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Executive Summary 
 

This report evaluates outcomes from six Intensive Literacy Support projects directed and 

managed by Suas using the computer-based literacy intervention AcceleRead AcceleWrite 

(ARAW). ARAW is recognised as being a brief, highly structured intervention for students 

with dyslexia or reading difficulties. Previous research has shown ARAW can help increase 

student‟s scores in reading, spelling, and reading comprehension.  

 

Suas ARAW projects involved 82 students who were paired with a volunteer mentor for the 

duration of the project (4-5 weeks). In two projects, 21 students were placed in waiting 

control groups. The statistical analysis in this report focuses on results from the students who 

participated in the experimental groups (N=61). Suas Literacy Support Officers provided 

training for all of the mentors involved and also provided the materials used for the 

intervention. Partner schools were responsible for selecting students for participation, 

keeping track of attendance and providing supervision during the 4-5 weeks. 

 

Overall, students had a statistically significant increase in their reading scores after 

participation in the ARAW project, but did not have a statistically significant increase in their 

spelling scores (See Table 1 below). Forty-eight students (79%) had increases in their reading 

scores and twenty-nine (48%) had increases in spelling scores. Reading ratio gains for the 

projects equalled 5.5 in reading and 0.9 in spelling. 

 

Table 1: Results from Suas Intensive Literacy Support Projects 

 Reading  Spelling  

Number & Percent With Increased Scores N=48, 79% N=29, 48% 

Ratio Gain 5.5 0.9 

Paired Samples t-test t(60)=-5.09, p=.000 t(59)=-0.177, p=.860 

 

In three projects, additional assessment was carried out to measure improvement in 

participant reading comprehension, self-esteem and motivation for reading. While none of 

these results were statistically significant, it is likely small sample sizes impacted on the 

results. In two projects, mentor‟s self-esteem was measured at pre-test and post-test. A series 

of paired-samples t-tests found significant differences for the Personal Self-Esteem subscale 

[t(10)=-3.99, p=.003], suggesting a significant improvement in personal self-esteem for the 

mentors after completing the intervention. 

 

Qualitative feedback from the questionnaires highlighted the importance of the mentoring 

relationship and how students themselves felt they improved in reading, spelling and typing. 

Furthermore, students felt an increased confidence after completing the programme. 

Interestingly, mentors spoke about how they personally gained confidence from the project 

and learned about teaching and encouraging a young student. 

 

Overall results from the projects suggest Suas intensive literacy support projects are a cost 

and time-effective way of providing students with individual attention and support to increase 

their literacy skills. Future projects would benefit from the standardisation of 

student/participant selection and standardisation of testing, preferably using assessment tools 

with two alternate forms (e.g. WRAT-4). Furthermore, the use of waiting control groups 

would add to the validity and reliability of findings. 
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Background & Context 
 

 This report outlines results from six literacy support projects coordinated by Suas that 

took place during the academic years 2011-2012 and 2012-2013
1
. The projects involved 82 

students in five Primary and 1 Post-Primary partner schools. Each student was paired with a 

volunteer mentor while they completed the computer-based phonological literacy 

intervention AcceleRead AcceleWrite (ARAW). Each project was part of the overall Suas 

Literacy Support Programme (LSP). In this report, Primary and Post-primary students are 

referred to as „participants‟ or „student participants‟ and volunteer mentors are referred to as 

„mentors‟. 

 All partner schools involved were covered under the DEIS Action Plan (Delivering 

Equality of Opportunity in Schools) in the Department of Education and Skills (DES). 

According to the DES website (http://www.education.ie/), the DEIS action plan, “… focuses 

on addressing and prioritising the educational needs of children and young people from 

disadvantaged communities…” 

 Suas Educational Development is an Irish non-profit organisation that supports 

educational development in disadvantaged communities in Ireland and in developing 

countries (for more information see www.suas.ie). Suas Literacy Support Programme (LSP) 

works at the „coal face‟ providing direct learning-support to 8 to 14 year old schoolchildren 

from disadvantaged/marginalised communities to improve their standard of literacy through: 

 

 Selection and delivery of innovative, scientifically proven literacy support 

programmes 

 Recruitment and training of voluntary mentors (corporate, community and students) 

to deliver one-to-one intervention 

 Implementation of both quantitative and qualitative monitoring and evaluation of the 

process 

 Working in partnership with community organisations, schools, university 

organisations/bodies, faculties and corporations together with Suas College Societies 

 

                                                 

1 Two previous reports were written concerning four projects (See Nic Chárthaigh, 2012 and 

Callahan, 2013) This report compiles results from these projects along with two additional to 

provide a statistical analysis of all of Suas ARAW projects to date. 

http://www.education.ie/
http://www.suas.ie/
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 The ARAW projects support the objectives outlined in the Department of Education 

and Skills National Literacy and Numeracy Strategy (2011) by working with local 

communities and schools to promote literacy. The strategy acknowledges that,  

 

 “… children from socially and economically disadvantaged communities are 

 significantly more likely to experience difficulties in literacy and numeracy… [and]

 … effective schools and educational interventions can improve learning outcomes” 

 (p. 9 & 10) 

 

 The following sections outline the skills involved in reading/spelling, the background 

behind computer-based interventions for literacy and information about AcceleRead 

AcceleWrite. Following this, there is a description of the results from Suas ARAW projects. 

In order to protect anonymity, each project/school is referred to by a pseudonym and efforts 

were made to ensure individual participants could not be identified. 

 

Literature Review 
 

Reading and Spelling 

 

 In order to become proficient readers and spellers, students need to develop a number 

of skills. Arguably, the most essential skills to becoming a proficient reader/speller include 

phonological, phonemic, and orthographic awareness skills (Goswami & Bryant, 1990; Long, 

Wood, Littleton, Passenger, & Sheey, 2011). As such, these skills are often the focus of 

reading instruction. While the development of these skills is not necessarily the same for 

every child, it remains important to investigate the skills involved in reading and spelling in 

order to target these in students that are struggling. 

 Phonological and phonemic awareness are thought to be some of the most important 

aspects in learning to read and spell (Goswami & Bryant, 1990; Long et al., 2011). 

Phonological awareness is the awareness of units of sounds in speech while phonemic 

awareness is the ability to split and manipulate sounds in words. 

