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. This is the first of what we hope w111 be a regular
column in Effective School Practices enhtled . well,
you've already read the title. Our hope is that ADI
" members will subn:ut items for mcluswn m future
colurn.ns to me,. at

o :Bob Dixon = .
2716 Hillside Dr.

' 'SEOlympia, WA 98501
~ Phone (360) 754-1122
 FAX/(360) 943-7558
o rcd1xon@1x netcom com

B thing you' think mlght be of interest to the- ADI

gwe you some Ideas

Janie Femberg -DiNapoli of New York was among
the’ very . first people selected by SRA to become a
: D1rect Instruction trainer, approxmately f1fty years
ago. (Okay Maybe twenty-five,) Today, Janie and
her protégé, Paul McKinney, own a company called
_ ] P Associates, which does large school-wide imple-
‘mentations of Direct Instruction in approx1mately
'f1fty-f1ve schools around the United States.

- Gary Johnson is an' ADI Board member, a prmcr-
pal author of the Corrective Reading | program, and
. amuchsoughtafter independent consultant. But’ll
bet you didn't know that Gary is a h1gh1y accom-
phshed jazz guitarist. Gary’s wife, Lise, is also a fine
musician and music teacher. -

" 'What kinds of material shoulcl you submit? Any-

membershlp Check out the 1tems below They may

From the Pre51dent

Bet you didn’t know

Zlg Enge].mann never ceases to amaze those who
know him. A couple of years ago, Zlg decided to
take up water color. That pastime seems a bit far
afield from designing instructional programs, but

- Zig never does anything half way Ina short per1od

of time, he has become an impressive water color
artist. We will display some of his work at the 1997
Eugene Direct Instruction Conference, and with a
little luck, some s1gned and numbered prints w111 be
ava1lable for purchase :

One day last fall (October 24) three Dlrect In-
struction notables were all presenting to state boards
of educatmn Doug Carnme in Virginia, Bonnie
Grossen in Michigan, and Ed Kameenui.in Hawaii.
One of these days, wemighthavetostop fighting the
establishment because we might be the estabhsh-
ment, ¥ :
:Jerry Morton, an SRA representatwe in F10r1da
knows Direct Instruction backward and forward.
Jerry taught DirectInstruction programs exteri_s_ively
before first becoming a Direct Instruction trainer
and consultant, and ultimately, a sales representa-
tive. Jerry doesn’t just sell books; he’ll train‘teach-
ers, then go into classrooms himself and teach dem-
onstration lessons. You won't find very many sales
representatives for very many textbook companies
who candoitall. That might explam why Jerry sells
billions and billions worth of Direct Instructlon ev-
ery year all by himself. :

Bob Dixon
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Philosophy of Effective School Practices

1. Teachers are responsible for student learning.
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3. Effective teaching practices are identified by instructional research

that compares the results of a new practice with the results of a

viable alternative.

4. Experiments should not be conducted using an entire generation of

Americans. The initial experimentation with a new practice should

be small in scale and carefully controlled so that negative outcomes

are minimized.

5. A powerful technology for teaching exists that is not being utilized

in most American schools.
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tional purposes. ADI is a nonprofit, tax-exempt
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From the Field

LETTERS TO THE EDITOR

To the editor:

I want to share with you a list of rules a second
grade teacher had posted behind her on the wall of
her remedial reading center:

What Good Readers Do

1. Get your mouth ready.

2. Look at the picture.

3. Go back, start over.

4. What would sound right?

Is it any wonder that U.S. students are, for the
most part, very poor readers? The miraculous thing
is that any of them are learning to read in school at
all! '

Pat Wolf,
Jones, Michigan

To the editor:

In New Zealand (where RR began) students enter
school on their Sth birthday and at their 6th birthday
are screened for RR. In theory the bottom perform-
ing 50% are given the Diagnostic Survey and from
those results the WORST performing students are
provided RR on a place availability basis. Other
characteristics of the student are deemed to be irrel-
evant and so, mainstreamed special ed kids, includ-
ing kids with Downs Syndrome and similar condi-
tions, receive RR. In practice, of course, pr:.nczpals
and teachers sometimes stretch the rules.

