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ABSTRACT
The Philippines continues to face a critical early-grade literacy crisis, necessitating structured pedagogical frameworks that effectively balance meaning-making with technical decoding skills during formative education. Grounded in Vygotsky’s Sociocultural Theory of Learning, Bruner’s Constructivist Theory, Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, Cambourne’s Conditions of Learning, and Scarborough’s Reading Rope model, this study evaluated the impact of the literature-based Four-Pronged Approach (FPA) under Project RISE (Reading Initiatives with Stakeholders Engagement) on the foundational reading skills of early-grade learners. Utilizing an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design, the study tracked the project's first cohort, which comprised 124 Grade 1 learners distributed across five heterogeneous classes in five distinct public elementary schools in Iligan City. The study was implemented systematically in three distinct chronological phases over a full school year. It began with an initial Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA) pre-test to establish baseline literacy levels, moved into daily classroom delivery of the FPA across four academic quarters, and concluded with a terminal EGRA post-test alongside semi-structured, mother-tongue qualitative interviews. Concurrently, teacher-made quarterly reading tests aligned with the MATATAG curriculum were collected at the end of each grading term to trace the continuous, intermediate progression of the cohort's skills.  Comparative quantitative analytics revealed a significant positive baseline-to-terminal shift across all core early grade reading subtasks. Qualitatively, teachers characterized the FPA as a comprehensive, highly structured, and engaging framework for scaffolded, differentiated instruction, despite experiencing operational challenges managing diverse learner needs and group dynamics. Concurrently, learners expressed developing strong reading confidence and perceived improvement amidst initial skill gaps, attributing their progress to central teacher scaffolding, story-based interactive engagement, and the repetitive, gradual reading practices embedded in the program. The relationship among these results underscores the central point of this research. Early-grade reading acquisition is not a linear progression, but a dynamic, structural process. The FPA successfully mitigates severe literacy deficits by pairing early comprehension engagement with rigorous decoding mechanics, proving that a balanced literacy framework can navigate curriculum escalation and sustain long-term reading proficiency. Ultimately, this study confirms that the Four-Pronged Approach serves as an effective methodology for early childhood literacy, and it recommends sustained professional teacher training and continuous implementation fidelity to maintain these structural gains in resource-constrained public classrooms.
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INTRODUCTION
Academic success has traditionally been accessed through foundational literacy development. In basic education, reading proficiency is conceptualized as a macro-level, multidimensional construct that serves as the ultimate goal of literacy instruction (Hsu et al., 2023; Zhao et al., 2024). Achieving this broad state of proficiency requires the simultaneous mastery and integration of distinct, measurable reading skills, specifically the five core sub-skills identified by the National Reading Panel (2000): phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary development, fluency, and reading comprehension. While reading proficiency represents the holistic, overarching capacity to engage with and construct meaning from text, reading skills are the discrete, technical mechanics—such as mapping visual graphemes onto auditory phonemes or executing automatic decoding—that act as the building blocks of literacy (Chall, 1983; Kim et al., 2025). These two elements are deeply connected through a non-linear process where the automated execution of reading skills reduces the cognitive load required to identify words, freeing up finite working memory and allowing learners to transition smoothly from basic word-level mechanics to deep cognitive transactions that define true reading comprehension and proficiency (Duke & Cartwright, 2021; Kendeou et al., 2024; Rholetter, 2022). In the early years of schooling, particularly Grade 1, the systematic acquisition of these interconnected sub-skills serves as the essential gateway to all subsequent content-area learning and long-term educational equity (Cabell et al., 2023; Hempenstall, 2025; Vasquez-Lopez & Huerta-Manzanilla, 2021).
In the early grades, learners are expected to establish automated orthographic decoding, acquire basic print awareness, and read simple, age-appropriate texts with sufficient fluency to anchor immediate paragraph-level comprehension (Clay, 1991; Kim, 2023). However, recent international and national assessments reveal a profound contradiction between these educational expectations and classroom realities. According to results from the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA 2022) alongside updates from the World Bank (2021) and UNICEF (2022), the Philippines systematically ranks among the lowest-performing nations in reading literacy, with over 80% to 90% of Filipino children classified under severe "learning poverty." This massive reading gap means that the vast majority of Grade 1 learners enter classrooms without basic alphabetic knowledge, relying instead on visual guessing rather than rule-based decoding (Hjetland et al., 2024). This instructional crisis is further intensified by systemic classroom bottlenecks, including overcrowded public school classrooms, an acute shortage of localized reading materials, and significant linguistic friction in multilingual environments where children must navigate immediate transitions between their spoken mother tongue and formal instructional media (Idulog et al., 2023; Librea et al., 2023; Seamelo Innotech, 2023).
To mitigate this reading crisis, the Department of Education (DepEd) has deployed structural interventions like the Every Child a Reader Program (ECARP), the Hamon: Bawat Bata Bumabasa (3Bs) Initiative, and the National Learning Recovery Program (NLRP) (Dorado & Medina, 2022; Yee-Grajo, 2024). While these national campaigns achieved localized pockets of success, they faced severe implementation challenges—such as administrative overload, inconsistent implementation tracking, a shortage of contextualized material resources, and a heavy operational reliance on short-term pre-test and post-test metrics that fail to track longitudinal skill stabilization (Adriano, 2023; Munda, 2026; Pascua, 2025; Plata et al., 2024). To address these systemic gaps, Project RISE (Reading Initiatives with Stakeholders Engagement) was established through an international partnership between Mindanao State University–Iligan Institute of Technology (MSU-IIT), KU Leuven, and University College Leuven-Limburg. The primary goal of Project RISE is to build a sustainable primary literacy ecosystem through deep stakeholder collaboration, intensive teacher coaching, and the production of localized instructional resources. Central to its pedagogical execution is the implementation of the Four-Pronged Approach (FPA), a balanced literacy framework originally conceptualized by Professor Basilisa Manhit and formalized by Ocampo and Hermosa (1997). The FPA functions as a progressive instructional ladder that perfectly fits the current early-grade crisis by anchoring explicit technical instruction within culturally relevant literary stories rather than isolated, mechanical drills, systematically integrating meaning-based and code-based strands across four interconnected phases: Prong 1 (Genuine Love for Reading), Prong 2 (Critical Thinking), Prong 3 (Grammar and Oral Language Development), and Prong 4 (Transfer Stage).
This instructional intervention is heavily anchored in established cognitive and social developmental frameworks that explain how child literacy is constructed and sustained. The study is theoretically grounded in Vygotsky’s (1978) Sociocultural Theory of Learning, which posits that language acquisition is a socially mediated process where a child advances through their Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD) under the guidance of a More Knowledgeable Other (MKO). This social mediation is structurally paired with Bruner’s (1976) Theory of Constructivist Scaffolding, which provides the instructional justification for the FPA's phased design, where teacher-led modeling is gradually removed as the learner gains autonomous reading control (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). To capture the interconnected nature of the reading process itself, the study incorporates Scarborough’s (2001) Reading Rope Model, which demonstrates that macro-level reading proficiency is achieved only when language comprehension strands (Prongs 1 and 2) and word recognition strands (Prongs 3 and 4) are interwoven concurrently over time. To understand how psychological and environmental dimensions actuate these changes, the study integrates Krashen's (1982) Input Hypothesis to minimize the affective filter through localized, comprehensible texts, alongside Cambourne's (1988) Conditions of Learning to structure classroom immersion, demonstration, and engagement. Finally, to understand how these dynamics interact with external forces, the study aligns with Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) Ecological Systems Theory, conceptualizing the Grade 1 learner at the center of concentric instructional environments.
Despite the theoretical and structural strengths of this balanced framework, a critical review of the educational landscape reveals a profound research gap. Existing evaluations of literacy interventions in the Philippine public school sector suffer from a severe longitudinal trend deficit, relying on truncated timelines that fail to show how individual sub-skills stabilize or fluctuate across successive quarters, alongside a distinct instructional fidelity vacuum regarding how primary teachers manage temporal pacing and curriculum adjustments within resource-constrained environments (Bendo et al., 2026; Gildore et al., 2025). This study addresses these empirical gaps by deploying a longitudinal, explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design to explicitly connect quarterly reading growth patterns with the lived instructional experiences of educators on the ground. Specifically, this study aims to:
1. Measure the reading skills of Grade 1 learners in terms of the components of the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA).
2. Compare the reading skills of Grade 1 learners among the different schools based on the components of EGRA and Quarterly Tests.
3. Describe the experiences of learners and teachers in the implementation of the Four-Pronged Approach.
4. Explain the relationship between the development of reading skills and their experiences during the implementation of the Four-Pronged Approach.
Ultimately, this investigation intends to provide a comprehensive, empirically validated look into early-grade reading recovery by moving beyond isolated performance endpoints to map the complete trajectory of literacy development. By analyzing the intersection of quantitative growth data and qualitative classroom experiences, the findings of this study will contribute to sustainable educational policies, data-driven reading interventions, and targeted teacher-coaching frameworks. Through this approach, the study aims to move beyond diagnosing reading deficiencies to provide a scalable, evidence-based model for cultivating independent, fluent, and proficient primary readers within the public educational system.