 Phonological awareness can be defined as understanding how letters and words 

consist of individual sounds or phonemes (Gillon, 2004; Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998; Stahl 

& Murray, 1994; Vellutino, Fletcher, Snowling, & Scanlon, 2004). At a basic level, 

phonological awareness consists of grapheme-phoneme correspondence (the knowledge of 
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how sounds map onto letters). At a more complex level, it consists of recognition of 

phonological patterns (consonant clusters and vowel phonemes). There is general consensus 

that children need to develop phonological awareness in order to decode words and read 

fluently (Ehri, 1998; Foorman & Connor, 2011; Goswami & Bryant, 1990).  

 Phonemic awareness refers to a more specific ability, the ability to focus on and 

manipulate phonemes in spoken words (Ehri et al., 2001; Long et al., 2011). Ehri et al. (2001) 

describe some individual skills incorporated into phonemic awareness. These are as follows: 

 

 Phoneme isolation – Recognising individual sounds in words. 

 Phoneme identity – Recognising the common sound in different words. 

 Phoneme categorisation – Recognising a word in a group of words that sounds as if it 

does not belong. 

 Phoneme blending – Combining sounds to form a word. 

 Phoneme segmentation – Breaking a word into sounds. 

 Phoneme deletion – Recognising what word remains when a specific phoneme is left 

out. 

 

 Orthographic awareness refers to the awareness of forms/patterns of letters in words 

and rules about how to use symbols (e.g. capitalisation and punctuation, direction of text, 

etc.) (Dougherty Stahl & Stahl, 1999). English has been described as a „deep orthographic‟ 

language because the correspondence between letters and phonemes is “…variable, 

inconsistent and sometimes arbitrary and subject to lexical and morphological influences” 

(Seymour, 2006, p. 442). 

 Ehri (1996) writes that the orthographic knowledge helps in the decoding of 

unfamiliar word because readers set up access routes in memory for reading words by sight. 

They argue multisyllabic words can be hard to phonemically record and by developing 

orthographic awareness, readers are able to access patterns of letters in words via their visual 

memory. Younger students may begin to spell by relying on their memory and visual 

processing skills to remember the pattern of letters in words, then, as they progress, begin to 

spell using their knowledge of letter-sound correspondences (Long et al., 2011; Peters, 1985). 

By processing how phonemes correspond to the letter symbols used in reading and writing, 

students are then able to access phonological knowledge to correctly spell a word. As 



 

 

9 

children become competent spellers, they begin to remember visual letter patterns and use 

other strategies for remembering how to spell (e.g. mnemonics). 

 

Computer-Based Interventions for Literacy 

 

 Since the early 1960s, computers have been used in education to promote skills 

involved in reading and spelling (Bialo & Sivin-Kachala, 1996; Cheung & Slavin, 2012; 

Kulik & Kulik, 1991; Torgerson & Zhu, 2003). In general, computer-based interventions 

have been lauded for their usefulness in teaching and learning; however, they have also been 

criticised for some of the same reasons they are praised (see Table 2 below). For example, 

some authors note computer-based interventions provide students with one to one interaction; 

while others write that they can decrease the amount of time the student interacts with the 

teacher. Torgesen and Barker (1995) argue that computer-based interventions should not take 

the place of teaching or writing and that drill-and-practice type programmes can be over-used 

in education. On the other hand, drill-and-practice type exercises can provide children with 

opportunities to practice key concepts that have already been taught by a teacher. 

 

Table 2: Advantages and Disadvantages of Computer-Based Interventions 

 

Advantages Disadvantages 

 Provides student with one to one interaction 

with computer 

 Decreases interaction with teacher  

 Provides a multi-sensory approach  Overuse of multi-media 

 Allows for repetition of material  Can be boring/repetitive 

 Allows for privacy  Decreases interaction with other students 

 Provides students with immediate feedback  

 Allows students to self-pace  

  

 

 This simultaneous celebration and criticism of computer-based interventions may be 

due to the range of different programmes of varying quality designed for different 

populations and different purposes. As the focus of this report is on ARAW, a computer-

based intervention for literacy, the remainder of this review will focus on interventions 

specifically related to reading, writing and/or spelling. 
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 A number of studies have investigated whether children using computer-based 

interventions for literacy show improvements when compared to control groups (Campuzano, 

Dynarski, Agodini, Rall, & Pendleton, 2009; Cassady & Smith, 2005; Comaskey, Savage, & 

Abrami, 2009; Dynarski, et al., 2007; Marcaruso, Hook, & McCabe, 2006; Mitchell & Fox, 

2001; Nicolson, Fawcett, & Nicolson, 2000; Nunnery & Ross, 2007; Patterson et al., 2003; 

Rouse & Krueger, 2004; Savage, Ambrami, Geoffrey, & Deault, 2009; Wild, 2009; Wise, 

Ring, & Olsen, 2000). The results of these studies need to be interpreted with caution because 

they involve different types of interventions, different types of children (e.g. some involve 

children with reading difficulties, others target early readers more generally) and different 

types of control groups (e.g. some control groups receive no special intervention, some 

receive alternative computer-type interventions and others receive teacher-lead 

interventions). Therefore, it is difficult to draw a conclusive answer on whether computer-

based literacy interventions are successful overall in improving student outcomes. 

 While some of these studies report improvements in reading/literacy skills following 

computer intervention (Cassady & Smith, 2005; Comaskey et al., 2009; Savage et al., 2009; 

Wild, 2009), others report no significant differences compared to a control group 

(Campuzano et al., 2009; Dynarski, et al., 2007; Marcaruso et al., 2006; Paterson et al., 

2003). Still others report mixed findings – improvements in some areas or for some groups 

(Mitchell & Fox, 2001; Nicolson et al., 2000; Nunnery & Ross, 2007; Rouse & Krueger, 

2004; Savage et al., 2009; Wise et al., 2000). 

 

Meta-analyses/Reviews of Computer-based Literacy Interventions 

 

 Meta-analyses are designed to summarise the findings on a number of studies in order 

to provide general statements on the effectiveness of certain interventions. While there are a 

number of different techniques used to create a meta-analysis, they generally outline criteria 

for inclusion of studies and then use statistical techniques to analyse the data from these 

studies in order to provide an effect size showing the degree of difference between two points 

of comparison (Bialo & Sivin-Kachala, 1996).  

 A number of meta-analyses and reviews have been completed on the topic of 

computer-based literacy interventions (see Appendix A). Arguably most relevant to this study 

are the more recent reviews by Torgerson and Zho (2003), Kulik (2003) and Cheung and 

Slavin (2012). Torgerson and Zho (2003) limited their meta-analysis to randomised control 

trials of children aged 5-16. They identified 12 studies that were high quality randomised 
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control trials, noting that the “… data would suggest that there is little evidence to support the 

widespread use of ICT in literacy learning in English (p. 52).” The studies included in this 

review had mixed results and the overall effect size was not statistically significant. 