DISCONTINUATION. Students are expected to
make one level of progress for every week in the
program and, if they don't, the first step is to exam-
ine what the teacher is doing. If this checks out QK,
they have the Ed Psych consider discontinuation. I
used to be an Ed Psych in NZ and we had no criteria
tomake such a decision so [ guess the decisions were
variable. In my case, I used to examine all the data
from pre-RR and RR and watch the teacher work
with the student. I usually found that, although
progress might be slower than desired, it was heaps
better than anything else that had been done and so
I was reluctant to authorize discontinuation unless
they proposed an effective alternative. In a country
where Whole Language is virtually a religion, there
was nothing else as structured. ['d have happily
recommended an SRA DI program but they were
regarded as heretical.

2 Errective ScHooL PrAcTIces, 15(3), SumMMER, 1996

Two other comments about RR that may interest
you.

1. RR in NZ seems impervious to other research.
For example William Tunmer of Massey University
found that if the letter identification section of RR
was supplemented with phonemic awareness train-
ing, students reached discontinuation criteria in
about 42 lessons whereas regular RR took 57 (NZ]
Educational Studies, 1992, 27 (2), 203-217). As far as
I can tell, this has had no effect at all on the practice
of RR. RR has become a sacred ritual and promoters
of phonics are derisively called “phonicators”.

2. Iworked in a multiethnie, multilingual school
where many children did not gain in RR. Idid a
language screen on all the five year olds {about 50)
and we found that the English language competence
of many was in the two to three-year range. Further,
it consisted mainly of nouns and verbs with almost
no prepositions, adjectives, adverbs. Distar was
unacceptable to the school so I designed a program
based on learning prepositions, ad]ectlves and ad-
verbs. For example we learned “on” by climbing on
and describing ourselvesas “on,’ a.nd we climbed off
and described ourselves as “not on.” We also ma-
nipulated objects on and not on and learned to sit at
desks and do worksheets on which we marked the
ones that were on. DI by stealth I guess. Anyway,
the 6 year old screening scores started to rise and
these kids were just entering RR when I moved to a
new job. The school told me that the problem was
now solved but I couldn’t get the data.

Although I am now in Singapore, all of these
comments relate to New Zealand.

Dennis Rose

National Institute of Education
Nanyang Technological Umversﬂ:y
SINGAPORE
rosed@nievax.nie.ac.sg

To the editor:

I attended a workshop on RR last year at the
annual meeting of the Association for Behavior
Analysis. I am sorry to say that I don’t recall the
presenter’s last name. She was great and I under-
stood her to say that when a student is to be exited




from RR, the RR teacher surveys first grade classes
and finds a group that is “slightly below" the RR
student. Then they move the kid into that group to
ensure success. {She was talking about how it is
done in NZ). Iwas very interested and asked her to
clarify,”Do you mean they group children for in-
struction by skill level?” She said, “Of course. How
else would you doit?” Itold her welcome to Califor-
nia! Does anyone else have information about that
practice? I found it interesting. Also, schools in my
area are doing something {(Smart Start?—I could be
wrong about the name) that is a sort of RR in small
groups! What next?

CLw
cwatkins@toto.csustan.edu

un

The following letter was not written for publication. Its
author, Timothy Shanahan, wrote it in response to a
request from the Office of Assemblyman Steve Baldwin of
California. Assemblyman Baldwin had received various
documents, including an article by Elfrieda H. Hiebert
(Educational Researcher, 23, 9, 15-25) that had been
critical of Reading Recovery and a letter, from William
Lynch challenging Hiebert's claims. Shanahan, together
with Rebecca Barr, had written an independent appraisal
of Reading Recovery that was issued by one of the federal
education labs so Assemblyman Baldwin requested assis-
tance in eveluating the various claims and counter-
claims. This letter, thus, is a response to the specific
points of disagreement. Since it was written, the report
on which it was based has been published (Reading
Research Quarterly, 30, 958-997), and in May 1996 it
received the Albert J. Harris Award from the Interna-
tional Reading Association fro best research on reading
problems.

