I completed one questionnaire for each of two separate 

video observations; the reading specialist completed one form based on the child’s overall 

engagement in the program. The table also includes the general label each evaluator assigned to 
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the child’s overall engagement specific to the situation (i.e., single video observation, overall). 

Descriptive choices for each indicator of engagement included 1) somewhat less engaged than 

others, 2) about as engaged as others, 3) somewhat more engaged than others, and 4) much more 

engaged than others. 

Table 4.2 Overview of Second-Grade Behavioral Engagement Evaluations 

Child Reading 

Specialist 

Overall 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Score (Total 

= 28) 

General 

Label 

Assigned 

Researcher 

Overall 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Score 

(Video #1) 

General 

Label 

Assigned 

Researcher 

Overall 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Score 

(Video #2) 

General 

Label 

Assigned 

Vivian 28 Somewhat 

more 

engaged 

than 

others 

25 Somewhat 

more 

engaged 

than 

others 

24 About as 

engaged 

as others 

Lizzy 22.5 About as 

engaged 

as others 

24 About as 

engaged 

as others 

22 About as 

engaged 

as others 

Henry 20 About as 

engaged 

as others 

17 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

18 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

Alyssa 19 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

18 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

20 About as 

engaged 

as others 

 

The reading specialist (Mrs. Casey) and I indicated that Lizzy was highly engaged during 

structured activities. Specifically, she nearly always offered to answer questions, paid careful 

attention when others spoke, and followed directions. Furthermore, fieldnotes specified that 

Lizzy “tended to dominate” text-based discussions and that she often had her hand in the air first 

to answer Mrs. Casey’s questions. Lizzy’s enthusiasm for collecting stickers on her bookmark 
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was also supported by researcher fieldnotes. The indicator that largely kept me and the reading 

specialist from giving Lizzy the highest behavioral engagement rating was her distractibility. 

Both the reading specialist and I indicated that Lizzy could get distracted during independent 

reading; specifically, she would take lengthy pauses to eat her snack. It is hard to say whether 

such distractibility is an indicator of her disinterest in the reading intervention, more of a 

personal trait, or a coping behavior she exhibits when she encounters a difficult word. 

Regardless, there is sufficient evidence to suggest that Lizzy was largely engaged behaviorally in 

the reading intervention; this conclusion lends further support to the intervention generally 

nurturing her developing motivation to do reading in the intervention setting.  

Henry 

Henry, a rambunctious eight-year-old, was in the second grade at the time of the study. 

Henry always had something to say and he often said it with his whole body; for example, upon 

noticing the video camera soon after settling into his seat in the intervention room, Henry jumped 

up from his seat to look at it and asked me, “Are we going to get to watch it afterwards?” Henry 

was also in his second year of reading support at the Mayflower school and received small-group 

(1:3) reading intervention four times per week for either 20 or 30 minutes each session (times 

varied due to classroom scheduling complications). Henry had not received outside literacy 

support previously, nor was he receiving it at the time of the study. Henry’s group, led by Mrs. 

Casey, took place mid-morning and included two other female members, one of which (Vivian) 

was also enrolled in the study. Henry’s group, like Lizzy’s, was on average reading about a half a 

year below grade level as indicated by the DRA and other assessments; the second-grade 

Leveled Literacy Intervention (LLI) system and associated routines were primarily used with this 
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group. Sessions typically consisted of the same routine’s as Lizzy’s for about the same time 

increments.   

From the very beginning of my time at Mayflower, Henry grabbed my attention. “What is 

she doing here?” he asked Mrs. Casey as soon as he spotted me on the first day. He also often 

attempted to include me in intervention activities. One Friday in January, the group was 

preparing to read a play; Henry insisted that Mrs. Casey reserve a part for me. With minimal 

contemplation, he turned to me and stated, “You’ll be the frog.” Henry seemed to talk 

substantially more than the others, and the answers, thoughts, and ideas he shared were animated 

and loud. He was witnessed several times on video and in my fieldnotes making a variety of silly 

faces and noises; some of these interruptions were likely inspired by intervention subject matter 

(e.g., characters’ feelings, phonogram endings) while others seemed to be purely for his own 

personal amusement and/or to garner the attention of other people (e.g., sticking his tongue out at 

the camera). He prided himself on making what he called his “evil smile,” which did in fact look 

devious, but in my experience tended to suggest innocent enjoyment of various activities (e.g., 

indulging in Calvin and Hobbes).  

Though typically sparked by intervention subject matter, the personal connections Henry 

regularly made and shared with the group (whether he was called on to answer or not) were 

lengthy. Much like his facial expressions, I recognized some comments to be quite insightful, 

while others came across as a way of commanding attention and/or exerting control over the 

flow of intervention; Mrs. Casey remarked to me once that Henry “loves air-time!” For example, 

on one occasion Henry interrupted Mrs. Casey’s introduction of a new LLI book to offer his 

interpretation of how a boy on the cover was feeling. The boy was walking out of a house with a 

box, and Henry had taken the box to represent the boy’s memories of the house. He further 
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described the boy as feeling “a bit sad” about the move, but reasoned that he would soon 

“recover” after he got used to his new house and school. As Henry reported moving in 

kindergarten, it appeared that he was speaking from personal experience. Within the same 

session, during the Fundations letter keyword sound drill, Henry again interrupted; this time, he 

spoke at length about farm machines. As Mrs. Casey strived to move the group quickly through 

the drill cards, Henry noticed a tractor on one card. The tractor prompted Henry’s outburst. He 

swiftly assumed control of the group, continuing on about how machines assisted on his family’s 

farm. He had to be redirected by Mrs. Casey so that the group could move on with the drill. Mrs. 

Casey, seemingly not wanting to squelch Henry’s enthusiasm for the group time, soon thereafter 

gave him the word “cow” to share during a word sort activity. Throughout my time observing 

and working with Henry, it was apparent that he desired more of a say in that which occurred 

during intervention sessions than other students. This theme was largely supported by his 

interview responses and researcher and reading specialist evaluations of his intervention 

engagement.  

Henry was the second student to interview with me. Like Lizzy, he chose to draw in 

pencil, depicting himself doing reading in the intervention room and in the classroom on the 

same page (See Figure 4.3 below). He seated himself at his desk in the classroom and, like 

Lizzy, at a kidney-shaped table in the intervention setting. Furthermore, he placed Mrs. Casey 

with him and others at the intervention table. In both pictures, he drew himself with a book. 
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Figure 4.3 Henry’s Classroom Drawing (left) and Intervention Drawing (right) 

 

Henry spoke freely to me during the drawing interview about the aspects of reading in the 

classroom that he enjoyed; “I like my desk!” he remarked after explaining that although he could 

read in a variety of places within the classroom, he preferred to read at his desk. He also shared 

that he enjoyed reading The Magic Treehouse chapter book series and Calvin and Hobbes 

comics. He made a point of telling me that he could choose nearly anything he wanted to read in 

the classroom, but in the intervention setting, the group usually read a book selected by Mrs. 

Casey all at the same time. Henry seemed to enjoy the interview and asked towards the end when 

I would be coming back to do his walking tour interview. 

 We completed the walking tour interview the following week; Henry smiled and 

answered, “Sure!” when I asked if he wanted to begin. Upon being asked what he would do if 

given the choice to do reading in the intervention room or classroom, Henry quickly replied 

“[I’d] stay here.” He reiterated his choice, raising his voice a bit and remarking, “I would stay in 

my classroom!” while making a silly face. Henry’s rationale for staying in the classroom 

included that he found it to be generally less noisy and that he preferred having the freedom to 

choose his own books and read by himself at his desk.  Though he disclosed without prompting 



  
 

118 
 

that the classroom could also get noisy, he insisted that it was typically quieter than the 

intervention setting. His desire to have more of a say regarding intervention procedures came up 

repeatedly during his walking tour interview. Specifically, Henry branded intervention as a place 

where “there’s not much decisions [to make]”. Henry’s view that his autonomy could be better 

supported within the intervention reveals an aspect of the intervention that could potentially be 

modified to enhance his underlying motivation for doing reading there. This theme emerged time 

and time again throughout Henry’s responses in relation to the research questions. 

Distinctions Between Classroom and Intervention Instruction 

Henry made clear distinctions between that which occurred in the intervention setting and 

that which occurred in the classroom specific to reading time. Like Lizzy, his interview 

responses describing the two programs generally could be classified into three broad categories: 

the physical set-up, the routines, and the teacher’s role. Henry’s drawings, Mrs. Casey’s 

feedback, and my videos and fieldnotes largely supported Henry’s claims.  

Henry described reading in the classroom as a quiet time centered on “solo reading” 

where he was able to read whatever he wanted from his book bin. He specified that he chose the 

books that were in his book bin and that he could read in a variety of places in the classroom; his 

favorite place to read was at his desk. Henry described his classroom teacher’s role as meeting 

with small groups and individuals. He reported that he generally did not work with the classroom 

teacher because she knew he was meeting with Mrs. Casey in the intervention room.  

In contrast, Henry described reading during intervention session as mainly occurring at a 

“large desk with friends” where everyone usually worked on the same book at the same time. 

Henry went on to recall that during intervention, “Mrs. Casey gives you a certain book that you 

need to read instead of one you want to choose.” He conceded that he did get to choose from a 
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selection of books on Fridays, but remarked, “There’s not much of my favorites.” Henry also 

indicated that he worked on solving words and remembering sounds in the intervention room: 

“We do words and sounds,” he said. As mentioned before, Henry took issue with what he 

perceived to be “not much decisions” for him to make in the intervention room. Put another way, 

Henry perceived reading during intervention to be substantially more teacher-directed than the 

reading he did in the classroom. In sum, Henry made clear distinctions between that which 

occurred in intervention and the classroom, and these distinctions informed his preference for the 

classroom.  