METHODOLOGY
Research Design
This study deployed a longitudinal, explanatory sequential mixed-methods research design to track and evaluate early grade literacy development across a full academic year. The quantitative phase utilized a one-group pre-test–post-test and repeated-measures design to measure changes in learners’ reading skills and quarterly test scores. This was immediately followed by a qualitative phenomenological phase to capture, describe, and explain the lived instructional experiences and behavioral engagement of teachers and learners under the intervention.

Research Setting
The investigation was conducted within selected public elementary schools in Iligan City, Philippines. Specifically, the study isolated five specific public elementary schools implementing Project RISE (Reading Initiatives with Stakeholders Engagement). These five schools were purposively chosen because they registered the lowest baseline reading proficiency scores during the project's initial literacy mappings, making them the most critical environments for evaluating targeted primary reading recovery.

Respondents of the Study
The primary respondents consisted of a cohort of Grade 1 public school learners enrolled across the five selected Project RISE-implementing schools. For the qualitative phase, purposive sampling was employed to select Grade 1 primary classroom teachers executing the intervention and specific learners from the cohort to participate in child-friendly, localized interview sessions.

Research Instruments
Two main quantitative instruments were utilized in this study, complemented by qualitative data collection tools. Quantitative data were gathered primarily through the Early Grade Reading Assessment (EGRA), a standardized and internationally validated diagnostic tool designed to evaluate foundational code-based and meaning-based sub-skills, including letter-name knowledge, letter-sound knowledge, initial sound identification, familiar word reading, invented/non-word reading, oral reading fluency, reading comprehension, and listening comprehension. This was paired with Quarterly Reading Assessments, which were teacher-made, curriculum-aligned tests developed via guided templates to evaluate incremental changes in reading performance across successive quarters based on the Department of Education's 75% passing criterion baseline. To capture deeper experiential context, qualitative data were gathered via semi-structured interview guides tailored for educators to describe their lived experiences, instructional struggles, and structural perceptions in implementing the Four-Pronged Approach. These guides were structurally paired with corresponding child-friendly interview protocols conducted in the learners' mother tongue (Cebuano/Bisaya) to describe and understand the learners' experiences, behavioral response, and engagement during the implementation of the Four-Pronged Approach under Project RISE.

Data Gathering Procedure
Administrative clearances and institutional approvals were secured from school authorities prior to data collection. Quantitative baseline profiles were established by administering the EGRA pre-test at the beginning of the academic year, with tracking sustained through teacher-made tests at the end of each academic quarter. At the end of the instructional timeline, the EGRA post-test was deployed alongside individual qualitative interviews with learners and teachers to collect narrative reflections.

Data Analysis
Quantitative data from the EGRA subtasks were analyzed using paired-samples t-tests to compute statistical differences between pre-test and post-test achievement baselines. Longitudinal variance across the four academic quarters was evaluated using repeated-measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) with Greenhouse-Geisser corrections. For the qualitative data, interview transcriptions were handled using inductive thematic analysis with the aid of the Delve web application to systematically manage, code, and analyze the narrative datasets. Quantitative trends and qualitative narratives were then sequentially integrated to explain reading growth trajectories holistically.