 The review by Kulik (2003) examined 27 studies focusing on three computer-based 

interventions for reading; integrated learning systems (programmes that provide sequential 

instruction), writing-based programmes (that promote writing) and reading management 

programmes (that help students select books and test comprehension). They found no 

significant positive effect for the integrated learning programmes, but moderate effects for 

writing-based reading programmes and reading management programmes. 

 More recently, Cheung and Slavin (2012) completed a meta-analysis that included 84 

studies published between 1982-2010. They found that educational technology applications 

generally produce a small positive effect (r=.16) when compared to traditional teaching 

methods. The authors draw attention to the need for more randomised studies and the need 

for detailed evaluations of technology applications and how they affect reading outcomes. 

 Many of these meta-analyses found that computer-based interventions have been 

useful in improving literacy skills; however, authors point out the need for more carefully 

designed studies that evaluate the effectiveness of computer-based literacy interventions. The 

following section describes the computer-based intervention AcceleRead AcceleWrite and 

outlines research that has been carried out involving the intervention. 
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AcceleRead AcceleWrite  

 

 Originally developed in 1992 by Martin Miles and Vivienne Clifford, ARAW is a 

computer-based phonological intervention designed for use with children who have dyslexia, 

reading difficulties or low achievement in literacy (Clifford & Miles, 2007, Brooks 2013). 

During the intervention, the child works with a mentor (e.g. a teacher or learning assistant) to 

read and memorise sentences and type those sentences into a computer. The computer „reads‟ 

the words aloud as they are typed and at the end „reads‟ the full sentence. An outline of the 

basic process behind ARAW is outlined in Figure 1 below. 

 

Figure 1: Process of AcceleRead AcceleWrite 

 

 

 

  

 The approach is recognised as being a brief, highly structured intervention for 

students with dyslexia or reading difficulties (Brooks, 2007; Brooks 2013; Singleton, 2009). 

It allows a child to observe letter patterns, generate a word list and track their own progress. 

The child is also given guidance by a teaching assistant or mentor who gives them feedback, 

praise and encouragement using worksheets to monitor progress. 

 The intervention includes worksheets to encourage students to self-monitor their 

reading and spelling progress. The authors of ARAW write that the approach is based on 

theoretical models that emphasise phonological processing and the identification of 

phonemes (for further information see Clifford & Miles, 2007). Students using ARAW are in 

control of the pace of their learning and work though the colour-coded cards at their own 

speed. The approach is multi-sensory and combines vision and sound to develop 

phonological skills and memory. The authors of ARAW write that the approach is based on 

The 
student is 
provided a 
sentence 
on a 
colour-
coded card 

The 
student 
reads and 
memorises 
the 
sentence 

The 
student 
types out 
the 
sentence 
and each 
word is 
'spoken' by 
the 
computer 

The 
student 
moves on 
to the next 
sentence 
and repeats 
the process 

Periodically, 
the mentor 
provides 
praise and 
encourages 
the student to 
identify 
letter, 
spelling and 
sound 
patterns 
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theoretical models that emphasise phonological processing and the identification of 

phonemes. 

 Brooks (2007; 2013) reports on several evaluation studies of ARAW that report 

modest gains in reading accuracy, reading comprehension, spelling and writing. Each study, 

however, employs a different design methodology and literacy is measured in different ways. 

These studies are summarised in Table 3 below. 

 

Table 3: Summary of ARAW Studies from Brooks (2007 & 2013) and Singleton (2009) 

 

Citation & 

Year of Study 

Research 

Design 

Number of 

Participants 

and 

Grade/Year 

in School 

Assessments Used Reported Findings 

(Brooks, 

2007; Brooks 

2013; 

Singleton, 

2009) 

 

1993 - Jersey 

One group pre-

test/post-test 

study 

 

Follow-up 

testing 10 weeks 

& 6 months  

 

N=61 

 

15 primary 

schools, 4 

secondary 

schools 

 

British Ability Scales  

(reading, spelling, 

recall of digits) 

 

Teacher questionnaires 

(motivation, reading 

ability, 

comprehension, 

spelling, speaking and 

listening) 

Reading – ratio gains 

of 8.3 (effect size 

0.55)  

 

Spelling – ratio gains 

of 4.0 (effect size 

0.27)  

 

 

(Brooks, 

2007; Brooks 

2013) 

 

2002 - Devon 

One group (no 

control group) 

N=30 

 

Year 5-6 

students 

British Ability Scales 

(word reading and 

spelling) 

Reading Accuracy – 

ratio gains of 16.9 

 

Spelling – ratio gains 

of 9.8 in spelling 

(Brooks, 

2007; Brooks 

2013; 

Singleton, 

2009) 

 

2005-2006 - 

Wiltshire 

One group pre-

test/post-test 

study 

N=149 

 

Year 3-6 

students 

Macmillian reading 

test 

NFER group reading 

test 

NFER spelling test 

 

Reading 

Comprehension – 

ration gains of 7.7  

 

Spelling – ratio gains 

of 6.2  

(Singleton, 

2009) 

 

2004-2005 - 

Bristol 

Not reported N=60  

 

Year 2-6 

students 

(primary) 

 

NFER Individual 

Reading Analysis 

 

Neale Analysis of 

Reading Ability 

(NARA) 

 

Vernon Spelling Test 

Reading Accuracy – 

ratio gains of 2.3 

 

Reading 

Comprehension – 

ratio gains of 2.9  

 

Spelling – ratio gains 

of 2.0  
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 One study carried out by Clifford and Miles 1993 (as cited in Brooks, 2007, p. 38) 

involved 70 students in Jersey in the UK (61 in the treatment group, 9 in the control group). 

Brooks (2007; 2013) notes that students made „substantial‟ gains in reading, spelling and 

recall of digits on the British Ability Scales; however, the sample was considered too small to 

conduct a reliable analysis. Brooks (2007; 2013) writes about three additional studies where 

students were reported as making „remarkable‟ gains in reading, comprehension and spelling. 
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Description of ARAW Literacy Support Projects  
 

 Between 2012-2013, 82 students in five partner schools were involved in Suas 

ARAW Literacy Support Projects. Two of the projects, Swift Primary and Clarke Primary, 

involved waiting control groups where 21 students received the intervention two to three 

weeks after their peers who were in the treatment group. Results from these 21 students were 

not included in the analysis in this report but can be found in Callahan (2013). Table 4 below 

presents information about each project. 