Perceived Benefits and Costs of Intervention Involvement 

Benefits. Henry relayed several aspects of reading intervention that he viewed favorably. 

First, he found aspects of the phonics instruction somewhat helpful. Specifically, he indicated 

that learning the “magic e” rule had permitted him to better solve words. Additionally, he 

indicated that it was “sometimes quiet” and that when it was, it helped him focus on reading. 

Finally, Henry explained that sometimes he was allowed to read at a desk away from the others 

in the group, and that he preferred this desk to the rug where he was also sometimes sent to read 

independently. Henry further explicated that the desk kept the book from falling through his legs, 

unlike when he sat on the floor. These three benefits suggest Henry attributed some utility value 

(Eccles, 2005) to the structured reading intervention with regard to better enabling him to read. 

Lastly, Henry indicated that he enjoyed picking out books (from among a collection assembled 

by Mrs. Casey) on Fridays; this aspect of the intervention contributed some intrinsic value 

(Eccles, 2005) to the reading intervention for Henry.  

Costs. Despite the four valued aspects of intervention just mentioned, Henry articulated 

five features of the intervention that he did not appreciate. Most salient with regard to his 
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preference for doing reading in the classroom were the noise level and lack of books that 

interested him in the intervention setting. During Henry’s reading intervention time, two other 

groups were meeting for English language support and reading support, which sometimes 

resulted in the space being especially noisy. Discussing book options, Henry explained to me, 

“There’s not much books, like good ones, like Magic Treehouse [or] sea creatures.” He 

continued on to say, “[Mrs. Casey usually] gives you a certain book that you need to read instead 

of one you choose.” For Henry, the noise level, lack of choices, and uninteresting books seemed 

to largely contribute to the opportunity cost (Flake et al., 2015; Perez et al., 2014) he associated 

with attending intervention; he preferred to read in the classroom, where he perceived it to be 

quiet and felt he had more autonomy.  

Additionally, Henry indicated that even though he found the word work portion (where 

he learned about “magic e”) of the intervention somewhat helpful, he did not like that it took 

time away from actual reading, another identified opportunity cost (Flake et al., 2015; Perez et 

al., 2014). Specifically, in reference to the phonics component of intervention, Henry remarked, 

“It’s extra time from my class. … Sometimes all I just wanna do is read!” Furthermore, he 

remarked more generally that there were few opportunities for him to make decisions within the 

intervention. Lastly, as mentioned previously, Henry found reading on the floor in a “special 

chair,” as he was sometimes directed to do, problematic; he struggled to stabilize his book in his 

lap. All in all, Henry’s critiques of intervention largely center on his perceived lack of autonomy 

within the setting.  

What Perceived Benefits and Costs Reveal about Meeting Psychological Needs 

 Henry’s perceived benefits and costs reveal quite a bit about how his basic psychological 

needs and, in turn, his motivation, were satisfied or not within the reading intervention. 
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Specifically, Henry recognized that the phonics work helped him to solve words; this aspect of 

the intervention supported his need to feel competent. Similarly, Henry valued instances when 

the room was quiet and when he was able to read alone at a desk; he perceived these two features 

of intervention as further supporting his competence (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009) with regard to 

completing reading tasks.  

 That said, the above benefits were not enough to make Henry want to read in the 

intervention. Though he acknowledged that the word work he did in intervention could be 

helpful, it took time away from him being able to read whatever he wanted. Henry clearly 

desired more autonomy within the intervention. Additionally, his more specific critique 

regarding the provided books (i.e., there were not enough interesting books for him to choose 

from) further evidences his unsatisfied need for autonomy (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). Perhaps the 

statement that most clearly demonstrates this need going unmet is his summation that “there’s 

not much decisions” to make within intervention. Furthermore, Henry perceived the noise level 

to interfere with his ability to read competently. Similarly, books falling through his legs while 

he read on the floor interfered with him completing reading tasks. In sum, Henry’s underlying 

perceptions that the intervention is typically too noisy and does not provide him with enough 

autonomy over his reading, coupled with his decision not to attend if given the choice, suggest 

the reading intervention was not a generally positive influence on his motivation for doing 

reading there.  

How Perceptions Align with Adult Evaluations of Engagement  

 Henry’s motivation-related perceptions are in part supported by adult evaluations of his 

behavioral engagement. As displayed in Table 4.2 (above), Henry’s overall behavioral 

engagement scores (across evaluators) were considerably lower than Vivian’s scores and several 
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points lower than Lizzy’s scores. That said, Henry was also labeled “about as engaged as others” 

on Mrs. Casey’s behavioral engagement evaluation form; Mrs. Casey again confirmed this 

overall categorization during her interview, with the caveat that Henry “adds his own 

thoughts.… His leaps [connections] are a little too big”. Although he was generally involved, 

attentive, and enthusiastic during the intervention, as indicated by both researcher and reading 

specialist across multiple data sources (i.e., interviews, behavioral engagement evaluations, and 

fieldnotes), Henry’s disruptive outbursts and prolonged tangential remarks were largely 

responsible for him appearing slightly less engaged than the two other second-grade participants.  

Researcher and reading specialist data indicated that Henry often called attention to 

himself in what appeared to be an effort to connect with the program. For example, during a 

word sort activity focusing on the phonograms or glued sounds -ung, -ang, and -ong, Henry 

made loud noises and/or associated gestures as he sorted each word; many of the noises and 

gestures were suggestive of connections he was making to the words. Specifically, he pretended 

to bang a gong and make the associated sound as he sorted the word under the “-ong” heading. 

Mrs. Casey had to redirect Henry several times during the activity in order to keep pace and 

prevent others from being distracted. During her interview, Mrs. Casey remarked that she 

generally perceived Henry to be slightly more engaged in independent reading than word work. 

Similarly, as described earlier, Henry would often tell lengthy personal stories out of turn that, 

though they were often sparked by an aspect of intervention (e.g., character, setting, or item in a 

book), resulted in him and others straying off task. Mrs. Casey expressed this as, “We’re all 

reading, and…he’ll start to chat about something, so he gets off a little bit…referring to his life 

and his home.” Henry’s mild disruptions and off-task behaviors were largely responsible for his 
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intervention engagement being evaluated slightly lower than others, an evaluation which aligns 

with his perceived lack of autonomy within the intervention. 

 Similarly, the event previously relayed specific to Henry’s substantial effort to connect 

with the -ang, -ong, and -ung word sort via noises and gestures supports his expressed frustration 

with word work; Henry indicated that although he found word work to be somewhat helpful, he 

preferred to sit and read connected text. However, Henry’s expressed dissatisfaction with books 

provided in the intervention was not evidenced within researcher or reading specialist 

evaluations of his behavioral engagement. Mrs. Casey and I indicated that Henry appeared 

generally satisfied with the provided books. Specifically, Mrs. Casey remarked that Henry 

“always wants to finish [reading] the books.” In sum, though Henry appeared, for the most part, 

engaged behaviorally in the reading intervention, there is some evidence to support his 

understanding that the intervention could better address his need for autonomy. Henry’s 

motivation for doing reading within the intervention could potentially benefit from him being 

permitted to make more decisions.  

Vivian 

Vivian, like Henry, was also eight years old and in the second grade at the time of the 

study. She was in the same intervention group as Henry at the Mayflower school. Vivian had not 

received outside literacy support previously, nor was she receiving it at the time; she was 

receiving school reading support for the second year. She had been late to join the group this 

year, starting after Thanksgiving. Vivian was referred by her teacher after being found to be 

reading approximately a half a year below grade level in November of 2017.  

Vivian’s frequent smile lit up the intervention room. Both Mrs. Casey and I remarked that 

her smile made her appear especially enthusiastic about that which occurred in reading 
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intervention. Furthermore, Vivian seemed to sincerely enjoy sharing her thoughts with the group. 

Although Mrs. Casey maintained that Vivian was typically most enthusiastic about the writing 

component of intervention, I interpreted her enthusiasm as more pronounced when she was 

introduced to new books. For example, she was caught on video beaming while tightly hugging a 

new LLI book Mrs. Casey had provided. That said, Vivian’s writing pieces were typically 

lengthier and more detailed than those of other students, and she appeared eager to read them 

aloud to the group. Vivian’s articulated benefits of intervention centered primarily on reading 

books; she did not share her feelings about the writing portion of the intervention with me. All in 

all, Vivian came across as the most engaged of the four second-grade students; Mrs. Casey gave 

her a perfect behavioral engagement score.  

As such, it was not surprising when Vivian eagerly agreed to share her intervention 

experiences with me and offered multiple aspects of intervention that she valued. As with the 

other second-graders, Vivian’s drawing interview occurred before her walking tour interview. 

Her drawings are provided below (Figures 4.4 and 4.5). 
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Figure 4.4 Vivian’s Classroom Drawing 

  

 

Figure 4.5 Vivian’s Intervention Drawing 

 

Vivian chose to complete her drawings in color, in contrast to Lizzie and Henry, both of whom 

chose to sketch in pencil. She indicated that in the classroom (Classroom #2) she typically read a 

book of her teacher’s choosing with her teacher to start and finished at her desk. She further 

remarked that she would meet at a later time with her teacher to talk about the book. Though she 
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could not remember the title, Vivian talked at length about the current book she was working on 

in the classroom; the book involved a raccoon struggling to determine what he did well among 

other animals skilled at playing an outdoor game. Vivian indicated that she appreciated that her 

classroom teacher and Mrs. Casey selected books for her to read. Vivian’s perceived utility of 

having others select books for her would surface again in her walking tour interview.  