Ethical Considerations
The study strictly adhered to established research ethics protocols. Formal written informed consent was acquired from participating classroom teachers, and official parental consent was secured for all minor student participants alongside their verbal assent. Anonymity, confidentiality, and data privacy were strictly maintained across all analytical profiles by replacing the names of participants and school campuses with alphanumeric codes. Quantitative EGRA administrations observed the standardized early stop rule to prevent learner frustration or emotional distress during the skills assessment. For the qualitative phase, the researchers ensured that child-friendly questions were articulated with utmost clarity, thereby maintaining a supportive and safe environment for young participants throughout the narrative gathering process.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
1.1 Pre-test and Post-test Reading Skills Profile of Grade 1 Learners in Terms of the Components of EGRA
Table 1.2 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Orientation to Print Knowledge
	No. of Correct Response
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	0
	43
	34.68
	1.28
	1.15
	15
	12.10
	2.24
	1.04

	1
	29
	23.39
	
	
	10
	8.06
	
	

	2
	26
	20.97
	
	
	29
	23.39
	
	

	3
	26
	20.97
	
	
	70
	56.45
	
	


Table 1.3 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Letter Knowledge
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	10
	8.06
	17.37
	24.59
	4
	3.23
	30.75
	22.45

	Moderate
	2
	1.61
	
	
	16
	12.90
	
	

	Low
	112
	90.32
	
	
	104
	83.87
	
	



Table 1.4 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Letter Sound Knowledge
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	6
	4.84
	11.99
	20.48
	3
	2.42
	30.41
	19.00

	Moderate
	0
	0
	
	
	16
	12.90
	
	

	Low
	118
	95.16
	
	
	105
	84.68
	
	



Table 1.5 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Initial Sound Identification
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	30
	24.19
	3.65
	3.88
	106
	85.48
	8.57
	2.76

	Moderate
	18
	14.52
	
	
	6
	4.84
	
	

	Low
	76
	61.29
	
	
	12
	9.68
	
	



Table 1.6 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Phoneme Segmentation
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F 
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	12
	9.68
	4.88
	7.67
	47
	37.90
	15.52
	7.56

	Moderate
	11
	8.87
	
	
	41
	33.06
	
	

	Low
	101
	81.45
	
	
	36
	29.03
	
	



Table 1.7 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Familiar Word Reading
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	1
	0.81
	1.02
	4.84
	24
	19.35
	15.52
	7.56

	Moderate
	2
	1.61
	
	
	29
	23.39
	
	

	Low
	121
	97.58
	
	
	71
	57.26
	
	



Table 1.8 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Unfamiliar Nonword Reading
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	1
	0.81
	0.73
	4.49
	20
	16.13
	14.53
	15.09

	Moderate
	1
	0.81
	
	
	35
	28.23
	
	

	Low
	122
	98.39
	
	
	69
	55.65
	
	



Table 1.9 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Oral Reading Fluency
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	2
	1.61
	1.42
	7.52
	22
	17.74
	20.24
	19.65

	Moderate
	1
	0.81
	
	
	26
	20.97
	
	

	Low
	121
	97.58
	
	
	76
	61.29
	
	



Table 1.10 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Oral Reading Fluency with Comprehension
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	0
	0
	0.03
	0.28
	0
	0
	0.81
	1.21

	Moderate
	1
	0.81
	
	
	14
	11.29
	
	

	Low
	123
	99.19
	
	
	110
	88.71
	
	



Table 1.11 Pre-test and Post-test Comparison of Learners' Listening Comprehension
	Proficiency Level
	Pre-test
	Post-test

	
	F 
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	High
	5
	4.03
	0.57
	1.07
	21
	16.94
	1.45
	1.67

	Moderate
	11
	8.87
	
	
	26
	20.97
	
	

	Low
	108
	87.10
	
	
	77
	62.10
	
	



Standardized aggregate data from the pre-test revealed profound initial literacy deficits across all ten EGRA components, with over 97% of the 124 learners categorized within the low proficiency band and experiencing extreme floor effects in word recognition, oral reading fluency, and comprehension. Post-test results demonstrated significant upward growth, showing a major shift of learners into high proficiency tiers, particularly in mechanical components like Letter Sound Knowledge and Phonological Awareness (Initial Sound Identification and Phoneme Segmentation). These results prove that the structured implementation of Project RISE successfully built early childhood literacy foundations. The high post-test scores in phonological processing show that daily, systematic auditory and phonic training successfully built foundational reading pathways. Meanwhile, the slightly slower progress toward full text comprehension confirms that while mechanical decoding can be rapidly unlocked, higher-level comprehension requires more time to become fully automatic and self-regulated.
Table 1.12 Cross-School Performance Profile of Grade 1 Learners on the EGRA Component: Orientation to Print
	Schools
	Number of Correct Response
	Pretest
	Posttest

	
	
	F
	%
	M
	SD
	F
	%
	M
	SD

	[bookmark: _Hlk233323667]School A
	0
	11
	37.93
	1.10
	1.08
	3
	10.34
	2.28
	1.00

	
	1
	8
	27.59
	
	
	2
	6.90
	
	

	
	2
	6
	20.69
	
	
	8
	27.59
	
	

	
	3
	4
	13.79
	
	
	16
	55.17
	
	

	School B
	0
	13
	40.63
	1.16
	1.17
	4
	6.45
	2.19
	1.06

	
	1
	7
	21.88
	
	
	3
	9.38
	
	

	
	2
	6
	18.75
	
	
	8
	25.00
	
	

	
	3
	6
	18.75
	
	
	17
	53.13
	
	

	School C
	0
	5
	33.33
	1.13
	1.06
	3
	20.00
	2.07
	1.22

	
	1
	5
	33.33
	
	
	1
	6.67
	
	

	
	2
	3
	20.00
	
	
	3
	20.00
	
	

	
	3
	2
	13.33
	
	
	8
	53.33
	
	

	School D
	0
	7
	25.93
	1.74
	1.26
	3
	11.11
	2.15
	1.06

	
	1
	4
	14.81
	
	
	4
	14.81
	
	

	
	2
	5
	18.52
	
	
	6
	22.22
	
	

	
	3
	11
	40.74
	
	
	14
	51.85
	
	

	School E
	0
	7
	33.33
	1.24
	1.09
	2
	9.52
	2.52
	0.93

	
	1
	5
	23.81
	
	
	0
	0.00
	
	