 

Table 4: Suas ARAW Projects 

 

Name of 

Project & Date 
Design 

Number of 

Participants 

& Ages 

Literacy 

Assessment 

Additional 

Assessment 
Mentors 

Kavanagh 

College 

(Autumn 2012) 

One group pre-

test/post-test  

N=12 

Ages=12-13 

 

WRAT-4 

(Word 

Reading & 

Spelling) 

GRT Adults 

completing a 

post-leaving 

certificate 

course 

Joyce Primary 

(Spring 2012) 

One group pre-

test/post-test 

N=10 

Ages=8-11 

 

WIAT-II 

(Word 

Reading & 

Spelling) 

None Adults from 

the local 

community 

Yeats Primary 

(Spring 2012) 

One group pre-

test/post-test 

N=11 

Ages=9-10 

 

WRAT-4 

(Word 

Reading & 

Spelling) 

None Adults from 

a corporate 

company 

Swift Primary 

(Spring 2013) 

Two Groups 

(Treatment and 

Waiting 

Control) with 

Pre/Post Test 

N=10 

(treatment) 

N=11 (control) 

Ages=8-12 

 

WRAT-4 

(Word 

Reading & 

Spelling) 

WRAT-4 

Comprehensi

on, CFSEI-3, 

MRQ 

Teenagers 

from a local 

Post-Primary 

school 

Clarke Primary 

(Spring 2013) 

Two Groups 

(Treatment and 

Waiting 

Control) with 

Pre/Post Test 

N=11 

(treatment) 

N=10 (control) 

Ages=8-11 

 

 

WRAT-4 

(Word 

Reading & 

Spelling) 

WRAT-4 

Comprehensi

on, CFSEI-3, 

MRQ 

Teenagers 

from a local 

Post-Primary 

school 

Joyce Primary 

(Summer 2013) 

One group pre-

test/post-test 

N=7 

Ages=9-10 

WRAT-4 

(Word 

Reading & 

Spelling) 

None Mix of adults 

from the 

local 

community 

& corporate 

company 
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 Before projects begin, Suas Literacy Support Officers meet with principals and 

coordinating teachers in each partner school to agree on responsibilities, roles and schedules   

for the projects. Each school‟s coordinating teacher or principal was responsible for selecting 

students to participate, organising parental consent, ensuring access to computers and keeping 

attendance during the programme. Suas Officers organised the training of mentors, provided 

the materials needed for the intervention and monitored the implementation of each project 

from start to finish. 

 Suas Officers advised all partner schools that students should be chosen on the basis 

of low scores on school-based reading attainment tests (standard scores below 85 or below 

15
th

 percentile). However, it was unclear in the projects reported here whether this selection 

criterion was adhered to and screening scores were not available at the time this report was 

being written. In order to create better understanding of roles and responsibilities, Suas have 

since created a Memorandum of Understanding (See Appendix B) that clearly outlines the 

objectives of the intervention, materials and resources needed, times and frequencies for the 

intervention, and how participants should be selected. 

 In the six projects described in this report, literacy assessments were administered on 

two occasions: before project implementation (pre-test) and after project implementation 

(post-test). Participants were assessed using Word Reading and Spelling subtests from either 

the WRAT-4 (Wide Range Achievement Test, 4
th

 Edition) or WIAT-II (Wechsler Individual 

Achievement Test, 2
nd

 Edition).  

 The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT-4) is a measure of literacy/reading 

achievement. It consists of two parallel forms to minimize practice effects and allow for 

retesting within short periods of time. All projects apart from the Joyce‟s Spring 2012 project 

used the WRAT-4 to measure changes in reading and spelling. In the Joyce‟s Spring 2012 

project, the WIAT-II Word Reading and Spelling subtests were used rather than the WRAT-

4. The WIAT-II has only one form; therefore, participants were reading/spelling the same 

words at pre-test and post-test. This may somewhat reduce the validity and reliability of the 

results in this project because participants could have become familiar with the tests (for 

further information see Heiman, 2002).  

 Additional assessments were carried out in three projects using a variety of different 

assessment tools. These included the Group Reading Test (GRT), the Reading 

Comprehension subtest of the WRAT-4, Culture Free Self-Esteem Questionnaire (CFSEI-3) 

and Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ). In the Swift Primary and Clarke Primary 
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projects, mentors were given Culture Free Self-Esteem Questionnaire before and after the 

project. Results from the additional assessments are discussed after the main findings. 

 The type of mentor in each project depended on local community interest and 

resources. For example, in two of the projects (Swift Primary and Clarke Primary schools), 

Post-Primary students volunteered to be mentors while the other projects involved 

community or corporate volunteer mentors. All mentors were given a half-day training, 

which focused on the role of a mentor, procedures for using ARAW, appropriate record 

keeping and providing encouragement and support. 

 In order to obtain more qualitative information about the projects, all programme 

participants (students and mentors) completed questionnaires on their involvement and 

opinions. These questionnaires focused on what they found valuable about the experience and 

what could be improved.  

 

Analysis of ARAW Project Results 
 

 In order to assess whether Suas ARAW projects were successful in helping increase 

reading and spelling scores, individual results at pre-test and post-text were examined to view 

separate trajectories of standard scores. Following this, ratio gains were calculated and a 

series of paired-samples t-tests were used to determine whether overall results were 

statistically significant. Finally, thematic analysis was conducted on questionnaires. 

 A ratio gain (RG) is the gain in reading/spelling age made by a student over a certain 

period of time. It is expressed as a ratio of the time between pre-testing and post-testing. 

Singleton (2009) suggests that a ratio gain of 1.0 indicates a student is progressing as 

expected. Topping and Lindsay (1992: 201 in Brooks, 2013 p .142) write that ratio gains can 

be calculated by dividing a person‟s reading age gain by the time between pre-testing and 

post-testing, giving the formula for calculating it as; 

 

(average reading age in months at post-test) – (average reading age in months at pre-test) 

_______________________________________________________________________ 

 

time elapsed in months 

 

 In the Kavanagh College project, raw scores were not available; as such, ratio gains 

were calculated by converting standard scores to raw scores across five possible age ranges. 

These raw scores were then averaged in order to compute the average reading age at pre-test 
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and post-test. In all other projects, ratio gains were calculated according to the Topping and 

Lindsay (1992) formula. 