During the drawing interview Vivian described intervention as reading with a group of 

her peers led by Mrs. Casey. In addition to being able to choose from a selection of books Mrs. 

Casey put out for them to read, Vivian described the word work portion of intervention (e.g., 

“We usually do some reading cards…[with] vowel teams”) and shared that she enjoyed doing 

plays on Fridays.  

Vivian continued to share that which she enjoyed specific to reading intervention (e.g., 

reading out loud, getting stickers for reading) throughout the walking tour interview the 

following week. She did not articulate any aspects of intervention that she perceived to be 

problematic and indicated that she enjoyed reading in general. As such, it came as no surprise 

that she maintained that if given the option, she would choose to do reading in the intervention 

room. What did come as a bit of a surprise was her immediate rationale: “Because, when we’re 

in the [Classroom #2], it’s very noisy and a lot of people can’t focus.” Again, noise was named 

by a second-grade participant as a perceived barrier to being able to concentrate on reading at 

school. Vivian’s willingness to participate in the reading intervention is further illustrated in the 

below sections that focus on each research question.  

Distinctions Between Classroom and Intervention Instruction 

Vivian made clear distinctions between classroom and intervention reading practices. For 

example, she described reading most often in a small group within the intervention setting and 
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largely one-on-one with her teacher or by herself in the classroom. Her interview responses 

describing the two programs fit into the three broad categories of the physical set-up, the 

routines, and the teacher’s role. Vivian’s drawings, Mrs. Casey’s feedback, videos, and my own 

observations largely supported Vivian’s perceptions of the two programs.  

Vivian described classroom reading time as typically comprised of reading “to Mrs. 

[classroom teacher] and then [reading] the rest at my desk and then [going] back…to talk about it 

[with the classroom teacher].” She also mentioned that she was occasionally able to read with a 

partner or entirely on her own in the classroom, a process which involved her choosing books 

from a collection she took out of the library and stored in a red bookbag on a hook. More often 

than not, Vivian insisted that her classroom teacher picked books for her and that she preferred 

this to choosing her own; specifically, she reasoned, “I don’t really know what I can read.”   

With regard to reading intervention, Vivian described reading in a group with Henry and 

another girl at a table led by Mrs. Casey. She indicated that Mrs. Casey usually chose the books 

for the group and that when Vivian came in, she had to first read over whatever book she took 

home the night before. After reading that book, Vivian stated, she could choose another book 

from a selection of many others she had read in the past. Vivian next described “reading some 

cards” that helped the group learn “vowel teams.” She shared that on Fridays, she was able to 

choose several books she had read previously to take home and that the group usually read a play 

together based on a story they had read the day before. In sum, Vivian painted two distinct 

portraits of classroom reading time and intervention time comprised of differing physical set-ups, 

routines, and teacher roles.  
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Perceived Benefits and Costs of Intervention Involvement 

Benefits. Vivian articulated nine aspects of intervention that she valued across the two 

interviews. As mentioned previously, Vivian relayed that she preferred doing reading in the 

intervention setting because she perceived it to be much quieter than the classroom which, in 

turn, better enabled her to maintain focus. As such, some utility value (Eccles, 2005) can be 

attributed to the reading intervention, as the quietness of the intervention setting supported 

Vivian in her efforts to complete reading-related tasks. Similarly, Vivian appreciated that Mrs. 

Casey picked out books that she could read and taught her decoding strategies; Mrs. Casey’s 

guidance permitted Vivian to more efficiently practice her reading. Also related to utility value 

was Vivian’s valuing of gaining stickers from Mrs. Casey for doing her at-home reading. 

Specifically, Vivian remarked, “[I really like] when she gives us stickers on our bookmarkers for 

reading. I collect stickers.” Put another way, the intervention supported her goal of collecting 

these rewards.  

 Additionally, Vivian indicated that she valued being able to read out loud to others during 

intervention time. In order to tease out whether Vivian enjoyed reading aloud to learn or reading 

to demonstrate competence to peers, I specifically asked her if she valued the opportunity to read 

out loud because she liked to learn. She shook her head no with respect to learning and nodded 

yes to my follow-up question about whether she liked when others listened to her read. As such, 

the intervention likely offered some attainment value (Eccles, 2005) for Vivian in that it helped 

her to think of herself as a competent reader. In the same vein, Vivian stated that she especially 

enjoyed reading the plays aloud on Fridays. Vivian also noted that she enjoyed reading within 

the small group, even more so than the partner reading that occasionally occurred in her 
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classroom. It can be inferred that she valued this aspect of intervention due to having an audience 

to showcase her skills. 

 Lastly, Vivian stated that she largely enjoyed reading and that she also liked picking her 

own books once Mrs. Casey had identified a selection that she could read. The value Vivian 

attributed to these aspects of intervention can be classified as intrinsic (Eccles, 2005); Vivian 

appreciated the opportunity to read in general as well as that of being able to choose books that 

specifically interested her.  

Costs. Vivian did not share any perceived intervention drawbacks with me. It is unclear 

whether she was unable to think of any or simply did not feel comfortable sharing them with me. 

As mentioned previously, she was observed on video at one point griping about having to write 

during intervention. Specifically, she remarked, “Do we have to write today?!” However, Vivian 

did not discuss the writing portion of intervention at any time during the two interviews.  

What Perceived Benefits and Costs Reveal about Meeting Psychological Needs 

 Many of Vivian’s perceived benefits of intervention suggest her need to feel competent 

(Niemiec & Ryan, 2009) within the reading intervention was nurtured. Specifically, the quiet 

setting, the word-solving instruction, and the just-right books supported Vivian’s ability to read 

on her own within the intervention and outside of it. Additionally, the intervention allowed her to 

showcase her ability to read out loud; Vivian was able to demonstrate competent reading within 

the intervention, further giving her confidence in her reading ability.  

Vivian’s expressed enthusiasm for collecting stickers within intervention may also 

represent an aspect of the intervention that supported her need to feel competent, as she received 

one sticker per book read at home. However, Vivian did not share a specific underlying reason 

explaining why she enjoyed collecting stickers.  Similarly, her preference for doing reading in 
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the small-group setting could be due to the intervention supporting her need to feel competent; 

however, it may also have supported her need to relate to others (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). 

Evidence to support these rationales did not surface in her interviews. 

 Vivian’s perceived benefits of intervention indicated that her need for autonomy 

(Niemiec & Ryan, 2009) was at least partially met within the intervention. Specifically, she was 

able to engage in reading, an activity she enjoyed. Furthermore, she indicated that she enjoyed 

being able to choose from among a selection of just-right books Mrs. Casey gathered for her.  

How Perceptions Align with Adult Evaluations of Engagement 

Both reading specialist and researcher evaluations of Vivian’s behavioral engagement 

indicated that she was generally more engaged than the other second-grade intervention students 

during reading intervention. Table 4.2 further evidences Vivian’s high overall scores on reading 

specialist and researcher behavioral engagement questionnaires. Specifically, Mrs. Casey and I 

noted Vivian’s tendency to stay on task, complete all tasks, and pay attention to peers and to 

Mrs. Casey when each spoke. Furthermore, Vivian was observed to raise her hand to answer 

questions often, to share her understandings, and to move her lips when reading independently.  

Mrs. Casey perceived Vivian to especially enjoy writing, while I documented her 

enthusiasm for reading new books and collecting stickers on her bookmark. Vivian’s general 

enthusiasm for and active involvement in intervention activities was supported by adult 

evaluations of her engagement. Though Mrs. Casey reported a perfect behavioral engagement 

score for Vivian, I observed her to occasionally become momentarily distracted and twice 

express disappointment within activities. Specifically, Vivian remarked “Do we have to write 

today?” to Mrs. Casey on one occasion and “Noooo” another time when Mrs. Casey stated 

rereading time was going to be cut short for word work. Lastly, both the reading specialist and 
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researcher documented Vivian’s substantial effort on intervention tasks. Specifically, Vivian 

appeared to expend more effort than others on her writing. All in all, adult evaluations of 

Vivian’s intervention engagement as well as many of her perceived advantages (e.g., new books, 

stickers, and the ability to read) further supported her interview response indicating that if she 

were given the choice, she would choose to do reading in the intervention setting.  

Alyssa 

Alyssa, like Lizzy, was seven years old at the start of the study. Alyssa’s intervention 

group, led by Mrs. Lori, met mid-morning and included one other second-grade girl and two 

second-grade boys. As with the three other study participants, instruction was rooted largely in 

second-grade Leveled Literacy Intervention (LLI) routines. Wilson Fundations activities 

focusing on vowel teams were substituted for the LLI word work component of the intervention. 

Mrs. Lori, like Mrs. Casey, typically first invited students to reread books they had previously 

read. This was followed by phonics activities (i.e., building, writing, or sorting words), the 

introduction of a new book, and finally (time permitting) writing about reading. This group, like 

Mrs. Casey’s, often practiced plays adapted from LLI texts on Fridays. 

Alyssa was of Brazilian heritage and spoke Portuguese as her first language; she was the 

only English language learner (ELL) involved in the study. She had attended kindergarten in 

another more urban elementary school before enrolling at Mayflower in November of her first-

grade year. Mayflower had evaluated her English proficiency with a state-mandated assessment 

and determined her to be at a higher “developing” level.  Mrs. Lori explained that Alyssa could 

understand most standard speech and comprehend underlying plots, main ideas, and details in 

many texts. However, she struggled with academic language and was still reading about a half a 

year below grade level. In addition to the reading intervention, Alyssa was receiving 45 minutes 
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of ELL support each day at the time of the study. She was in her second year of reading support 

at Mayflower and had received reading and ELL support in kindergarten at her previous school.  