	
	2
	6
	28.57
	
	
	4
	19.05
	
	

	
	3
	3
	14.29
	
	
	15
	71.43
	
	






Table 1.13 Cross-School Performance Profile of Grade 1 Learners on the EGRA Component: Letter Knowledge, Letter Sound Knowledge, Initial Sound Identification, Phoneme Segmentation, Familiar Word Reading, Unfamiliar Nonword Reading, Oral Reading Fluency, Oral Reading Fluency with Comprehension, and Listening Comprehension
	Components of EGRA
	Schools
	PRE-TEST
	POST-TEST

	
	
	Proficiency Level
	M
	SD
	Proficiency Level
	M
	SD

	
	
	High
	Moderate
	Low
	
	
	High
	Moderate
	Low
	
	

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	F
	%
	
	

	Letter Knowledge
	School A
	2
	6.90
	0
	0
	27
	93.10
	14.72
	23.13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	29
	100
	22.79
	12.58

	
	School B
	1
	3.13
	0
	0
	31
	96.88
	14.41
	17.74
	3
	9.38
	9
	28.13
	20
	62.50
	42.50
	26.74

	
	School C
	1
	6.67
	2
	13.33
	12
	80.00
	20.53
	27.09
	1
	6.67
	2
	13.33
	12
	80.00
	32.87
	28.15

	
	School D
	6
	22.22
	0
	0
	21
	77.78
	26.59
	35.02
	0
	0
	2
	7.41
	25
	92.59
	28.30
	18.76

	
	School E
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21
	100
	11.43
	13.79
	0
	0
	3
	14.29
	18
	85.71
	25.48
	20.11

	Letter Sound Knowledge
	School A
	1
	3.45
	0
	0
	28
	96.55
	11.41
	17.49
	0
	0
	1
	3.45
	28
	96.55
	23.20
	10.00

	
	School B
	0
	0
	0
	0
	32
	100
	8.78
	8.11
	1
	3.13
	10
	31.25
	21
	65.63
	44.72
	18.11

	
	School C
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	100
	12.40
	11.95
	1
	6.67
	2
	13.33
	12
	80.00
	27.40
	25.40

	
	School D
	4
	14.81
	0
	0
	23
	85.19
	17.96
	33.11
	1
	3.70
	1
	3.70
	25
	92.59
	28.44
	16.58

	
	School E
	1
	4.76
	0
	0
	20
	95.24
	9.71
	21.31
	0
	0
	2
	9.52
	19
	90.48
	23.24
	17.20

	Initial Sound Identification
	School A
	4
	13.79
	4
	13.79
	21
	72.41
	3.07
	3.54
	27
	93.10
	1
	3.45
	1
	3.45
	9.45
	1.55

	
	School B
	9
	28.13
	3
	9.38
	20
	62.50
	3.88
	4.22
	29
	90.63
	2
	6.25
	1
	3.13
	9.13
	1.34

	
	School C
	5
	33.33
	3
	20
	7
	46.67
	4.73
	3.95
	9
	60.00
	3
	20.00
	3
	20.00
	7.73
	4.04

	
	School D
	5
	18.52
	5
	18.52
	17
	62.96
	2.93
	3.71
	20
	74.07
	4
	14.81
	3
	11.11
	8.04
	3.35

	
	School E
	7
	33.33
	3
	14.29
	11
	52.38
	4.24
	4.02
	17
	80.95
	0
	0
	4
	19.05
	7.81
	3.41

	Phoneme Segmentation
	School A
	2
	6.90
	0
	0
	27
	93.10
	2.76
	5.70
	8
	27.59
	14
	48.28
	7
	24.14
	14.83
	5.91

	
	School B
	5
	15.63
	5
	15.63
	22
	68.75
	8.16
	8.59
	14
	43.75
	12
	37.50
	6
	18.75
	17.31
	6.31

	
	School C
	0
	0
	2
	13.33
	13
	86.67
	4.73
	6.26
	5
	33.33
	5
	33.33
	5
	33.33
	14.73
	9.41

	
	School D
	4
	14.81
	3
	11.11
	20
	74.07
	5.11
	9.04
	11
	40.74
	6
	22.22
	10
	37.04
	15.67
	8.43

	
	School E
	1
	4.76
	1
	4.76
	19
	90.48
	2.62
	6.27
	9
	42.86
	4
	19.05
	8
	38.10
	14.10
	8.84

	Familiar Word Reading
	School A
	1
	3.45
	0
	0
	28
	96.55
	1.66
	8.34
	3
	10.34
	5
	17.24
	21
	72.41
	10.79
	10.52

	
	School B
	0
	0
	1
	3.13
	31
	96.88
	1.06
	3.44
	11
	34.38
	10
	31.25
	11
	34.38
	23.44
	17.58

	
	School C
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	100
	0.80
	1.70
	3
	20.00
	3
	20.00
	9
	60.00
	14.73
	17.48

	
	School D
	0
	0
	0
	0
	27
	100
	0.37
	1.74
	5
	18.52
	9
	33.33
	13
	48.15
	15.59
	13.46

	
	School E
	0
	0
	1
	4.76
	20
	95.24
	1.10
	4.58
	2
	9.52
	2
	9.52
	17
	80.95
	8.33
	12.15

	Unfamiliar Nonword Reading
	School A
	1
	3.45
	0
	0
	28
	96.55
	1.62
	8.35
	0
	0
	10
	34.48
	19
	65.52
	9.34
	8.84

	
	School B
	0
	0
	1
	3.13
	31
	96.88
	0.72
	3.36
	11
	34.38
	10
	31.25
	11
	34.38
	22.47
	16.84

	
	School C
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	100
	0.93
	2.71
	2
	13.33
	2
	13.33
	11
	73.33
	10.40
	15.91

	
	School D
	0
	0
	0
	0
	27
	100
	0.22
	1.15
	5
	18.52
	9
	33.33
	13
	48.15
	16.59
	15.64

	
	School E
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21
	100
	0
	0
	2
	9.52
	4
	19.05
	15
	71.43
	9.90
	13.26

	Oral Reading Fluency
	School A
	1
	3.45
	0
	0
	28
	96.55
	1.79
	9.66
	2
	6.90
	5
	17.24
	22
	75.86
	14.10
	14.77