 As mentioned earlier, the development of spelling and reading is not necessarily 

linear. In other words, when students learn to read or spell, they may not necessarily have a 

gain of one month for every chronological month that occurs. As such, several authors 

suggest that the use of ratio gains is less valid than using standard scores to calculate 

statistical significance and effect size (Brooks, 2013, Singleton 2009). An effect size is an 

objective and standardised measure of the magnitude of the observed effect. Effect sizes 

describe how large the difference is between students‟ scores at pre-test and post-test, with a 

larger effect size meaning there was a larger difference between scores at pre-test and post-

test. Cohen (1988; 1992) proposed the following guide for interpreting effect sizes: 

 

 .10 – small effect 

 .30 – medium effect 

 .50 – large effect 

 

 The overall results for reading and spelling from the ARAW projects were analysed 

using paired-samples t-tests. Following this, results from the GRT, WRAT-4 Comprehension, 

CFSEI-3 and MRQ were analysed using paired-samples t-tests. 

 In order to analyse qualitative results from the projects, thematic analysis was 

conducted on questionnaires using the six-step process outlined in Braun and Clarke Primary 

(2006). This included familiarisation with the data, generating initial codes, searching for 

themes, reviewing themes, defining/naming themes and producing the results. 

 

Findings 
 

 The following section presents results from the ARAW projects. First, the overall 

main findings for reading and spelling are presented. Following this, there is information 

from the additional assessments in Kavanagh College, Swift Primary and Clarke Primary 

projects. Finally, qualitative information from the questionnaires is presented. 
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Individual Participant Results 

 

 Nearly 80% of participants (N=48, 79%) had improved reading scores and around 

half (N=29, 48%) had improved spelling scores after participation in the ARAW project. 

Figures 2 and 3 on the pages 20-21 display individual reading and spelling standard scores at 

pre-test and post-test. Four participants (8, 9, 11 and 12 in Figure 2), had very large 

improvements in their reading standard scores, with increases of between 24 and 40 standard 

score points. With regards spelling scores, participants 10, 12, 22 and 44 had standard score 

increases of over 10 points. 

 A number of participants had lower Spelling standard scores at post-test (see 

Participant 6, 31, 55 and 67 in Figure 3). While it is difficult to establish why this occurred, it 

is worth pointing out that in AcceleRead AcceleWrite high-frequency words (e.g. the words 

most commonly found in print) are presented in a sentence format, whereas the words tested 

in the WRAT-4 are not necessarily high frequency and are presented in isolation (rather than 

in a sentence). In addition, participants were presented with different words at pre-test and 

post-test; therefore, it is possible that participants were less familiar with those words 

presented at post-test. Moreover, Suas Officers noted that in two projects (Yeats‟ Primary and 

Joyce‟s Summer 2013), post-testing was completed the day before a school holiday. It was 

suggested that participants could have under-performed in these projects. 
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Figure 2: Individual Reading Scores Pre-Test & Post-Test 
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Figure 3: Individual Spelling Scores at Pre-Test & Post-Test 
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Ratio Gains 

 

 Across all Suas ARAW projects, participants had reading ratio gains of 5.5 and 

spelling ratio gains of 0.9. Table 5 below outlines the ratio gains in each project. As 

mentioned earlier, Singleton (2009) writes that a ratio gain of 1.0 suggests a student is 

progressing as one would expect. According to Brooks (2007; 2013), ratio gains for literacy 

interventions should be over 2.0. 

 All six ARAW projects resulted in reading ratio gains above what would be expected. 

Participants in Kavanagh College had the highest reading ratio gains, at 17.9, while 

participants in Yeats‟ Primary had the lowest at 1.8.  

 With regards spelling, some projects had decreases in their ratio gains (see Yeats‟ 

Primary and Joyce‟s Summer 2013). As mentioned earlier, Suas Literacy Support Officers 

who completed this testing reported that in both of these projects the post-testing was 

completed the day before a school holiday. It was reported that during the post-testing, 

participants were somewhat distracted and difficult to focus. It is possible that this impacted 

on performance at post-test. 

 

Table 5: Ratio Gains of Suas Intensive Literacy Support Projects 

 

Name of Project Reading Ratio Gain Spelling Ratio Gain 

Kavanagh College* 17.9 0.0 

Yeats‟ Primary 1.8 -2.9 

Joyce Primary Spring 2012** 3.5 4.5 

Swift Primary 2.8 2.7 

Clarke Primary 3.3 5.0 

Joyce Primary Summer 2013 3.8 -4.2 

Average Overall 5.5 0.9 

 * Ratio Gains calculated by converting standard scores to raw scores across five possible age ranges, then 

averaging these raw scores to compute the ratio gains. As a result, the ratio gains for this project are not as 

accurate as the other projects where there was access to raw scores. 

** Testing completed using WIAT-II 
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Reading and Spelling Statistical Analysis  

 

 Table 6 below presents the average reading and spelling scores at pre-test and post-

test and the results from each paired-samples t-tests. 

 

Table 6: Average Scores and t-test Results 

 

 

 
Pre-Test Mean  

(Standard Deviation) 

Post-Test Mean  

(Standard Deviation) 
Paired Samples t-test 

Reading 90.23 (N=61, SD=8.79) 95.84 (N=61, SD=13.99) t(60)=-5.09, p=.000 

Spelling 93.08 (N=60, SD=10.45) 93.27 (N=60, SD=8.99) t(59)=-0.18, p=.860 

 

 

 Across all projects, the average reading standard score at pre-test was 90.23 (N=61, 

SD=8.79), which increased at post-test to 95.84 (N=61, SD=13.99). A statistically significant 

difference was found [t(60)=-5.09, p=.000]. The effect size for the paired-samples t-test was 

r=0.55. According to Cohen (1988) this is a large effect, suggesting there was a significant 

and large improvement in reading scores following their involvement in the Suas ARAW 

project. 

 With regards spelling, the average standard score at pre-test was 93.08 (N=60, 

SD=10.45), which rose slightly to 93.27 (N=60, SD=8.99) at post-test. A paired-samples t-

test found there was no statistically significant difference in scores at pre-test and post-test 

[t(59)=-0.177, p=.860], indicating there was no statistically significant improvement in scores 

following the intervention. These results need to be interpreted with caution due to the fact 

that in two projects post-testing was completed the day before a school holiday and it was 

suggested that participants could have under-performed.  