Center for Literacy

The University of Illinois at Chicago
1040 West Harrison Street

Chicago, IL 60607-7133

June 26, 1995

Assemblyman Steve Baldwin
District Office

9584 Murray Drive

LaMesa, CA 91542

Dear Assemblyman Baldwin:

I was asked, by Julie Anders of the Right to Read

Foundation, to send you some information perti-
nent to Reading Recovery. Although I am not affili-
ated with Right to Read and do no know whether my
views are consonant with those of the organization,
I can provide you with information relevant to your
June 15th correspondence from William D. Lynch
concerning Reading Recovery.

Last year, Ohio was exploring major expansions
of that program. Their State Superintendent of
Schools, Ted Sanders, contacted the North Central

Regional Education Laboratory (NCREL) request- '

ing information that would help resolve the contro-
versy. NCREL is a federally supported educational
laboratory that is responsible for interpreting edu-
cational research for the midwestern states. NCREL
decided that the best way to adjudicate this issue
was to hire a team of scholars to review all existing
empirical research concerning the effectiveness of
Reading Recovery. They invited Rebecca Barr and
me to conduct that review. Professor Barr was
selected because she is a noted scholar, she has
served on various boards for the Reading Recovery
effort, and had sponsored her university’s Reading
Recovery training-program. I was invited because
of my reputation and because I had written the first
published critique of reading Recovery research (it
iscited in the Hiebert article that is the focus of much
of the correspondence between you and Mr. Lynch).
Our opposing views, commitment to accuracy, and
lack of direct fiduciary relationship with Reading
Recovery made us an appropriate team to conduct
an independent review of evidence.

INCREL has released a report summarizing our
findings that has been used by various states in their
decision-making, and we have revised this report
for publication in an upcoming issue of Reading
Research Quarterly. Tobe accepted for publication in
this prestigious journal, we had to respond to exten-
sive criticisms and questions raised by four critics
(including at least one who is part of the Reading
Recovery movement) and three editors. It appears
that our analysis represents the most thorough, ac-
curate, and balanced appraisal of Reading Recov-
ery. We found that Reading Recovery works, but
not as well as its proponents claim; that its effects
largely dissipate over time; and, that it costs about
the equivalent of n additional year of schooling for
the children who participate~even accounting for
the savings in other expenditures. Ihave enclosed a
preprint of the article. '

Below I have briefly responded to the points
raised by Gay Su Pinnell, Carol Lyons, and Noel
Jones in their response that was shared with you.
Pinnell and company are correct; Hiebert did use
existing data to answer questions not raised in the
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From The Register-Guard, March 17, 1997

Reprinted with permission of the Associated Press.

ds ‘wire

& Reading: The long-
used whole-language
approach doesn’t work
for a lot of students.

By The Adssctnted Pross

Nora Newcombe's son wes ln
first grade, and she was In a
state,

Andrew was a beight kid, but
he just couldn't read. A few
months Into the schoai year, he'd
scored in the 24th-percentile on a
stondardized reading iest. His
teacher snid he needed to be In &
class for children with learning
dizabllities. Andrew was frustrat-
ed and upset.

“He was like, ‘'T'm stupid. I
can't do what the other kida
do," " Newcombe sald.

So she gave Andrew an IQ
test. No problems there. Then she
went to her som's school and
started asling questions: What
exactly dién't he understand?
What wos geing on In class? How
was Andrew learning to read?

