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Introduction

In the primary years, teachers work to build strong foundations for literacy. Children who experience difficulty in the early grades 
continue to fall further behind their peers (Stanovich, 1986). Research shows that children who read below grade level at the end of 
Grade 1 are likely to continue to read below grade level (Juel, 1988). Currently, the Leveled Literacy Intervention system (LLI) is 
used with boys in Grades 1 and 2 who need support in closing this literacy gap. Boys experiencing difficulty are placed into small, 
dynamic, homogeneous groups. 

This action research project aimed to: 
•Determine the impacts of using this new literacy intervention 
program introduced as a pilot project to address a need in 
Grades 1 and 2 to support our struggling readers. 
•Evaluate the efficacy of the LLI program in order to inform 
future directions. 

Question

What are the impacts of using the Leveled Literacy Intervention program with struggling readers?

Results and Conclusions: Benchmarks

Results and Conclusions: Student Responses

Results and Conclusions: Parent Survey
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•Games are a motivating factor; students wanted 
more game time; 11/19 responses identified a 
combination of activities.
•18/19 boys expressed increased levels of 
confidence and willingness to take on more 
challenging texts.
•Small groups are preferred for more teacher 
attention and a quieter environment.

Overall, there has been a positive impact with Leveled Literacy Intervention. The program will continue next year in Grades 1 and 2 
and will be expanded to include SK and Grade 3. Teacher perceptions of the program will help to further guide our practice. 
Students identified being motivated by non-fiction texts and books in a series. Maturation has been identified as a potential 
confounding variable that can be addressed through fine-tuning experimental design in follow-up projects.

Implications
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Methods:
•Students were benchmarked using a 
standardized reading assessment.
•Using the Fountas and Pinnell gradient, 
reading levels were collected.
•Both boys and parents were given a survey.
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•In September 30% of boys were reading below grade level and by March only 8% of 
boys were.
•Initial evidence suggests that LLI can assist struggling readers to close individual 
literacy gaps quickly and efficiently.

Time spent reading at home:
•0-10 minutes = 33% of boys
•11-20 minutes = 33% of boys
•21-30 minutes = 29% of boys
•30+ minutes = 5% of boys

Improvement in reading confidence at 
home:
•No improvement: 0%
•Some improvement: 16%
•Significant improvement: 84%

Reading behaviours at home:
•Boys read independently: 17%
•Boys needed occasional prompts: 66%
•Boys required direct intervention: 17%