 

Results from Additional Assessments 

 

Group Reading Test (GRT) 

 Participants in the Kavanagh College project were given an additional assessment 

using the Group Reading Test (GRT). The GRT is a group-administered test designed to 

assess reading comprehension skills.  

 Individual standard scores on the GRT are presented  in Appendix O. Average scores 

rose slightly from pre-test to post-test (pre-test mean=84.42, N=12, SD=2.91; post-test 
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mean=85.08, N=12, SD=6.37). A paired samples t-test revealed this was not a statistically 

significant improvement [t(11)=-.381, p=.711]. 

 

Reading Comprehension (WRAT-4) 

 Participants in two projects (Swift Primary and Clarke Primary) were given an 

additional assessment using the WRAT-4 Reading Comprehension subtest. Individual scores 

on the WRAT-4 Reading Comprehension subtest are presented in Appendix P.  

 Average scores on the Reading Comprehension subtest increased after participation in 

the Suas ARAW project from 91.76 to 94.24 (N=21, SD=5.74 and SD=7.15 respectively). 

While a paired samples t-test revealed this was not a statistically significant improvement 

[t(20)=-1.914, p=.070], it is possible that the small sample size resulted in a non-significant 

result and future studies should include this measure to investigate whether there are any 

improvements in reading comprehension. 

 

Self-Esteem (CFSEI-3) 

 Participants in the Swift Primary and Clarke Primary projects were given a self-

esteem questionnaire at pre-test and post-test in order to investigate any changes in self-

esteem following their participation in the project. The Culture Free Self-Esteem Inventory, 

3
rd

 edition (CFSEI-3) is a self-report measure of self-esteem intended for use as both a 

clinical and a research tool (Keith & Bracken, 1996). 

 Participants were given either the Primary or Intermediate forms depending on their 

age. The Primary form yields a global measure of self-esteem while the intermediate form 

includes measures of General, Social, Academic and Parental/Home related domains. 

 The CFSEI-3 includes a number of questions to measure children‟s defensiveness and 

whether they are truthful or accurate in their responses. There are questions where children 

are expected to respond a certain way, for example, in response to the statement „I never get 

angry‟ children are expected to respond „No‟. According to the CFSEI-3 Manual, there is a 

recommended cut-off for these types of questions, after which the validity of the scores is 

likely to be diminished (Brunsman, 2003). Children in this study ranged in their responses to 

the defensiveness questions, with eight scoring above the cut-off (38.10%). These scores 

were excluded from the subsequent analyses involving the self-esteem measure. 

 Table 7 below shows pre-test and post-test results on each of the self-esteem domains 

including average Global Self-Esteem score (individual standard scores are presented in 
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Appendix Q). As seen in Table 7 below, participants had higher scores at post-test in all 

domains apart from the Parental/Home; however, none of these changes resulted in a 

statistically significant improvement. Again, it is possible a small sample size affected the 

statistical results in this measure and future studies should include a measure of self-esteem 

in order to investigate the impact on self-esteem. 

 

Table 7: Average CFSEI-3 Scores and t-test Results 

 

Subscales Pre-Test Mean 

(Standard Deviation) 

Post-Test Mean 

(Standard Deviation) 
Paired Samples t-test 

Academic 8.69 (SD=3.64) 9.15 (SD=3.36) t(12)=-.70, p=.495 

General 8.77 (SD=2.24) 9.31 (SD=3.73) t(12)=.73, p=.480 

Parental/Home 10.38 (SD=1.71) 10.15 (SD=1.99) t(12)=.54, p=.598 

Social 10.23 (SD=1.30) 10.84 (SD=1.86) t(12)=-1.20, p=.254 

Global Score 96.85 (SD=10.94) 99.08 (SD=12.86) t(12)=-.91, p=.382 

 

Motivation for Reading (MRQ) 

 Participants in the Swift Primary and Clarke Primary projects were given the 

Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) before and after their involvement in the Suas 

ARAW projects. The Motivation for Reading Questionnaire (MRQ) is a self-report measure 

of the extent to which participants are motivated to read (Indoe, 1999). It was developed by 

Wigfield and Guthrie (1997) and is designed to measure a number of constructs relating to 

reading competence and efficacy.  

 The MRQ yields an overall score in addition to 11 subscales. Three of the subscales 

relate to intrinsic motivation (Reading Curiosity, Reading Involvement, Importance of 

Reading) while two subscales relate to extrinsic motivation (Reading Recognition, Reading 

for Marks). Other subscales measure more generally whether children believe they can read 

(Reading Efficacy, Reading Challenge) and social aspects of reading motivation (Social 

Reasons, Reading Competition, Compliance). 
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 Table 8 below shows average scores on the MRQ at pre-test and post-test in addition 

to results from the paired samples t-test (individual scores are presented in Appendix R). 

While none of the t-test results suggested a statistically significant improvement, participants 

did have improved scores in Reading Efficacy and Reading Recognition, suggesting they 

believed more in their ability to read and also felt it was important to be recognised as a good 

reader. 

 

Table 8: Average MRQ Scores and t-test Results 

 

Subscales Pre-Test Mean 

(Standard Deviation) 

Post-Test Mean 

(Standard Deviation) 
Paired Samples t-test 

Efficacy 2.63 (0.98) 2.81 (0.92) t(20)=-1.07, p=.299 

Challenge 2.83 (0.97) 2.96 (0.98) t(20)=-.82, p=.424 

Curiosity 2.98 (1.04) 2.99 (0.95) t(20)=-.08, p=.940 

Involvement 2.90 (0.98) 2.87 (0.98) t(20)=.18, p=.863 

Importance 3.00 (1.23) 3.02 (1.13) t(20)=-.11, p=.910 

Compliance 3.12 (0.75) 3.07 (0.72) t(20)=.49, p=.633 

Recognition 2.98 (0.95) 3.14 (1.00) t(20)=-1.01, p=.324 

Marks 3.13 (1.07) 3.13 (0.91) t(20)=.00, p=1.000 

Social 2.51 (0.86) 2.42 (0.83) t(20)=.83, p=.415 

Competition 2.48 (1.01) 2.63 (1.00) t(20)=-.7§, p=.487 

Avoidance 2.38 (0.76) 2.49 (0.65) t(20)=-.57, p=.575 

Total Score 28.55 (8.45) 29.03 (8.27) t(20)=-.40, , p=.695 
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Mentor Self-Esteem (CFSEI-3) 

 Mentors in two projects (Swift Primary and Clarke Primary) completed the adolescent 

form of the Culture Free Self-Esteem (CFSEI-3). As mentioned earlier, mentors in these two 

projects were students from nearby Post-Primary schools. The adolescent form of the CFSEI-

3 yields a global measure of self-esteem along with five additional domains (General, Social, 

Academic, Parental/Home and Personal). 