My first impression of Alyssa was that she much appreciated the freedom to read 

independently while enjoying a delicious pastry. As I sat down to observe her reading 

intervention group for the first time, she looked up at me from her book and remarked, “Look at 

this muffin!” Her affinity for eating her snack while reading independently would surface time 

and time again in interviews, engagement questionnaires, and fieldnotes.  Mrs. Lori expressed 

both on the engagement questionnaire and during her interview that Alyssa’s attention during 

independent tasks often drifted from the task at hand to her snack. Although Alyssa appeared to 

generally enjoy and pour substantial effort into reading and writing on her own during 

intervention, video footage also evidenced her being frequently distracted by her snack. 

Furthermore, in expanding upon her preference for doing reading in the classroom, Alyssa 

remarked, “[classroom teacher] lets us have a little bit more snack.”  

Alyssa was interviewed third out of the four second-grade participants. Her classroom 

and intervention drawings are shown below (Figures 4.6 and 4.7). She chose to compose her 

drawings with markers. Her snack (yogurt with a spoon and a muffin) is depicted in her 

classroom drawing, as is a book; she intentionally pointed out her snack and book to me as she 

completed the drawing. Her intervention drawing included the intervention table and five chairs. 

She explained that there was a chair for each group member and one for Mrs. Lori. 
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Figure 4.6 Alyssa’s Classroom Drawing 

 

Figure 4.7 Alyssa’s Intervention Drawing 

 

 

 Alyssa’s walking tour took place the week after her drawing interview. Although Alyssa 

described Mrs. Lori as “nice” and recognized that she helped her with her reading, Alyssa largely 

took issue with being interrupted during her independent reading to work on “spelling.” 

Furthermore, she maintained that if given the choice, she would stay in the classroom to work on 



  
 

134 
 

her reading. Her rationale, which included additional time for eating and more freedom in 

deciding what to read, are expanded upon in the sections below that refer specifically to the 

research questions. 

Distinctions Between Classroom and Intervention Instruction 

 Although Alyssa indicated that what she did in the classroom with regard to reading was 

similar to that which occurred in the intervention setting, she was able to articulate several key 

distinctions. Specifically, she remarked, “[What we do in intervention] is the same as Mrs. 

[classroom teacher’s name] but a little different.” Having her snack and reading on her own were 

the two main similarities she listed. With regard to the physical set-up of the two spaces, Alyssa 

described herself most often reading by herself and eating her snack at a table in the corner of the 

classroom. In contrast, she remarked that she read at a table with three other children and the 

teacher during reading intervention. In speaking about typical routines, Alyssa indicated that 

while she usually got to pick “three or four” books to read in the classroom, within the 

intervention setting she had to read the books that Mrs. Lori selected for her and put in her 

bookbag. Specifically, she commented that she could read chapter books in her classroom. 

Additionally, Alyssa relayed that she and her peers were not interrupted during independent 

reading in the classroom to do word work: “[Classroom teacher] doesn’t stop us when we’re 

reading…to do spelling or to do sounds and stuff.” Alyssa also noted that Mrs. Lori used the 

whiteboard to list things she would like them to do; she further explained that Mrs. Lori would 

write reading comprehensions questions (e.g., What is the main character’s problem?) on the 

board for students to think about before, during, and after reading.  

 With regard to the teacher’s role in each space, Alyssa remarked that neither teacher 

taught her to read per se, but that her classroom teacher would sometimes sit and listen to her 
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read “like four pages” as she did with all the children in the class and that Mrs. Lori often 

reminded her to “Read. Read softly. And read at my house,” and would help her when she found 

herself stuck on a word. Lastly, Alyssa reported that her classroom teacher updated the class on 

how many minutes they had left to read on their own. Fieldnotes, videos, and reading specialist 

interviews largely confirmed Alyssa’s distinctions between the two reading programs.  

Perceived Benefits and Costs of Intervention Involvement 

Benefits. Alyssa listed two benefits she associated with her involvement in reading 

intervention. First, she valued being with the other members of her group. Although she did not 

explain her reasoning in detail, she did indicate her preference for being at a table with others 

rather than sitting alone in her classroom. It is not entirely clear whether this aspect of 

intervention offered intrinsic value and/or utility value (Eccles, 2005) for Alyssa. If she simply 

enjoyed time spent with peers, the added value would be intrinsic in nature. If she viewed group 

time as an opportunity to make friends or get help from friends, the added value would be 

categorized as utility value. Regardless, Alyssa appreciated this aspect of intervention. 

Additionally, she valued the help Mrs. Lori provided when she got stuck on a word. Specifically, 

Alyssa remarked that she could “point to a word” and Mrs. Lori would help her (and others) 

figure it out. The help she received from Mrs. Lori likely contributed some additional utility 

value to the intervention for Alyssa, as it permitted her to better solve challenging words when 

striving to complete a text. Alyssa mentioned during her drawing interview that she often 

struggled with reading and usually read “the easier [books] because I don’t know how to read.” 

As such, Mrs. Lori’s help was likely valuable to Alyssa in that it provided her some much-

needed additional support.  
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Costs. Alyssa articulated three main costs of intervention. Most important to Alyssa was 

the limited amount of time she perceived herself having to read independently within 

intervention. Specifically, Alyssa remarked that she would prefer to stay in the classroom 

because the classroom teacher “tells us how much minutes there is [for reading]” and further 

maintained that she did not like Mrs. Lori “[stopping] us when we’re reading.” She described 

Mrs. Lori interrupting independent reading “to do spelling.” Similarly, Alyssa indicated that she 

preferred the classroom because she was able to eat more of her snack and choose her own 

books. She perceived all three opportunities to be forfeited when attending intervention and, as 

such, had associated opportunity costs (Flake et al., 2015; Perez et al., 2014) with the 

intervention.  Furthermore, these costs appeared to somewhat outweigh the benefits of attending 

intervention for Alyssa.  

What Perceived Benefits and Costs Reveal about Meeting Psychological Needs 

 The two benefits Alyssa associated with intervention suggest the intervention, at least in 

part, addressed her need to perceive herself as competent and connected to others (Niemiec & 

Ryan, 2009). Specifically, the help she received from Mrs. Lori better enabled her to complete 

intervention books (competence), and the small group arrangement permitted her a sense of 

belonging within a social group (relatedness). Alyssa’s articulated costs largely signify her need 

for autonomy (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009) not being satisfied within the intervention. Put another 

way, Alyssa viewed herself as not being permitted the amount of freedom she had in the 

classroom with respect to reading what she wanted, reading as much as she wanted, and eating as 

much as she wanted. As further testament to Alyssa’s desire to have more control over that 

which occurred in intervention, a video segment depicted an attempt to negotiate with Mrs. Lori 

for additional books to take home after Mrs. Lori had permitted her to choose two from a 
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prepared selection. Specifically, Alyssa remarked, “How about four?” When Mrs. Lori replied, 

“Two,” Alyssa retorted, “Three!” Alyssa’s perceived costs specific to her lack of autonomy 

within intervention appeared to outweigh the benefits of the intervention; modifications to the 

intervention aimed at increasing her ability to make decisions within it might serve to better 

support her underlying motivation for doing reading there.  

How Perceptions Align with Adult Evaluations of Engagement 

 In general, researcher and reading specialist evaluations of Alyssa’s behavioral 

engagement found her to be less engaged than other intervention students (Table 4.2). This 

finding aligns with her preference for doing reading in the classroom. Specifically, although 

Alyssa was observed to frequently answer questions and exert effort when reading challenging 

texts, she often got off-task. More often than not, Alyssa’s breaks during intervention activities 

(i.e., independent reading, writing, and word work) were to eat her snack; however, she was also 

observed to occasionally become distracted by the flow of students entering and exiting the 

intervention room (multiple groups were meeting at the same time). It is important to keep in 

mind that Alyssa was still acquiring English at the time of the study and, as such, may have 

found intervention more challenging than other participants. 

Summary 

 This chapter aimed to answer each of the four research questions in relation to the 

second-grade participants (n=4) that made up a subcase of the full case study sample (N=14). 

First, all second-grade students, identified as struggling readers at the Mayflower School, made 

clear distinctions between how they perceived themselves to do reading in the classroom and 

how they perceived themselves to do reading in the intervention setting. Additionally, as 

displayed in the summary table (Table 4.3), all students articulated distinct benefits associated 
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with reading intervention, and all but Vivian articulated costs related to intervention 

involvement. Vivian and Lizzy remarked that the noise level in their classrooms was the main 

reason they preferred reading intervention to reading time in their classroom. Alyssa and Henry, 

the two students demonstrating the greatest need of the four participants (as indicated by the 

DRA), largely preferred the additional freedom afforded within the classroom during reading 

time; Henry also took issue with the noise level in the intervention setting. For Alyssa and 

Henry, perceived costs of intervention involvement appeared to outweigh perceived benefits.  