	
	School B
	0
	0
	1
	3.13
	31
	96.88
	2.13
	6.29
	10
	31.25
	7
	21.88
	15
	46.88
	26.97
	21.93

	
	School C
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	100
	0
	0
	2
	13.33
	4
	26.67
	9
	60.00
	18.27
	20.39

	
	School D
	0
	0
	0
	0
	27
	100
	0
	0
	5
	18.52
	5
	18.52
	17
	62.96
	21.70
	19.66

	
	School E
	0
	0
	1
	4.76
	20
	95.24
	2.67
	12.22
	3
	14.29
	5
	23.81
	13
	61.90
	18.00
	19.82

	[bookmark: _Hlk233339673]Oral Reading Fluency with Comprehension
	School A
	0
	0
	0
	0
	29
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	29
	100
	0.28
	0.53

	
	School B
	0
	0
	0
	0
	32
	100
	0.03
	0.18
	0
	0
	3
	9.38
	29
	90.63
	0.97
	1.12

	
	School C
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	13.33
	13
	86.67
	1
	1.41

	
	School D
	0
	0
	0
	0
	27
	100
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3.70
	26
	96.30
	0.70
	1.14

	
	School E
	0
	0
	0
	0
	21
	100
	0.14
	0.65
	0
	0
	6
	28.57
	15
	71.43
	1.33
	1.65

	Listening Comprehension
	School A
	0
	0
	2
	6.90
	27
	93.10
	0.48
	0.74
	1
	3.45
	7
	24.14
	21
	72.41
	1.00
	1.10

	
	School B
	2
	6.25
	2
	6.25
	28
	87.50
	0.69
	1.18
	6
	18.75
	8
	25.00
	18
	56.25
	1.63
	1.60

	
	School C
	1
	6.67
	3
	20
	11
	73.33
	0.64
	1.01
	3
	20.00
	3
	20.00
	9
	60.00
	1.60
	2.06

	
	School D
	0
	0
	0
	0
	27
	100
	0
	0
	4
	14.81
	4
	14.81
	19
	70.37
	1.11
	1.72

	
	School E
	4
	19.05
	4
	19.05
	13
	61.90
	1.30
	1.59
	7
	33.33
	4
	19.05
	10
	47.62
	2.14
	1.90



Disaggregated cross-school performance revealed distinct institutional profiles linked to initial student readiness. Schools B and D showed higher relative baseline readiness, which allowed them to quickly transition to advanced phoneme tasks, with School B achieving a notable post-test letter knowledge mean (M = 42.50, SD = 26.74). Meanwhile, Schools A, C, and E faced near-absolute floor effects at pre-test. School A entered with a 96.55% low proficiency rate in Letter Sound Knowledge but made major progress in Initial Sound Identification, with 93.10% of its students reaching high proficiency. Conversely, School C showed slower, more stubborn growth, retaining an 80.00% low proficiency rate in Letter Knowledge at post-test. These findings show that the Four-Pronged Approach (FPA) adapts dynamically depending on the unique conditions of each classroom. In environments where baseline printing and phonetics are deeply deficient, the transition to sound-mapping requires a longer period of targeted modeling and explicit instructional scaffolding. This demonstrates that institutional success is heavily influenced by the initial severity of the student cohort's literacy deficits.












Table 1.14 Significance of Differences Between EGRA Pre-Test and Post-Test Component Scores
	Components
	Variables
	N
	Mean
	SD
	t-value
	p-value

	Orientation to Print
	Pretest
	124
	1.28
	1.15
	7.6696
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	2.24
	1.04
	
	

	Letter Knowledge
	Pretest
	124
	17.37
	24.59
	5.0261
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	30.75
	22.45
	
	

	Letter Sound Knowledge
	Pretest
	124
	11.99
	20.48
	7.7366
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	30.41
	19.00
	
	

	Initial Sound Identification
	Pretest
	124
	3.65
	3.88
	13.9447
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	8.57
	2.76
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation
	Pretest
	124
	4.88
	7.67
	14.3928
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	15.52
	7.56
	
	

	Familiar Word Reading
	Pretest
	124
	1.02
	4.84
	10.7092
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	15.16
	15.18
	
	

	Unfamiliar Nonword Reading
	Pretest
	124
	0.73
	4.49
	10.4202
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	14.53
	15.09
	
	

	Oral Reading Fluency
	Pretest
	124
	1.42
	7.52
	10.8506
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	20.24
	19.65
	
	

	Comprehension
	Pretest
	124
	0.03
	0.28
	7.5641
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	0.81
	1.21
	
	

	Listening Comprehension
	Pretest
	124
	0.57
	1.07
	5.7602
	<0.0000*

	
	Posttest
	124
	1.45
	1.67
	
	














To evaluate the statistical impact of the intervention across components, an inferential paired-samples t-test was conducted on the pre-test and post-test scores. The statistical analysis revealed a highly significant difference and positive advancement in early literacy proficiency across all components (computed p < .001). Consequently, the first null hypothesis, which posited no significant difference between the learners’ pre-and post-test EGRA profiles, is confidently rejected. This uniform statistical significance validates the structural configuration of the FPA under Project RISE. It proves that intentionally pairing early meaning-making activities (Genuine Love for Reading) with explicit, systematic decoding instruction (Transfer Stage) creates a statistically reliable environment for literacy acquisition. The rejection of the null hypothesis confirms that the observed reading improvements were directly driven by the intervention rather than random developmental maturity.