It turped out Andrew was be-
ing tnught whole language, &
reading instruction method that
becime popular 1o the $980s and
is widely used in the United
States, Canada, New Zealand,
Australia and Great Britein,

Although proponents tout it as
the best way by far to teach kids

f@fr how they learn

by sounding out each letter in a
written, word. Thus “bag" be-
comes "buh, eh, guh,” a.nd then
Hbag

That makes sense to sumebc-dy
who already knows how to read.
And eventually it makes sense to

i most kids, too. But when re

" how to resd, nearly a decade of
“scientific research and sad expe-
rience have shown it can be a
miserable failure.

The wholelanguage method
has been blamed for educational
disasters around the Eaglish-
speakdng world,

The aftermath of California’a
curriculum change and the recent
popularity of whele language hos
led to & national ery for phonics,”
a return to the basic drills and
Dlck-and-Jane readers that most
adults grew up with.

Phonies §s no silver bullet,
however. Advocntes note it al-
most always wins in head-to-head
tests apminst other Instructional
methods, hut they usually fail to

mention that about one In four
Idds has treuble understanding it

Meanwhile, & combination of
scientific resulis from widely dif-
ferent flelds 1s showing how most
¥ids learn to read and why many
have trouhle picking it up, Most
slpnificantly, the research offers
g reading-instruction method
based on evidence rather than
ideology, politics or assumptions
ahout learning and language.

If onty somebody would listen.

“It really 18 & huge scientific
pureka,” sald Marilyn Adams, a
vls1th1g scholar at the Harvard
Graduate School of Educabion,

Nora Newcombe reads with her son, Andrew, at their home.

“We've been able to leam why
reading 1s difficult for so many
¥ids and how ‘o make it learn-
able, but because of this stupid
phonics-whole languege debate,
we can't get it through fe
anybody."”

The secret isnt exactly old-
fashioned phenics, it isn't whole
language and it isn't qulte a com-
bination of the two. By teaching
Idds to “brenk the code” of read-
ing, as if it were a skill such as
ploying the plane or swimming,
pducatora hope they can teach
reading a lot more effectively.

Phenies teaches kida te read

searchers began trying to pro-
gram computers tc generate
speech about o decade agp, they
discovered something that seems
abvious once you think shout it
The word “bag” lsn't three
sounds, it's one. ]
Advocates of the whoele-
language approach note that kida
Iearn spcken language spontane-
pusly. So If you glve them hooks
to read, slgns to look at and plen-
ty of encouragement, they ought -
to learn resding the same way.
But lngulsts have known since
the 19505 that spoken and written
language are very different. Spo-
ken language is an ancient trait
evolutionally hard-wired into the
braln, whereas written communi-
cation s a relatively recent cul-
tural develepment.
When it became apparent in
the late 18805 that lerge numbers
of American children were hav-
ing troutle reading, Congress
commlssioned & study of the
problem. It fell to Adams, then a
senior researcher at the Universi-
ty of Mllinols Center for the Study
of Reading, to write the report,
The result, “Beginning to

" Resd,” summarizes the current

knowiedge about teaching chil-
dren to read. Its basic message is
that reading is a skill that must
be learned through practlee,

Imaging studles thet show
which parts of the brain are ac
tive during reading indleate that
some kids — the same ones who
have trouble learning to read —
really are wired differently. It
has nothing te do with
Intelligence.

“There are smart children
who have this probiem and there
gre fairly average or below-
average students who do not have
this problem,” said John Silber,
chairmsn of the Massachusetts
Board of Education.
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original reports. This is not a problem, however, as
the data used could address issues of school effects
appropriately. Although itis of no concern to Read-
ing Recovery proponents whether the program raises
overall school (or state) achievement, this issue is
likely to be paramount in California where the pro-
gram might be seen as on way to improve state test
scores. Hiebert appears to be correct that Reading

Recovery will not do that (New Zealand'’s school -

achievement for elementary children has not kept
pace with the U.S., despite including nearly 1 of
every 4 students in Reading Recovery).