Table 4.3 Second-Grade Summary Table 

Student Instructional 

Preference 

Number of 

Articulated 

Benefits 

Number of 

Articulated 

Costs 

Average 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Score (Total = 

28) 

 

Vivian Intervention 9 0 26 

Lizzy Intervention 10 2 23 

Alyssa Classroom 2 3 19 

Henry Classroom 4 5 18 

 

Furthermore, students’ motivation-related perceptions shed some light on how 

individuals’ basic psychological needs were being satisfied or not satisfied within the 

intervention. In general, the intervention arguably nurtured students’ needs for competence and 

autonomy; most appreciated the provided quiet and/or help from the teacher as well as 

opportunities to read and choose books. However, Henry did report that the noise level interfered 

with his focus. The intervention fell short for Alyssa and Henry in satisfying their unique needs 

for autonomy. Alyssa was the only participant to indicate that she appreciated being with others 

(relatedness). 
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Adult evaluations of second-grade participants’ behavioral engagement in intervention 

provided support for students’ articulated preferences and rationales for either doing reading in 

the classroom or doing reading in the intervention setting; Table 4.3 clearly shows that students 

who preferred the classroom (Henry and Alyssa) had lower overall behavioral engagement 

scores than did students who indicated a preference for the reading intervention program. That 

said, the questionnaires were insufficient in explaining why students who articulated a preference 

for the classroom felt the way they did. For example, although one can arguably infer from 

reading specialist and researcher questionnaire responses that Henry desired some additional 

control within the intervention setting, his voiced concerns with respect to decision-making are 

much more apparent and nuanced in his interview responses, as is his complaint about the noise 

level in the intervention setting. Such information is essential if interventions are to be adapted to 

better support students’ engagement, motivation, and, in turn, achievement.  

Though not directly related to the research questions, it is important to highlight that 

Alyssa, an ELL student of Brazilian ancestry and Henry, a male student with abundant energy, 

were the two participants in the subcase to indicate a preference for doing reading in the 

classroom; this finding is in line with claims that the reading motivation of boys and students of 

color is more vulnerable than that of females and whites (e.g., Wigfield, Gladstone, & Turci, 

2016). Both students articulated a strong desire for additional autonomy within the intervention. 

The two students’ aversion to the intervention is less surprising, yet all the more troubling, when 

considering that their DRA scores fell below those of the other second-grade participants (See 

Table 4.1 for DRA scores). 
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Chapter 5: First-Grade Findings 

Introduction 

This chapter presents findings specific to how first-grade participants’ (n=4) motivation 

for doing reading in a balanced literacy Tier 2 reading intervention provided at the Mayflower 

school during the 2017-2018 school year was shaped by the intervention. The four child 

participants that made up the first-grade subcase were pulled for reading intervention from three 

different first-grade classrooms during classroom reading time; two students came from the same 

first-grade classroom. All general education classrooms (K-2) relied upon a traditional reader’s 

workshop instructional model during classroom reading time. Information from classroom 

benchmark assessments (e.g., Developmental Reading Assessment) was combined with teacher 

recommendations to determine which students would attend reading intervention. The 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) is an informal reading inventory that offers 

information about the learner’s independent and instructional reading levels and provides 

diagnostic teaching recommendations. Upon being identified for intervention in September of 

2017, the four first-grade students in the subcase were distributed across three intervention 

groups; two students were in the same intervention group. Basic demographic information 

specific to each child is presented in Table 5.1.  
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Table 5.1 First-Grade Participants’ Demographics 

Student Age September 

2017 DRA 

Independent 

Reading 

Level 

 

Interventionist Intervention 

Group 

Classroom Amount of 

Intervention 

Time 

Penelope 6 1 

(beginning 

of k) 

Mrs. Lori #1 #1 30 min 

4x/week 

 

Josh 

 

7 

 

2  

(middle of 

k) 

 

 

Mrs. Lori 

 

#1 

 

#2 

 

30 min 

4x/week 

Madison 7 3 

 (end of k) 

 

Mrs. Casey #2 #2 30 min 

4x/week 

Agnes 6 3  

(end of k) 

Mrs. Casey #3 #3 30 min 

4x/week 

 

The chapter will briefly introduce each child participant to the reader, synthesizing 

known relevant individual characteristics (e.g., sex, first language) and key aspects of the 

intervention received (e.g., main components, group size); these context-specific representations 

are intended to offer a sense of the unique complexity of the individual to which the research 

questions have been applied. After each participant introduction, results of the study pertaining 

to the below research questions are shared and the way(s) in which data sources (i.e., fieldnotes, 

child interviews, behavioral engagement questionnaires, and reading specialist interviews) 

triangulate to inform context-specific conclusions are discussed. Lastly, the final summary sheds 

light on emergent themes specific to the first-grade participants in the subsample of this study.  
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Research Questions 

RQ1. What, if any, distinction, do kindergarten, first-, and second-grade students in the sample 

make between reading instruction occurring in the reading intervention setting and in the general 

classroom?   

RQ2. What, if anything, do K-2 students enrolled in reading intervention at the Mayflower 

School (pseudonym) perceive to be the benefits and/or costs of their involvement in reading 

intervention?                                                                                                                                                                        

RQ3. What do students’ perceived benefits and costs reveal about the ways in which their basic 

psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relatedness (as defined within the SDT 

motivation literature) are supported in intervention sessions?                                                                          

RQ4. In what ways do students’ perceptions of intervention align with or differ from reading 

specialist and researcher perceptions of students’ behavioral engagement in intervention? 

Penelope 

Penelope, a six-year-old female, was in the first grade at the time of the study. Mrs. Lori 

led Penelope’s reading intervention (intervention group #1) which met at 11:40 am four times 

per week. This was her first year in the program; however, Penelope had received reading 

support at her previous school. She had not received outside-of-school reading support in the 

past, nor was she receiving it at the time of the study.  

Penelope’s intervention group included three male peers when I first began observing the 

group in January of 2018 (one boy exited intervention the week before Penelope’s drawing 

interview). Another boy, Josh, also participated in the study. Mrs. Lori reported that Penelope 

was about a year behind grade level as indicated by classroom benchmark assessments (e.g., 
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DRA); the DRA also suggested her to be the farthest behind in reading of the four first-grade 

study participants. 

Penelope’s intervention instruction was rooted largely in first-grade Leveled Literacy 

Intervention (LLI) routines. Sessions typically consisted of about ten minutes of rereading one or 

more LLI books (occasionally a decodable text was substituted to reinforce the previous day’s 

word work), seven to ten minutes of word work, and five to ten minutes of new book 

introduction and/or writing. Phonics word work stemming from the first-grade Wilson 

Fundations program was typically substituted for the LLI word work component of the 

intervention. Word work usually involved a letter keyword sound routine (flashcard drill 

involving consonants, vowels, and digraphs), building or writing consonant-vowel-consonant 

words with and without digraphs, and reviewing trick words (sight word flashcard drill). Toward 

the end of the session, Mrs. Lori typically previewed a new LLI book with students; she invited 

them to read several pages together before asking students to read the book over thoroughly at 

home. Writing generally involved responding to a reading-related prompt provided within the 

LLI lesson guide; prompts typically centered on a predominant theme or lesson. 

Penelope was typically quiet when I observed her and read with her in the weeks leading 

up to her walking tour interview. This made me a bit nervous about how comfortable she would 

be during our interview. She always agreed to read with me whenever I asked, but it was difficult 

to gauge whether she enjoyed the experience. To my surprise, she did appear eager to interview 

when invited; I observed her ask Mrs. Lori if it was yet her turn to meet with me. Upon 

beginning the first drawing of her doing reading in the general classroom, Penelope made a point 

of telling me, “I’m gonna do a dress!” to which I responded, “Do you like to wear dresses?!” and 

she remarked, “Uh-huh, but I’m not wearing one today because my mom picked out this shirt 
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and pants.” She went on unprompted to inform me that she enjoyed reading nonfiction books 

about bugs (especially “bees and beetles and fireflies”) and that she had one currently in her 

personal “book box” in the classroom. Less than a minute into the interview it became apparent 

that Penelope was comfortable conversing with me outside of the reading intervention setting. 

She seemed completely at ease drawing and describing the two spaces and reading programs.  

While drawing, Penelope intentionally brought my attention to the “comfy cushions” that 

she typically sat on while reading in her classroom. Specifically, she drew herself reading “the 

bug book” while sitting on a cushion in her classroom drawing (Figure 5.1 below). 
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Figure 5.1 Penelope’s Classroom Drawing 

 

Figure 5.2 Penelope’s Intervention Drawing 

 

 

 Her perceived importance of the cushion became even more pronounced during her walking tour 

interview the following week. Specifically, when asked whether if given the choice she would do 

reading in the intervention room or the classroom, Penelope answered, “My classroom.” Her first 
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reason for this decision was the noise level; she understood the noise level in the intervention 

room to be greater than that of her classroom. Her second reason was rooted in her personal 

comfort: “It’s more comfortable!” she reported. When I probed what specifically made it more 

comfortable, she explained, “There are cushions [in the classroom] and because we have to sit on 

chairs in the reading room.” In line with this rationale, she had drawn herself sitting on a chair in 

the intervention setting (Figure 5.2) during the drawing interview. I was surprised by her answer, 

as I had never witnessed her complaining or expressing any other visible signs of dissatisfaction 

with either the intervention room chairs or the noise level. However, I had observed within my 

fieldnotes that Penelope often required redirection from Mrs. Lori due to distractibility. The 

sections that follow provide a synthesis of data specific to Penelope and in reference to the 

research questions that guided the study. 

Distinctions Between Classroom and Intervention Instruction 

 Penelope made clear distinctions between that which occurred in her classroom 

(Classroom #1) during reading time and that which occurred within Mrs. Lori’s reading 

intervention. As was characteristic of the second-grade subcase, Penelope’s distinctions fell 

under the categories of the physical set-up, the routines, and the teacher’s role. Her 

characterizations of the two environments were largely supported by her drawings, Mrs. Lori’s 

feedback, and my videos and fieldnotes.  