Table 1.15  Performance Profile of Grade 1 Learners on Teacher-Made Quarterly Reading Assessments Across Grading Periods
	Quarter
	School
	Quarterly Score
	M
	SD

	
	
	Pass
	Fail
	
	

	
	
	F
	%
	F
	%
	
	

	First
	School A
	1
	3.45
	28
	96.55
	58.74
	10.37

	
	School B
	24
	75.00
	8
	25.00
	78.13
	13.83

	
	School C
	7
	46.67
	8
	53.33
	72
	22.42

	
	School D
	9
	33.33
	18
	66.67
	63.09
	18.40

	
	School E
	4
	19.05
	17
	80.95
	49.52
	19.16

	Second
	School A
	2
	6.90
	27
	93.10
	59.54
	11.57

	
	School B
	12
	37.50
	20
	62.50
	69.06
	16.75

	
	School C
	7
	46.67
	8
	53.33
	72
	22.98

	
	School D
	8
	29.63
	19
	70.37
	62.72
	18.40

	
	School E
	6
	28.57
	15
	71.43
	62.06
	15.90

	Third
	School A
	0
	0
	29
	100
	42.30
	12.02

	
	School B
	5
	15.63
	27
	84.38
	60.31
	14.00

	
	School C
	7
	46.67
	8
	53.33
	67.78
	23.01

	
	School D
	17
	62.96
	10
	37.04
	76.30
	20.84

	
	School E
	10
	47.62
	11
	52.38
	71.11
	13.43

	Fourth
	School A
	0
	0
	29
	100
	51.72
	12.77

	
	School B
	10
	31.25
	22
	68.75
	68.23
	15.66

	
	School C
	11
	73.33
	4
	26.67
	72.22
	31.69

	
	School D
	13
	48.15
	14
	51.85
	69.63
	24.29

	
	School E
	17
	80.95
	4
	19.05
	80.16
	11.76



Continuous tracking using teacher-made quarterly tests revealed a clear, non-linear progression across all five schools. While the First Quarter showed encouraging passing rates due to basic visual matching tasks, the Second and Third Quarters brought a severe drop in performance. This decline was marked by School B dropping to a 15.63% passing rate (M = 60.31, SD = 14.00) and School A hitting a 0.00% passing rate in Quarter 3. However, this contraction was followed by a powerful recovery surge in the Fourth Quarter, highlighted by School E's dramatic turnaround to an 80.95% passing rate (M = 80.16, SD = 11.76). This continuous tracking proves that early literacy progress under the MATATAG curriculum involves periods of cognitive adjustment. The mid-year drop reflects the challenges students faced when shifting from simple sight words to intensive sentence decoding and phoneme blending. The subsequent Fourth Quarter recovery surge confirms that continuous remediation and balanced instruction eventually consolidated these sub-skills, enabling students to successfully process more complex texts by the end of the school year.

Table 1.16  Significant Difference in Reading Proficiency Across Four Academic Quarters
Greenhouse-Geisser Corrected Repeated-Measures ANOVA for Reading Proficiency of Grade 1 learners across Four Quarters
	Source
	Sum Sq
	Df
	Error SS
	df (Error)
	F
	p-value

	Quarter
	132.5455
	3
	8050.9540
	393
	2.16
	0.1088


Note: * Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed)

To measure the statistical significance of performance trends over time, a Greenhouse-Geisser corrected repeated-measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was executed across the four grading periods. The inferential results revealed that there was no statistically significant difference in the learners’ reading proficiency scores across the four quarterly assessment periods, F(3, 393) = 2.16, p = .1088. Because the computed p-value exceeded the alpha level of 0.05, the second null hypothesis, which assumed no significant variance across quarterly reading tests, is formally accepted. The acceptance of the null hypothesis statistically indicates that despite visible descriptive drops in mid-year quarters, the learners' baseline-to-terminal performance trajectory remained developmentally steady and stable over the long run. This absence of a statistically significant difference indicates that the early fluctuations represent a normal pattern of gradual stabilization rather than operational program instability. It proves that early reading acquisition is a continuous, cumulative process where temporary classroom performance drops flatten out over a full school year.
Comparing the standardized EGRA profiles with the continuous quarterly scores reveals a consistent, reinforcing pattern. The high baseline deficits seen in the EGRA pre-test directly match the sharp mid-year drops in the quarterly assessments, while the significant baseline-to-terminal gains on the post-test align with the final Fourth Quarter performance surge. Both assessment tools confirm substantial, cumulative literacy improvements across the school year. This alignment proves that the standardized EGRA and teacher-made quarterly tests are conceptually consistent, with each capturing different dimensions of the same developmental process. While the EGRA serves as a macro-level indicator of long-term literacy gains, the quarterly tests record the short-term cognitive struggles and adjustments students experience in the classroom. Together, they demonstrate that temporary descriptive drops in performance do not indicate instructional failure, but rather a necessary cognitive phase where learners organize new phonetic rules before achieving full reading automaticity.
2.1 Experiences of Learners and Teachers in the Implementation of the Four-Pronged Approach
2.2 Learners’ Shared Perspectives and Classroom Engagement
Qualitative child-friendly interviews conducted in the learners' mother tongue (Cebuano/Bisaya) documented high levels of psychological, emotional, and behavioral growth. The systematic analysis of the young learners' narratives uncovered four central themes detailing their reading journey:
Theme 1: Developing Confidence and Perceived Reading Improvement Amidst Initial Skill Gaps. Despite severe baseline literacy deficits, learners actively noted an internal transformation as their decoding skills stabilized, leading to a visible shift from initial reading frustration to self-regulated motivation. This emerging confidence frequently encouraged them to read outside school hours. For example, Learner 1 (School A) remarked, “Mas maayo naron kay makabasa nako sa balay uban ni Mama” (I am better now because I can already read at home with my mother).
Theme 2: Teacher Scaffolding as Central to Reading Development. Learners heavily credited their progress to highly individualized, one-on-one attention from their teachers, noting how tasks were systematically adjusted to match their growing reading tier. Reflecting on this direct classroom guidance, Learner 3 (School A) recounted, “Tagsa-tagsa mi ug basa uban si Teacher” (We read one by one with Teacher). Describing the progressive nature of this support, Learner 10 (School C) detailed, “Pabasahon ko ni maam ug dili lisud dayun magka lisud hangtud daghan nag ipabasa si Maam” (Ma’am lets us read simple texts first, then gradually more difficult ones).
Theme 3: Story-based and Interactive Activities Increased Engagement. The initial literature-centric delivery acted as a powerful motivator, transforming abstract textual exercises into highly engaging, immersive classroom experiences. Regarding teacher-led storytelling, Learner 6 (School C) enthusiastically shared, “Nice kaayo mag story si teacher. Bibo” (Teacher tells stories very nicely. It is lively). This interactive engagement was reinforced during comprehension checks, as highlighted by Learner 4 (School A), who shared their enjoyment of regular interactive reviews: “Kanang mag answer-answer” (I like answering activities).
Theme 4: Repetition and Gradual Reading Practice Supported Learning. Learners explicitly recognized deliberate, repetitive drills as essential cognitive stabilizers that kept them from forgetting complex phonic rules. This reliance on structured repetition was clearly stated by Learner 15 (School D), who remarked, “Pag lisud kay e balik balik ni teacher para dili mi malimot” (When it is difficult, the teacher repeats it so we will not forget). Similarly, Learner 8 (School E) shared that their personal strategy for handling challenging vocabulary was simply “Kanang balik balik ug basa” (Repeating reading helps).
These narrative profiles prove that the instructional architecture engineered by the Four-Pronged Approach (FPA) successfully minimized the learners' "affective filters". By launching lessons with vibrant, story-based activities (Prong 1) rather than dry phonetic rules, teachers eliminated immediate decoding anxiety and built high cognitive engagement. The children's explicit appreciation for step-by-step scaffolding and repetitive reinforcement mathematically validates Vygotsky’s socio-constructivist model: when an educator acts as an intentional cognitive mediator within a student's Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD), fragile linguistic elements transition into permanent reading skills. Ultimately, this comprehensive support system helps young learners overcome initial literacy gaps, turning reading from a stressful classroom requirement into an autonomous and personally rewarding habit.  