 Similar to the Primary school participants, Post-Primary mentors ranged in their 

responses to defensiveness questions, with around a third scoring above the cut-off (n=7, 

35%). These cases were excluded from the subsequent statistical analysis. 

 As seen in Table 9 below, mentors had improved self-esteem scores in all the self-

esteem domains apart from Academic subscale (individual scores are presented in Appendix 

S). A series of paired-samples t-tests found there were statistically significant differences 

only for the Personal Self-Esteem subscale [t(10)=-3.99, p=.003]. These results suggest 

scores on the Personal subscale had a significant increase after the intervention. 

 

Table 9: Mentor Average Self-Esteem Scores and t-test Results (Mentors for Swift 

Primary and Clarke Primary) 

 

Subscales 
Pre-Test Mean 

(Standard Deviation) 

Post-Test Mean 

(Standard Deviation) 

Paired Samples  

t-test 

Academic 10.73 (2.69) 10.64 (2.50) t(10)=0.23, p=.821 

General 8.64 (1.63) 8.55 (2.62) t(10)=0.14, p=.890 

Parental/Home 9.73 (4.00) 10.45 (3.01) t(10)=-0.98, p=.349 

Social 10.00 (2.37) 11.00 (2.37) t(10)=-1.55, p=.153 

Personal 8.18 (3.71) 9.36 (2.94) t(10)=-3.99, p=.003 

Global Score 96.00 (14.08) 99.82 (9.93) t(10)=-1.62, p=.136 
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Qualitative Findings 

 

 Thematic analysis was performed on data collected from questionnaires using the six-

step process outlined in Braun and Clarke Primary (2006). This included familiarisation with 

the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, defining/naming 

themes and producing the results. 

 Three major themes and related subthemes emerged from this analysis and are 

outlined in Figure 4 below. Each theme is briefly outlined in the subsequent sections. 

 

Figure 4: Themes and Subthemes from Questionnaires 

 

 

 

Mentor / Mentee Relationship 

 As seen by the comments below, many of the student participants commented 

positively about their mentors and how they would joke around, talk with them and help them 

during the programme.  

 

 I loved my mentor, I loved the way she helped me and she is funny and helped me a 

lot (Swift Primary) 

 I liked my teacher because he was funny (Clarke Primary) 

 My mentor because she is funny and friendly (Yeats‟ Primary) 

•Individual Attention 

•Humor and Informal Atmosphere 
Mentor/Mentee Relationship 

•Increased Skill in Reading, Spelling and Typing 

•Increased Interest in Reading, Spelling and Typing 

•Mentor's own confidence/learning 

Confidence and Learning 

•Not Completing ARAW Cards 

•Missing Regular Classes 

•Competition 

Organisation of Programme 
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 I liked everything and I had a nice teacher (Yeats‟ Primary) 

 My mentor, cause he was really fun (Clarke Primary) 

 I liked the mentor because he is nice (Clarke Primary) 

 I liked the mentor because he was helpful and funny (Clarke Primary) 

 

 Mentors also spoke about how they enjoyed working with the students and teachers. 

 

 I loved working with my student, as he was excellent to work with. I learned what it is 

like to work with student sand what it‟s like to teach them. … I absolutely enjoyed it 

(Kavanagh College) 

 [It was] very enjoyable, lovely atmosphere from the teachers and pupils. (Yeats‟ 

Primary) 

 I liked talking to my buddy, he was funny and had interesting stuff to say (Clarke 

Primary) 

 

Confidence and Learning 

 In every project, student participants spoke about how they had gained reading and 

spelling skills and how they learned computer and typing skills. 

 

 I got faster in my typing (Kavanagh College) 

 I liked it because you learn computer skills (Joyce‟s Spring) 

 It helped me out – I can spell words not that I could not spell before  (Kavanagh 

College) 

 I could spell words I couldn‟t (Kavanagh College) 

 I can spell bigger words (Joyce‟s Summer) 

 I learned a lots of new words (Yeats‟ Primary) 

 Learning more words I really enjoyed it (Swift Primary) 

 I liked it because you improve spelling (Joyce‟s Spring) 

 That you got to type on the computer and improve spelling (Joyce‟s Spring) 

 

 As seen by their comments below, mentors also noted improvements in the student‟s 

reading, spelling and typing skills. 

 

 It has been a highlight of the day for me to see my mentee developing their 

knowledge and confidence. (Joyce‟s Summer) 

 I also think it was good for them to work on the computer to get better at typing skills. 

He has become quicker at typing and that‟s important in schools now! (Kavanagh 

College) 

 I noticed that the student was improving spellings and understanding each week. 

(Kavanagh College) 

 I think we all helped the children become better readers (Clarke Primary) 

 I liked seeing his reading and writing improve (Clarke Primary) 
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 I felt that it was a good experience and it was good to help them become better at 

reading (Clarke Primary) 

 

 Mentors also commented that they saw a difference in how students responded during 

the sessions. They noted that students seemed to have increased self-confidence in their 

reading and spelling. 

 

 [I enjoyed the] student‟s positive response – his confidence rose by the day 

(Kavanagh College) 

 [It] gave them more confidence, which transferred across subjects (Kavanagh 

College) 

 I think it was beneficial to the child and helped build up her confidence (Yeats‟ 

Primary) 

 

 Interestingly a number of mentors found the programme had personal benefits for 

their own learning and confidence. They spoke about the skills they gained by mentoring a 

young student and also how their own confidence and sense of pride was enhanced. 

 

 My confidence in myself was boosted (Kavanagh College) 

 I improved my confidence and communication skills being a mentor for the student 

(Kavanagh College) 

 I improved on my mentoring skills gaining some confidence in myself talking to and 

encouraging the student the positive attitude of the mentors I found very helpful to the 

students progress throughout the programme (Joyce‟s Spring) 

 

Organisation of Programme 

 Student participants and mentors involved in the projects commented on some aspects 

of the programme that worked particularly well and also some ways the projects could be 

improved. A number of students wrote how they enjoyed the colour-coded cards used in the 

ARAW project and how they gained a sense of satisfaction progressing through the cards.  