With regard to the physical set-up, Penelope described being able to choose whether she 

read at a table within the classroom or on the floor on a cushion. She indicated a clear preference 

for reading on the floor and further explained, “And sometimes, if you don’t want to sit on them, 

you can put them at the back [of the classroom], and you can lay on them there.” Penelope 
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described the typical intervention set-up as being comprised of chairs around a table. She 

described sitting in a chair at the table with “all the noisy boys.”   

 With respect to routines, Penelope explained reading in the classroom as a time when she 

would choose books from her “reading folder.” She reported that her teacher would first select 

books for her and place them in a bag from which she could choose those that interested her to 

put in a special folder for reading time. Specifically, she remarked, “You pick the books out 

[from the bag] and then whatever we like, we put those in our reading folders.” Upon getting this 

folder during reading time, Penelope would read quietly to herself, usually on the floor. Also, 

during this time, she would occasionally ask her teacher for help solving a word. She further 

explained that whenever she finished a book, she usually read one page from the book to her 

teacher.  

 In the intervention room, Penelope reported that she usually began by reading a book that 

Mrs. Lori gave her to read. Penelope mentioned that Mrs. Lori sometimes let them sit in special 

“comfy chairs” on the floor during this time. She specified that sometimes she was given a new 

book to read and other times she was given a book she had read before. Mrs. Lori relayed that 

she occasionally asked intervention students to read a short decodable text before rereading LLI 

books to reinforce the previous day’s word work. Penelope explained that upon finishing the 

book Mrs. Lori provided, she could then pick another book from the table to read until Mrs. Lori 

called everyone back to the table. Once called to the table, Penelope reported, she and the other 

students usually worked on “making sentences” and “words”. She reported that the group would 

“sometimes make hard words and sometimes easy words.” After doing word and sentence 

activities, Penelope explained, they then “read more books” before choosing books to take home 

to read. Penelope further explicated that they chose books to take home but could not color or 
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keep those books. She continued on to say, “We take them [copies of LLI books] home and then 

we also have the paper books…and she writes ‘keep at home’ on them.” The paper books were 

books Mrs. Lori printed from an online leveled library and gave to students to keep at home. 

Penelope’s descriptions of that which occurred in both reading spaces were especially detailed 

compared to others in the first-grade subcase. 

 With regard to the classroom teacher’s role, Penelope reported that she helped kids with 

both reading and math during reading time, that she selected books for students, that she listened 

to kids read, and that she helped them when they were stuck on words. In the intervention room, 

Penelope relayed that Mrs. Lori picked books for them, called students to the table for word 

work, and told them where to sit. In sum, it can be concluded that Penelope held distinct 

understandings of that which occurred both in the classroom and in the intervention setting.  

Perceived Benefits and Costs of Intervention Involvement 

Benefits. Penelope shared three primary benefits that she attributed to her intervention 

involvement. First, she relayed that she enjoyed being able to keep certain books Mrs. Lori sent 

home because she could “do whatever” she wanted with them there. For example, she reported 

enjoying coloring the black and white books at home. As such, this particular advantage likely 

contributed some utility value to the reading intervention; Penelope perceived this perk as 

enabling her to do something else she desired (e.g., coloring the printed books at home) (Eccles, 

2005). Next, she expressed appreciating being able to sit in the “comfy chairs” when permitted. 

When probed why she liked this, she simply remarked that it was “more comfy.” As such, the 

option to periodically sit in the special seats might have added some additional utility value to the 

reading intervention for Penelope if by increasing her physical comfort, she was better able to 

complete reading tasks; however, like Lizzy, she did not explicitly state this. Finally, Penelope 
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remarked that she liked “reading with people” in the intervention room. More specifically, 

Penelope indicated that she enjoyed reading aloud and listening to her peers read aloud at Mrs. 

Lori’s table—which they often did after Mrs. Lori introduced a new book and the group had 

practiced reading all or a portion of it to themselves. This aspect of intervention likely 

contributed some intrinsic value due to it being a source of inherent satisfaction for Penelope 

(Eccles, 2005). 

Costs. Penelope also relayed three main disadvantages she associated with her 

intervention involvement. First, she indicated a clear preference for the classroom due to her 

perception that the intervention room was somewhat louder. Specifically, she clarified that the 

intervention room was “a little bit noisier” than her classroom, making it more difficult to 

concentrate. Second, Penelope perceived the intervention room as less comfortable than the 

classroom and suggested that she be permitted to sit in the “comfy chairs” more often. Last, 

Penelope indicated that she wished they could spend some intervention time coloring the black 

and white books Mrs. Lori printed and sent home for the students to keep: “[ I would like to] 

color the books that say, ‘keep at home’!” she remarked towards the end of the walking tour 

interview. As such, it is evident that Penelope was aware of several opportunity costs (Flake et 

al., 2015; Perez et al., 2014) stemming from her intervention involvement; given her preference 

for doing reading in the classroom, these costs appeared to outweigh the benefits she attributed to 

her involvement.  

What Perceived Benefits and Costs Reveal about Meeting Psychological Needs 

Several of the benefits and costs Penelope shared offer evidence of either promoting or 

neglecting of one or more of her basic psychological needs (i.e., autonomy, competence, 

relatedness; Ryan & Deci, 2002). First, Penelope’s perceived benefit of being able to take 
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printed books home to color or to do other things with offers evidence that the intervention 

promoted some autonomy outside of the actual intervention setting. Additionally, Penelope 

expressed that she appreciated reading with other people; specifically, she enjoyed taking turns 

reading at the table during intervention. Penelope’s explanation suggests that the intervention 

provided an opportunity to demonstrate her reading competence and, as such, likely supported 

her need to perform well within the intervention (Ryan & Deci, 2002).  

Penelope’s perceived benefit of occasionally being permitted to sit in the “comfy chairs” 

does not fit neatly into a basic needs category. She did not suggest this comfort enabled her to 

better concentrate on her reading (as she did when talking about how noise impacted her ability 

to read). As such, I categorized this benefit as meeting a desire for physical comfort. This 

categorization differed somewhat from that of Lizzy (second-grade participant), who also 

acknowledged appreciating the comfortable chairs, as Lizzy indicated that she valued having the 

choice in her intervention with Mrs. Casey of whether to utilize the comfortable chairs and/or 

spread out; Lizzy’s comments more readily suggest these options support her need for autonomy 

within the intervention. Nevertheless, a desire to be physically comfortable during intervention 

time surfaced for the second time in the study. 

The noise level in the intervention room at times represented a barrier for Penelope when 

she was striving to complete reading tasks and, as such, did not always support her need for 

competence (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). It is possible Penelope’s dissatisfaction with the amount of 

physical comfort provided within the intervention also interfered with her perceived competence; 

however, she did not explicitly indicate this. Last, Penelope’s request to spend some intervention 

time coloring the printed take-home books suggests she craved more autonomy to do things she 

enjoyed within the intervention; the intervention could have better supported her need for 



  
 

151 
 

autonomy. In sum, Penelope’s underlying perceptions that the intervention was too noisy and 

less comfortable than her classroom, coupled with her decision not to attend if given the choice, 

suggest the reading intervention was not generally promoting her underlying motivation for 

doing reading there. 

How Perceptions Align with Adult Evaluations of Engagement  

 Both teacher and researcher evaluations of Penelope’s behavioral engagement indicated 

that she appeared “somewhat less engaged” overall than other first-grade intervention students. 

Table 5.2, below, provides each of the four first-grade students’ total behavioral engagement 

scores (out of 28) as evaluated by me (n=2) and the reading specialist (n=1) on the behavioral 

engagement questionnaire for reference. I completed one questionnaire for each of two separate 

video observations; the reading specialist completed one form based on the child’s overall 

engagement in the program. The table also includes the general label each evaluator assigned to 

the child’s overall engagement specific to the situation (i.e., single video observation, overall). 

Descriptive choices for each indicator of engagement included: 1) somewhat less engaged than 

others, 2) about as engaged as others, 3) somewhat more engaged than others, and 4) much more 

engaged than others. 
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Table 5.2 Overview of First-Grade Behavioral Engagement Evaluations 

Child Reading 

Specialist 

Overall 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Score (Total 

=28) 

General 

Label 

Assigned 

Researcher 

Overall 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Score 

(Video #1) 

General 

Label 

Assigned 

Researcher 

Overall 

Behavioral 

Engagement 

Score 

(Video #2) 

General 

Label 

Assigned 

Agnes 27 Somewhat 

more 

engaged 

than 

others 

26 Somewhat 

more 

engaged 

than 

others 

23 About as 

engaged 

as others 

Madison 23 About as 

engaged 

as others 

23 Somewhat 

more 

engaged 

than 

others 

22 About as 

engaged 

as others 

Josh 17 About as 

engaged 

as others 

21 About as 

engaged 

as others 

19 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

Penelope 13 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

18 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

19 Somewhat 

less 

engaged 

than 

others 

 

Both researcher and reading specialist (Mrs. Lori) behavioral engagement questionnaires 

indicated that Penelope struggled with maintaining focus during structured (e.g., Fundations 

drills) and unstructured (e.g., independent reading) activities; Penelope was redirected many 

times in both video observations. Furthermore, fieldnotes on three separate occasions noted that 

“Penelope had to be redirected by Mrs. Lori throughout the intervention.” Fieldnotes and video 

observations also lent support to Penelope’s claim that the intervention could get loud due to the 

“noisy boys.” Specifically, Josh and another male group member were observed acting silly 

together on multiple occasions which resulted in loud laughter that distracted all group members 
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including Mrs. Lori. Regardless, Penelope presented as the most easily and frequently distracted 

student of the four in the first-grade subcase. It seems unlikely that decreasing the noise level in 

the intervention room would entirely solve this issue, as Penelope was also observed becoming 

distracted when the room was nearly silent. For example, fieldnotes captured her pretending to 

reread (flipping through the pages and looking around the room) a book that she chose from a 

selection Mrs. Lori had put out for the group during a quiet rereading time. As such, it is difficult 

to determine whether her distractibility is due to her disinterest in the reading intervention, the 

noise level, a personal trait, or something else entirely. Regardless, there is sufficient evidence to 

suggest that Penelope was less engaged than others in the reading intervention; this conclusion 

lends support to the inference that the intervention was not largely supportive of her developing 

motivation for doing reading there.  