2.3 Teachers’ Pedagogical Reflections and Instructional Realities
Qualitative in-depth interviews conducted with the Grade 1 classroom instructors demonstrated a strong professional consensus regarding the pedagogical value of the framework, while detailing the extensive strategic and operational effort required to execute the program. The systematic thematic analysis of the educators' responses uncovered four core themes that capture their lived experiences:
Theme 1: Scaffolded and Differentiated Reading Instruction. Teachers strongly emphasized that the methodical, phase-by-phase nature of the framework allowed them to effectively anchor, track, and advance student literacy skills. They found that providing direct, tiered guidance was essential for moving students smoothly from initial decoding to higher-level paragraph reading. Reflecting on this intensive process, Teacher 3 (School C) described classroom implementation as “challenging pero bibo” (challenging but lively) due to the persistent operational monitoring required alongside the high-energy responsiveness of the young learners.
Theme 2: Story-Based and Interactive Activities Increased Learner Engagement. Teachers reported that launching lessons with literature and vibrant meaning-making exercises completely transformed the classroom climate, generating high student motivation. They noted that using contextualized, mother-tongue stories sparked curiosity, which minimized student intimidation when technical reading drills began. An Instructor shared how this story-centric approach shifted the learning dynamic, stating, “The step-by-step structure helped me anchor the students' skills, especially when transitioning them from listening to actual decoding.”
Theme 3: Teachers Experienced Difficulties Managing Group Activities and Diverse Learner Needs. Despite the program's pedagogical benefits, educators highlighted significant operational challenges when managing large classes and wide gaps in student reading readiness. Day 2 activities—which center on collaborative tasks, text sequencing, and critical thinking—frequently caused instructional bottlenecks because learners struggled to execute tasks independently. Teacher 2 (School B) explained that activities involving story elements required repeated instructions because learners struggled to follow group tasks independently. Similarly, Teacher 1 (School A) explained this classroom reality, stating that group activities regularly required “balik balik ang pag give sa instruction” (repeating the instructions again and again) to prevent low-readiness students from experiencing cognitive overload.
Theme 4: Teachers Viewed the Four-Pronged Approach as More Structured and Comprehensive than Previous Reading Programs. Teachers highly valued how Project RISE systematically unified individual reading strands—such as phonemic awareness, grammar, vocabulary, and comprehension—into a single, cohesive weekly routine. They observed that this integrated approach prevented the fragmented, disconnected skill acquisition common in traditional reading programs. As a result, teachers viewed the four prongs as a superior and sustainable blueprint for early childhood literacy development.
The teachers' accounts show that while the Four-Pronged Approach provides a powerful framework for early literacy development, its success depends heavily on the teacher's active role as an intentional cognitive mediator operating within the learners' Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). The operational friction experienced during Day 2 collaborative tasks proves that moving from basic listening comprehension to analytical peer discussion requires substantial scaffolding in low-baseline environments. The necessary adjustment of constantly repeating and breaking down instructions shows that uniform, whole-group directives are insufficient for large public school classrooms. Instead, educators must actively manage the cognitive load by translating complex group assignments into small, sequential tasks, ensuring that developing readers can successfully participate in peer learning without experiencing frustration.