 

 I liked the cards (Yeats‟ Primary) 

 The sentences and the cards, I loved the colours of the card the way when you have 

green pink lilac red orange and more (Swift Primary) 

 

 However, some expressed that the programme could have run for longer and the fact 

that some participants did not get to complete all of the cards during the 4-5 week project. 
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 (Things you did not like?) Mentor: Shortness of programme – kids could have 

developed more if we had more time (Kavanagh College) 

 Mentor: I thought 35 minutes was a little too short … I think the programme should 

be fore a little longer (Kavanagh College) 

 Mentor: [It was an] excellent experience personally, but would like to see the program 

run for a longer period of time really to see a benefit for the programme participant. 

(Yeats‟ Primary) 

 

 In addition, student participants and mentors mentioned there was a sense of 

competition that came with finishing the cards and working in the same room as others. 

 

 I did not like the way someone would go over to you and say I am on blue and you 

are on yellow (Joyce‟s Spring) 

 I didn‟t like it because people were bragging what card they were on (Joyce‟s Spring) 

 Mentor: I didn‟t like the way the children compared to each other it made everything 

seem like a competition (Clarke Primary) 

 Mentor: Being in the same room as other children, a sense of competition appears and 

you have to remind them all the time it‟s not a competition (Clarke Primary) 

 Mentor: The fact that my student was watching to see what colour each student was 

on – I think he felt under pressure to be the same … I feel bad for my student because 

I think he felt he was behind when some people had finished their cards (Kavanagh 

College) 

 

 Finally, student participants commented that there were times that they enjoyed 

having the opportunity to leave their regular class and do something different, yet there were 

other times they missed out on activities they enjoyed. 

 

 I like to miss out a class – because I was typing while others were working (Kavanagh 

College) 

 Missing class – because we don‟t have to do the work we do every day (Kavanagh 

College) 

 [It was] nice to do something else in the morning (Kavanagh College) 

 I did not like when I missed drama and recorder (Swift Primary) 

 (Are there things you did not like?) I missed art class on Monday – because I like art 

(Kavanagh College) 

 

Discussion and Conclusion  
 

 This report has outlined findings from six literacy support projects coordinated by 

Suas. The projects involved 82 student participants in five Primary and 1 Post-Primary 

schools where students along with volunteer mentors used the computer-based phonological 

literacy intervention AcceleRead AcceleWrite (ARAW). In each project, student participants 
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were assessed using measures of reading and spelling. In three of the projects additional 

assessment was carried out to measure changes in reading comprehension, self-esteem and 

motivation for reading. 

 Participants had statistically significant increases in their reading scores after 

participation in the Suas ARAW project. On average, participants had reading ratio gains of 

5.5 months. According to Brooks (2007, 2013), ratio gains of students participating in 

literacy interventions should at least double the standard rate of progress (over 2.0).  

 While there was no statistically significant finding for spelling, student participants 

involved in the project had average spelling ratio gains of 0.9. Future projects should 

continue to investigate whether spelling scores increase after participation in the project. Due 

to the fact that previous research has shown ARAW can improve student scores in spelling, 

Suas Literacy Support Officers may want to consider the timing of their projects ensuring 

that post-testing takes place well in advance of any school holidays. In addition, mentor 

training could focus more intensely on phonological and phonemic awareness (e.g. 

recognising patterns on the ARAW colour-coded cards).  Additional assessment could also be 

carried out using high frequency words and specific words that students came across while 

using ARAW. 

 Results from the additional assessments of reading comprehension, self-esteem and 

motivation for reading did not yield statistically significant results. However, these 

assessments involved small numbers of participants and there could be some merit in 

measuring reading comprehension and self-esteem in future projects. 

 In two of the projects, mentor‟s self-esteem was measured at pre-test and post-test. 

These projects involved mentors from local Post-Primary schools. A series of paired-samples 

t-tests found significant differences for the Personal Self-Esteem subscale, suggesting a 

significant improvement in personal self-esteem for these mentors after completing the 

intervention. These results suggests the Suas Literacy Support Projects have additional 

benefits for the mentors involved, future studies could investigate further the impact the 

intervention has on mentors and the local community. 

 Qualitative feedback from the questionnaires highlighted several important aspects of 

the projects. In particular, student participants spoke about the importance of their mentors 

and how they enjoyed working one-to-one with someone outside the regular classroom. 

Students valued the individual attention from the mentors, in particular pointing out how their 

mentors were funny and nice. Students also felt they had improved in reading, spelling and 
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typing and how when they returned to their regular classroom, felt an increased confidence 

after completing the programme.  

 In questionnaires, mentors outlined how they enjoyed working with the student and 

found students seemed to gain in their reading, spelling and typing skills and also in their 

confidence with regards reading and spelling. Several mentors also pointed out how they 

personally gained confidence from the project, feeling a sense of accomplishment in giving 

something back to their local community. 

 Students and mentors suggested some ways that future projects could be organised 

differently. In particular, they suggested it might be helpful for participants to have the 

opportunity to complete all the cards. In addition, in some projects, student participants and 

mentors disliked the amount of competition between participants. Future projects could 

attempt to have tighter controls with regards seating, for example, ensuring students are 

further away from each other. Alternatively, mentors and project coordinators could 

emphasise how students work at a different pace, emphasising how those that work more 

quickly will not necessarily work most efficiently. 

 Finally, student participants spoke about missing out on regular class and how at 

times it was appealing to „do something different‟ but at other times they missed out on 

favourite activities. Future projects could involve student participants more explicitly at the 

beginning to ensure students understand the possible benefits and drawbacks of their 

participation. It may be useful to have a discussion with students and include a student 

participation consent form in future projects. 

 In summary, while the Suas ARAW projects were somewhat limited by variability in 

projects and the lack of control group, results suggests that the projects can help improve 

scores in reading and help boost student confidence. Future projects would benefit from 

careful consideration of the timing of school holidays and ensuring time is allocated for pre-

testing and post-testing. Projects would also benefit from the standardisation of participant 

selection and standardisation of testing, preferably using assessment tools with two alternate 

forms (e.g. WRAT-4). The use of waiting control groups would further add to the validity 

and reliability of findings. 

 Results from the projects suggest Suas intensive literacy support projects are a cost 

and time-effective way of providing students with individual attention and support. The 

intervention helps increase reading scores, in addition, there is evidence that school-based 
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mentoring programmes can benefit both students and mentors, helping create a stronger sense 

of community and foster resiliency.  
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