Josh 

Josh, a seven-year-old male, was in the first grade at the time of the study. Josh, who was 

in the same intervention group as Penelope (intervention group #1), participated in intervention 

four times a week with sessions lasting approximately 30 minutes each. This was his second year 

in the program. He had not received outside-of-school reading support in the past, nor was he 

receiving it at the time of the study. However, Josh was being evaluated for a language-based 

disability; he was reading about a year behind grade level. 

Josh seemed to especially enjoy reading independently to himself and to others, though 

his attention did drift at times. On multiple occasions he requested to read with me, always 

smiling and sharing personal connections. Josh had an enormous amount of energy, and Mrs. 

Lori and the school counselor often met to brainstorm ways for him to release his energy during 

intervention. For example, they placed a fidget band under his chair so that he could move it with 
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his feet when forced to sit at the reading table for instruction. Josh was also permitted to take 

breaks as needed, and Mrs. Lori typically sat Penelope between Josh and his male friend who 

was also in the reading intervention group. Although these supports appeared to help Josh focus 

more on instruction, controlling his outbursts during Mrs. Lori’s lessons still proved difficult at 

times. He would frequently interrupt Mrs. Lori and his peers mid-sentence to share his own 

ideas; however, his ideas, much like Henry’s interruptions, were usually connected to 

intervention topics and activities. For example, on one occasion I observed Mrs. Lori attempt to 

correct Josh after he substituted his own keyword (dig) into a Fundations letter keyword sound 

drill (the drill word was dog); Josh quickly prevented Mrs. Lori from completing her explanation 

by loudly exclaiming, “I like dig better. Dig is better!” 

Just as Josh had been excited to read with me in the weeks leading up to his first 

interview, he appeared eager to participate in the drawing interview, nearly yelling “Yes!” when 

Mrs. Lori asked him if he would like to work with me. Josh’s drawings (Figures 5.3 and 5.4) are 

far more involved than the drawings of other first-grade participants; Josh seemed to get caught 

up in the physical details of each setting’s surroundings (e.g., flag, room number, rug). He 

explained while drawing that he primarily read by himself in the classroom and with a group in 

the intervention setting.  
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Figure 5.3 Josh’s Classroom Drawing 

 

Figure 5.4 Josh’s Intervention Drawing 

 

However, in the classroom he had to read the books in his book bag in a specific order. Josh 

indicated that although he largely enjoyed reading in both spaces, he appreciated not having to 

read books in a particular order during independent reading in the intervention room. 

Furthermore, Josh indicated that he preferred doing reading in the intervention room with Mrs. 
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Lori. The sections that follow provide a synthesis of data specific to Josh and in reference to the 

research questions that guided the study. 

Distinctions Between Classroom and Intervention Instruction 

 Josh maintained that he brought the same mantra to his classroom (Classroom #2) 

reading time and his intervention reading time: “We read and we stop and we keep trying and 

then we finally get it correct and we keep going,” he remarked when I asked him to describe 

what he did in each space. However, Josh’s distinctions between the two programs grew 

increasingly apparent as we continued interviewing. His interview responses describing the two 

programs generally fell into the three broad categories of the room set-up, the instructional 

routines, and the teacher’s role. Josh’s characterizations of the two environments were largely 

supported by his drawings, Mrs. Lori’s feedback, and my videos and fieldnotes.  

 With regard to room set-up, Josh remarked that he typically read on the rug in his 

classroom, but that he was also permitted to read at a table if he wanted. He pointed out a large 

bin labeled “Owl Bin” and explained that it housed the books he chose when he went book 

shopping. He also pointed out where his book bag was stored in the classroom. In contrast, he 

described the intervention room set-up as consisting of a table that his group usually sat at, but he 

clarified “sometimes people sit on the floor [in the blue cushiony chairs] to read when it’s their 

turn.” He also pointed out the green LLI boxes where Mrs. Lori pulled leveled books for the 

group to read and a Fundations letter keyword sound chart that he explained helped him solve 

words. 

 With regard to routines, Josh described reading time in his classroom as a time when he 

would grab his bookbag, find a spot to read, and read the books from his bookbag in order by 

himself. He explained that “about every three weeks,” he would choose new books from the Owl 
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Bin to put in his book bag. He also indicated that his teacher would occasionally sit down and 

read with him. Upon entering intervention, Josh described first giving the books that he took 

home the night before back to Mrs. Lori and then choosing a few books she put out on the table 

to read. He listed several titles that he had recently reread in Mrs. Lori’s room including Chicken 

Little and The Fish Tank. Josh went on to explain that after rereading, the group would work on 

words and sounds, do some more reading, and get new books in their bookbags to take home to 

read before leaving for recess.  

 Josh described his classroom teacher’s role during reading time as going up to kids and 

“sharing reading with them.” He described Mrs. Lori’s role as writing on the white board to 

teach the group things like “bs and ds” and putting books in their take-home reading bags. Josh 

made clear distinctions between the two reading programs; he ended our walking tour interview 

by remarking, “They [classroom and intervention reading time] are both pretty fun, but that one’s 

[pointing to Mrs. Lori’s room] better!” 

Perceived Benefits and Costs of Intervention Involvement 

Benefits. Specifically, Josh shared three main aspects of the intervention reading 

program that he appreciated. First, Josh underscored that he valued the way Mrs. Lori would let 

him choose from among a selection of books to reread upon entering the room; he enjoyed 

choosing “the hard ones” from the offered selection. This rationale suggests being able to choose 

the books he wanted to read contributed some intrinsic value to the reading intervention for Josh 

(Eccles, 2005). It may have also contributed some utility value (Eccles, 2005) if Josh equated 

reading the harder books with improving his reading; however, he did not explicitly state this. 

Similarly, Josh valued that Mrs. Lori allowed him to read the books he chose in whatever order 

he wanted; this differed from his classroom where he was asked to read the books in his bookbag 



  
 

158 
 

in the order they appeared. Having the freedom to choose the order of books also likely added 

intrinsic value to the program, as Josh could read books he was most interested in first. 

Furthermore, Josh appreciated Fundations trick word and letter keyword sound routines: he liked 

getting his own pile of trick words and/or sound cards and reading them aloud. He remarked, 

“It’s cool because we say our own pile. … and sometimes you get hard ones, and I like to do the 

hard ones so that I can learn new words!” In sum, the Fundations drills offered some utility value 

for Josh because of his perception that they helped him learn new words, and they also likely 

contributed some intrinsic value because of the overall joy participation in these specific 

activities brought him.  

 Costs. Josh relayed one cost that he associated with his intervention involvement. 

Specifically, he did not like missing reading time in his classroom, which occurred at the same 

time as intervention. He remarked, “Sometimes I don’t even get to do [reading on the rug in his 

classroom], because I go here for help with reading.” As Josh largely held favorable views of 

both reading programs, he associated some opportunity cost (Flake et al., 2015; Perez et al., 

2014) with attending intervention.  

What Perceived Benefits and Costs Reveal about Meeting Psychological Needs 

The benefits Josh shared offer insight regarding how the intervention supported his basic 

psychological needs (i.e., autonomy, competence, relatedness; Ryan & Deci, 2002). First, the 

way in which Mrs. Lori permitted him to choose from a selection of books during rereading time 

and read those that he selected in the order he pleased nurtured his need to execute some control 

over his own learning, or autonomy (Ryan & Deci, 2002). The “hard” books Josh self-selected to 

read and the trick word and letter keyword sound drill activities he perceived to be adaptively 

challenging supported his need for competence in that he experienced a sense of satisfaction in 
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solving the more difficult words and/or furthering his learning (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). The 

opportunity cost Josh shared specific to him missing reading time in his classroom does not 

suggest his basic psychological needs were not being met; instead, it suggests Josh’s needs were 

likely nurtured in both places and, as such, he largely enjoyed participating in both programs. 

How Perceptions Align with Adult Evaluations of Engagement  

Mrs. Lori rated Josh overall as “about as engaged as others,” while I observed him to be 

“about as engaged as others” in video observation #1 and “somewhat less engaged than others” 

in video observation #2 (See Table 5.2). The average of Josh’s three behavioral engagement 

scores was three points higher than Penelope’s average score (See Table 5.3). Josh’s enjoyment 

specific to choosing his own book was captured on video and in researcher fieldnotes; 

specifically, he smiled and remarked “Yes!” on one occasion when Mrs. Lori announced it was 

time to select books. Furthermore, video evidence portrayed Josh happily sharing the books he 

selected with a friend. Mrs. Lori, too, noted Josh’s expressed excitement specific to intervention 

books, remarking on her questionnaire, “He is enthusiastic for new books.” Similarly, Josh’s 

enjoyment specific to participating in the Fundations trick word drill was also supported within 

Mrs. Lori’s behavioral questionnaire responses. She noted, “[Josh] gets excited when he 

confidently reads a stack of trick word cards”; video evidence further supported this claim.  