3.1 Relationship Between Learners’ Reading Skill Development and Implementation Experiences
Triangulating the entire quantitative landscape with the qualitative narratives of both learners and teachers reveals a direct, transactional connection between the pedagogical execution of Project RISE and the structural development of emergent literacy. The standardized macro-profile from the EGRA pre-test documented severe baseline deficits, with over 97% of the 124 learners (N=124) restricted to the low proficiency band and suffering from profound floor effects across all subtasks. However, post-test results revealed highly statistically significant advancements (p < .001) concentrated in mechanical skills, specifically Letter Sound Knowledge, Initial Sound Identification, and Phoneme Segmentation. This clear quantitative leap matches perfectly with Learner Theme 2 (Teacher Scaffolding as Central to Reading Development) and Learner Theme 4 (Repetition and Gradual Reading Practice Supported Learning), where learners explicitly reported that their mastery of complex sound-symbol correspondences depended on structured, repetitive drills managed by their instructors. As Learner 15 (School D) highlighted, “Pag lisud kay e balik balik ni teacher para dili mi malimot” (When it is difficult, the teacher repeats it so we will not forget), while Learner 8 (School E) noted that their primary strategy for handling difficult words was simply “Kanang balik balik ug basa” (Repeating reading helps).
In the context of Lev Vygotsky’s (1978) Sociocultural Theory and Jerome Bruner’s concept of scaffolding, these findings confirm that the four prongs functioned as a reliable instructional ladder within the learners' Zone of Proximal Development (ZPD). Because early-grade learners require structured support to move from listening to independent text decoding, the FPA systematically guided them from teacher-modeled meaning (Prong 1) to independent application (Prong 4: Transfer Stage). The quantitative component growth proves the power of this design, while the qualitative responses validate that teachers functioned as intentional cognitive mediators who moved students across their ZPD by systematically increasing text difficulty as skills consolidated. Conversely, this intensive phonic conditioning created operational challenges within the classroom that cleanly explain the institutional differences seen in the cross-school analysis, where schools with severe baseline deficits—such as School C, which retained an 80.00% low proficiency rate in Letter Knowledge at post-test—progressed at a slower rate. This slower growth is directly clarified by Teacher Theme 3 (Teachers Experienced Difficulties Managing Group Activities and Diverse Learner Needs), where instructors explained that managing personalized phonic drills while dealing with wide gaps in initial readiness created severe instructional friction. This friction required teachers to continuously break down assignments into smaller, sequential steps, directly supporting Teacher Theme 1 (Scaffolded and Differentiated Reading Instruction). This instructional reality is clearly illustrated by Teacher 3 (School C), who described the dual nature of managing these diverse needs as “challenging pero bibo” (challenging but lively).
A major statistical finding in this study is the sharp contrast between the highly significant pre-to-post EGRA improvements (p < .001) and the statistically non-significant differences found across the teacher-made quarterly tests, F(3, 393) = 2.16, p = .1088. Descriptively, the quarterly tests followed a sharp, non-linear curve: an encouraging performance in the First Quarter was followed by a severe mid-year drop during the Second and Third Quarters (where School B dropped to a 15.63% passing rate and School A hit a 0.00% passing rate in Quarter 3), before ending in a dramatic recovery surge during the Fourth Quarter (led by School E's 80.95% turnaround). The mixed-methods triangulation proves that the acceptance of the second null hypothesis is not an indication of instructional failure or program instability. Instead, it mathematically represents a normal, stable phase of cognitive restructuring that aligns with Hollis Scarborough’s (2001) Reading Rope framework. Scarborough’s model demonstrates that fluent reading comprehension requires two independent branches—Language Comprehension and Word Recognition—to tightly intertwine over time. Traditional methods often isolate these branches, but Project RISE weaves them together weekly. The non-significant quarterly ANOVA trajectory captures the exact moment when these individual strands began to tighten and contract under the weight of the MATATAG curriculum as it transitioned abruptly from simple visual identification to intensive sentence decoding.
This phase of cognitive adjustment is qualitatively confirmed by Teacher 1 (School A) under Teacher Theme 3, who noted that group activities regularly required “balik balik ang pag give sa instruction” (repeating the instructions again and again) to prevent low-readiness students from experiencing cognitive overload. Because teachers actively managed the classroom environment during this difficult transition by keeping the psychological atmosphere safe and treating reading mistakes as a normal part of development, learners did not shut down. This supportive environment is validated by Teacher Theme 4 (Teachers Viewed the Four-Pronged Approach as More Structured and Comprehensive than Previous Reading Programs), where instructors highly valued how Project RISE systematically unified vocabulary, syntax, and decoding into a single, cohesive weekly routine. This structural comprehensiveness provided the steady support system needed to help students handle mid-year curriculum increases, allowing their descriptive performance to stabilize over the course of the full school year rather than causing program instability.
While the quantitative results showed that the leap to full paragraph text comprehension was still consolidating at the end of Grade 1 due to the cognitive effort required for decoding, the descriptive growth from baseline floor effects was strongly supported by the program's literature-based design. This progress corresponds directly with Learner Theme 3 (Story-based and Interactive Activities Increased Engagement) and Teacher Theme 2 (Story-Based and Interactive Activities Increased Learner Engagement), where both teachers and students affirmed that introducing technical literacy skills through engaging literature completely altered the classroom dynamic. Learner 6 (School C) enthusiastically shared, “Nice kaayo mag story si teacher. Bibo” (Teacher tells stories very nicely. It is lively), while Learner 4 (School A) added their enjoyment of regular interactive reviews: “Kanang mag answer-answer” (I like answering activities).
Empirically, this dynamic illustrates Stephen Krashen's (1982) Affective Filter Hypothesis, which posits that emotional variables—such as performance anxiety and low self-confidence—can act as a psychological barrier that blocks language acquisition. Traditional, drill-only reading methods often raise this affective filter by penalizing immediate errors, causing struggling students to withdraw. The FPA directly counteracts this by launching every instructional cycle with Prong 1 (Genuine Love for Reading). By anchoring abstract phonic rules within familiar stories, teachers successfully lowered the children's affective filter and turned a stressful task into an accessible classroom experience. This active engagement directly fueled Learner Theme 1 (Developing Confidence and Perceived Reading Improvement Amidst Initial Skill Gaps). As decoding shifted from a frustrating task to an automatic skill, young learners experienced an internal transformation, taking their reading practice outside school hours and into their homes. This breakthrough is clearly expressed by Learner 1 (School A), who proudly shared, “Mas maayo naron kay makabasa nako sa balay uban ni Mama” (I am better now because I can already read at home with my mother), proving that an integrated, balanced literacy framework is essential for achieving sustainable and autonomous early-grade reading proficiency.

CONCLUSION
The implementation of the Four-Pronged Approach (FPA) through Project RISE demonstrates a transformative impact on early grade literacy by successfully bridging severe baseline decoding deficits and fostering sustained reading engagement. Guided by the overarching objectives of this investigation, the study yields the following concise conclusions:
1. Grade 1 learners transition from profound initial floor effects across all subtasks to high proficiency bands in mechanical alphabetic and phonological components, while paragraph comprehension continues to consolidate.
2. The absolute success of the reading framework depends on the initial baseline readiness of individual school cohorts, meaning schools with deeper structural deficits require extended modeling and instructional scaffolding.
3. [bookmark: _Hlk233338298]The intervention drives highly statistically significant advancements across all individual literacy components, confirming that combining explicit phonics with literature-based instruction guarantees long-term skill acquisition and successfully rejects (H₀₁).
4. Classroom reading proficiency follows a non-linear trajectory with temporary mid-year descriptive drops that safely recover by the fourth quarter, showing a statistically non-significant variance across grading periods that validates the stable, cumulative nature of the learning process and accepts (H₀₂).
5. Learners experience an internal shift from early reading anxiety to high autonomous motivation because literature-based storytelling and interactive activities lower their affective filter, while teachers view the four prongs as a superior blueprint despite localized operational strain when managing large classes.
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