As Pinnell claims, Reading Recovery does im-
prove the reading ability of children enrolled in the
program. However, the gains are much smaller than
suggested. Any studies that used control groups
comparisons showed that substantial parts of the
improvement are due simply to maturation or regu-
lar first-grade instruction. Reading Recovery pro-
ponents are resistant to alterations in the program
that would reduce the incidence of including chil-
dren who do not need this assistance. One illustra-
tive study (Center, 1995) found that 30% of the
controls gained without any assistance, and that
65% of RR students progressed; thus, only 35% of
students enrolled in the program improved more
than would be expected. The claims that the pro-
gram improves expectations for all students does
not hold up; in fact, studies out of Ohio State show
that RR teachers don’t even adjust their own class-
room instruction based on the program. By grade 4,
the relative gains are still apparent, but are so mi-
nuscule that it is difficuit to argue for their educa-
tional or economic significance. Long term, lasting
effects is a very high, and perhaps, unfair standard;
however, the claim that RR will solve learning prob-
lems completely requires this criterion.

We have completed the most thorough economic
analysis of the costs and benefits of RR that exists.
The costs that we report are based on national aver-
ages. You can easily adjust these by plugging in
average California costs. We found that Reading
Recovery neither prevents special education refer-
rals, nor does it lower the cost of schooling in the
long run. This is likely to represent a large addi-
tional educational expenditure.

Reading Recovery has been successful on a large
scale and with a variety of population types as noted
by Pinnell and company. We did not address its
effectiveness with ESL populations, and the evi-

dence cited concerning this appears to be insubstan-

tial and has not yet been reviewed by any indepen-
dent body (this does not mean that the claim is
wrong, only that great care is needed in this area).
Hiebert does criticize RR’s lack of attention to com-
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prehension, and this is probably an unwarranted
complaint; the aspects of reading that have been
measured are highly related to comprehension
achievement.

I have not written this letter to you with the idea
of preventing Reading Recovery adoption in the
state of California, but to make sure that you have a
complete understanding of its limitations. Its total
adoption in California (1) will require enrollment of
between 1/4 and 1/5 of all first-graders in the state;
{2) will require increased annual expenditures of
between 1/4 and 1/5 of the total educational cost of
one primary grade of schooling; and (3) is unlikely
tobe reflected in higher average test scores for either
the state or individual school districts. There are
variants of Reading Recovery that appear to be prom-
ising in terms of reducing costs while maintaining
effectiveness, but Reading Recovery proponents have
typically denounced these and have prevented any
kind of local experimentation (it is now a trade-
marked program). In fact, the religious zeal of
Reading Recovery proponents sometimes causes
divisiveness in local school districts; in response to
our report I have heard of schools that have dropped
the program to disassociate themselves from these
unfortunate aspects of the national movement.

I strongly encourage you to support early inter-
ventions of a variety of types (Head Start, Family
Literacy, Reading Recovery, Success for All, Chap-
ter 1 redesigns, etc.), but to recognize that no single
model has the answer and no intervention will do
away with later educational costs. I also encourage
you to support local experimentation with any of
thesemodels, asit is essential that these be delivered
in the most effective and cost efficientmanner. Stud-
ies of Reading Recovery suggest that the inclusion of
direct phonics instruction, introducing the program
to slightly older students, offering instruction to
small groups rather than individuals, involving par-
ents, and other innovations have the potential to
maintain the success of this program while reducing
cost dramatically. However California proceeds in
the adoption of such programs, it should insist on
local control.

If I can be of further assistance, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely yours,

Timothy Shanahan, PhD
Professor

Director, Center for Literacy



eading Recovery:

An Evaluation of Benefits and Costs

Bonnie Grossen and Gail Coulter
University of Oregon

_ Barbara Ruggles
Beacon Hill Elementary, Park Forest, Illinois

Executive Summary
Reading Recovery is being widely adopted in North
America:

Reading Recovery sites operated in four Canadian
provinces, 48 LL.S. States, and the District of
Columbin. Approximately 60,000 North Ameri-
can children were served by Reading Recovery
educators during the 1393-94 school year. In Cali-
fornia alone, more than 500 school districts served
approximately 5000 children.