 Josh’s behavioral engagement scores were lower than two other students in the subcase 

largely due to his frequent interruptions during group time. Mrs. Lori indicated on Josh’s 

behavioral engagement questionnaire, “He lacks impulse control, and constant physical 

movement and verbal output at times makes sitting still and not interrupting others’ learning time 

a challenge.” Similarly, video observations detailed numerous instances when Josh interrupted 

others; however, these interruptions were generally on topic. It is important to note that soon 
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after the completion of the study, Josh was placed on a language-based individualized education 

plan; his struggle to calm his body and control his verbal interruptions was deemed by the school 

as a substantial barrier to his learning. Although all agreed Josh largely enjoyed reading 

intervention, adult reports suggest he could have been more engaged. As such, adult observations 

of Josh’s behavioral engagement partially supported his perceptions of reading intervention. 

Madison 

Madison was seven years old at the time of the study. She had been receiving reading 

intervention support at Mayflower since kindergarten. Madison was one of four students in her 

intervention group (intervention group #2) led by Mrs. Casey; she participated in intervention 

four times a week, and sessions lasted approximately 30 minutes each. The group met at 11:40 

am (at the same time as intervention group #1, but on the opposite side of the room). Madison 

had not received outside-of-school reading support in the past, nor was she receiving it at the 

time of the study. Madison was about two months behind grade-level reading expectations, as 

indicated by classroom benchmark assessments (e.g., DRA); however, the school was concerned 

about her rate of progress due to her age. 

Madison’s intervention (group #2) was similar to that of intervention group #1; however, 

this group used LLI texts exclusively and was farther along in the first-grade Wilson Fundations 

scope and sequence. Specifically, Madison’s group was working intensely on words that 

contained r-controlled sounds (e.g., girl, herd, barn) at the time of her video observations. I came 

to learn during her drawing interview that the word work aspect of intervention was something 

Madison appreciated very much. She always appeared enthusiastic to attend intervention in my 

experience, and she credited intervention with transforming her into a capable reader. 

Specifically, she remarked to me during our first interview, “We get to learn new words here! I 
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used to be really bad at reading but I’m really good now cuz now I know that e doesn’t say its 

name when it’s at the end [of a word]!” Madison went on to comment that she had not learned 

rules like this one in her classroom: “Only here I learned them,” she said. 

Madison made other comparisons between her classroom and intervention reading 

experiences without being prompted during her drawing interview and the following week 

during her walking tour interview. For example, she expressed that she was the only girl in her 

intervention group and that while she typically read to herself at a table in the classroom, she 

read to herself and to others in the intervention room. Her drawings depict her reading silently at 

a table in her classroom with her friend Stacey (Figure 5.5) and entering the reading intervention 

room (Figure 5.6). 
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Figure 5.5 Madison’s Classroom Drawing 

 

Figure 5.6 Madison’s Intervention Drawing 

 

 

 In addition to appreciating the word-solving support she received at intervention, Madison 

enjoyed playing word-solving games with Mrs. Casey. For example, Madison highlighted a 
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version of musical chairs the group often played with r-controlled words. As such, it came as no 

surprise that Madison indicated a preference for doing reading in the intervention room. The 

sections that follow provide a synthesis of data specific to Madison and in reference to the 

research questions that guided the study. 

Distinctions Between Classroom and Intervention Instruction 

 Madison appeared to easily make distinctions between classroom and intervention 

reading programs. She was in the same general education classroom as Josh (Classroom #2) and 

her descriptions of the structure, routines, and teacher’s role during classroom reading time 

largely mirrored Josh’s descriptions. Specifically, Madison described being able to sometimes 

choose whether she sat at a table comprised of several desks or on the rug for classroom reading 

time. She particularly enjoyed sitting next to her friend, Stacey (pictured reading next to Madison 

in Figure 5.5). She also described choosing books “once in a while” from the large book bins 

Josh had mentioned and placing selected books into a clear bag that she would utilize during 

reading time. In contrast, Madison remarked that in the intervention setting she usually sat with a 

small group of boys and with Mrs. Casey around a table; she indicated that she was also 

permitted to sit in the more comfortable blue chairs on the floor during independent reading.  

 Classroom routines involved Madison collecting her clear book bag, going to her spot 

(table or rug), and then “practicing reading for a while.” Though she did not relay a mantra for 

persevering through challenging text during reading time like Josh did, she did explain that she 

would try and tap words out (Fundations decoding strategy) before asking an adult for help in 

the classroom. In the intervention setting, Madison described taking out the book she was 

directed to read the night before from her intervention bookbag and rereading. She indicated that 

afterwards, she was permitted to choose from a selection of books Mrs. Casey placed on the table 
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(all of which she had read before) and read for a bit longer before “doing some learning.” 

Madison remarked that when it was time to learn about words and sounds, Mrs. Casey first gave 

each member of the group a sticker to place on a bookmark if they had done their reading the 

night before. She next described the group learning about trick words and “ar and ir” and 

sometimes doing some writing. Mrs. Casey even let members of the group “be the teacher” and 

lead different word activities, Madison stated. Last, Madison indicated that the group did some 

more reading together and then some on their own.  

 With regard to each teacher’s role, Madison described her classroom teacher and two 

assistants sitting at desks in the room during reading time and helping students when they “got 

stuck.” Sometimes Madison would read to them. Madison described Mrs. Casey as calling the 

group to the table to do “some learning” where she would teach them things. In sum, Madison, 

too, articulated distinct understandings of that which occurred both in the classroom and in the 

intervention setting during reading time. 

Perceived Benefits and Costs of Intervention Involvement 

 Benefits. Madison shared eight benefits associated with intervention involvement. She 

first shared two primary reasons for preferring to do reading in the intervention space: 1) 

Madison maintained that there was less noise in the intervention room which permitted her to 

“concentrate better,” and 2) she looked forward to the opportunity to switch groups in the future 

because it enabled her to “make new friends” and spend time with both Mrs. Lori and Mrs. 

Casey. Madison had been in Mrs. Lori’s intervention group in kindergarten and was excited to be 

in her group again. Both of Madison’s primary reasons for preferring intervention contributed 

utility value to the reading intervention (Eccles, 2005); the intervention better enabled her to 
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complete reading-related tasks due to decreased noise, and it helped her to establish and maintain 

relationships.   

Another aspect that added utility value to the reading intervention for Madison was the 

availability of support with regard to solving challenging words while reading independently. 

Specifically, she explained, “In both rooms the teacher helps us, but like, the teachers in my 

classroom [classroom teacher and aides]—there’s not many. There’s usually one at the table and 

then there’s another one, but you have to wait for a while, or for like the whole reading time [to 

get help].” Additionally, Madison valued the phonics strategy instruction she received in 

intervention, maintaining that she had learned many rules for solving words in intervention that 

she had not learned in her classroom. Other aspects that added utility value to the reading 

intervention for Madison by better enabling her to reach personal goals (Eccles, 2005) included 

receiving and collecting stickers for completing her at-home reading and having the option to sit 

in the “comfy” blue chairs during independent reading, which she claimed helped her focus on 

her reading. 

Furthermore, Madison explained that she enjoyed going to intervention because she liked 

reading and learning new things in general: “I like reading!” she exclaimed during her walking 

tour interview. Additionally, she remarked that it was “fun” to use Mrs. Casey’s special pointer 

when practicing her sight words. Time spent reading and doing reading-related tasks with or 

without special props in the intervention setting proved enjoyable and/or interesting for Madison, 

thus adding intrinsic value (Eccles, 2005) to the reading intervention. 

Costs. Madison relayed two costs associated with her intervention involvement. The first 

pertained to her missing time spent with her friends in the classroom. Specifically, Madison 

missed sitting with Stacey and other girls not involved in the reading intervention. As such, 
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Madison attributed an opportunity cost (Perez et al., 2014) to her intervention involvement. 

Furthermore, she indicated that she wished she had already changed groups; Madison had grown 

somewhat tired of the people in her current grouping. Regardless, the benefits Madison 

associated with going to intervention appeared to far outweigh the costs at the time of the study. 

What Perceived Benefits and Costs Reveal about Meeting Psychological Needs 

 With respect to her need for autonomy, several of Madison’s perceived benefits can be 

considered autonomy-supportive (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). Specifically, being able to access a 

teacher for help as needed during independent reading nurtured Madison’s need for autonomy (as 

well as her need for competence) by permitting her some control over when to seek assistance. 

Additionally, having the option to sit in the “comfy” blue chairs during independent reading time 

and to utilize Mrs. Casey’s special pointer when practicing her sight words encouraged Madison 

to exercise some control over her learning. Lastly, being able to engage often in an activity she 

enjoyed, reading, supported her need for autonomy.  

 In addition to the ability to access the teacher for support during independent reading, the 

quiet afforded within the intervention space and the phonics instruction Madison received there 

supported her need for competence (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). It is unclear whether receiving a 

sticker each time she completed her at-home reading supported Madison’s need for competence 

or not. She simply indicated that she enjoyed collecting the stickers, not that they made her feel 

good about the reading she had done. As such, I am not able to determine whether this aspect of 

intervention nurtured a specific need.  

 Lastly, being able to forge new friendships with peers and maintain previous friendships 

with peers and teachers through the reading intervention largely supported Madison’s need for 

relatedness (Niemiec & Ryan, 2009). Meeting new people was one of the primary reasons 