{Schwartz & Klein, 1996)

Many believe Reading Recovery to be the best avail-
able program for preventing reading failure. Read--
ing Recovery was developed in the 1970s by Dr.
Marie Clay, a New Zealand educator, to deal with
the reading failure occurring there. It was intro-
duced in the United States through the Ohio State
University in 1984 by Dr. Gay Su Pinnell and Dr.
Charlotte Huck. Gay Sue Pinnell, Diane Deford, and
Carol A. Lyons are directors of the National Reading
Recovery Center at Ohio State in the U.5.

In Reading Recovery, program-trained teachers
provide one-to-one tutoring in 30-minute daily ses-
sions to the lowest 10 to 20% of a first-grade class
who have the prerequisite skills for Reading Recov-
ery. Reading Recovery advocates claim that the
program brings the lowest performing children up
to the average level of their local class by the end of
first grade within 60 lessons, or 12 weeks. When
students reach this goal they are “discontinued”
from the Reading Recovery program, at which time
the Reading Recovery teacher can take another stu-
dent into the 30-minute slot. Each Reading Recov-
ery-trained teacher, working a half-day with Read-
ing Recovery, is expected to be able to tutor 8 stu-
dents in one year, though actual figures from the
national data setindicate that the average number of
students per teacher is much lower-5.5, or 11 stu-
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dents for a full-time equivalent teacher, according to
Hiebert (1994).

Because of Reading Recovery’s increasing popu-
larity, and its expense, more independent evalua-
tors are raising questions and reviewing the re-
search that is cited to support claims regarding its
effectiveness. Following is a summary of the find-
ings of these reviews and other studies evaluating
the impact of Reading Recovery. These findings
should be considered in deciding whether to adopt,
expand, or terminate Reading Recovery programs.

The Reading Recovery data reporting system
is flawed. :

The in-house Reading Recovery evaluation sys-
tem results in considerable bias in the data collected
through that system. Persons responsible for suc-
cess collect the data on success. Without explana-
tion, about half the data on children eligible for
Reading Recovery are omitted from final analyses
(Shanahan & Barr, 1995). In addition, the measures

Reading Recovery’s goal to bring the
lowest pupils to the average level of
their class, falls short of amore equitable
standard level, such as the national
average.

used to evaluate Reading Recovery (Clay Diggnostic
Measures) emphasize tasks that align with the spe-
cific strategies taught in Reading Recovery {Center,
Wheldall, & Freeman, 1992; Wasik & Slavin, 1993).
For example, the children are taught to use context
to predict words rather than sounding them out.
The reading measure uses predictable text, rather
than text that uses authentic, natural language pat-
terns. Children who have learned the prediction



strategies of Reading Recovery will scorebetter read-
ing predictable text than they will reading authentic
text. Because of the close alignment of the measures
with the strategies taught in Reading Recovery, the
results of an evaluation using these measures are
biased in favor of Reading Recovery.

The standard for successful completion of Reading
Recovery is not equitable.

Reading Recovery’s goal to bring the lowest pu-
pils to the average level of their class, falls short of a
more equitable standard level, such as the national
average. The average level of performance ofaclass
of children from low income areas is about the 20™
percentile on national norm-referenced measures.
(“Grade level” is the 50" percentile.) In inner-city
schools where so many students donot learn toread,
only a few students can be served with Reading
Recovery. Some of the lowest children willbebrought
up to only the 20" percentile and many children
performing below the 20™ percentile will not be
served. Asastatewide intervention Reading Recov-
ery would result in allocating the same resources to
the goal of raising a few children in a low income
school to the 20™ percentile that it would allocate to
a high income school raising children scoring below
the 80% percentile to the 80" percentile. This ineq-
uity raises constitutional issues because it impacts
minority children, who are overrepresented in low
income schools. Average first-grade children are
more likely to be nonreaders in low income schools.

Reading Recovery does not raise overall school

achievement levels.

If a school’s goal is to raise the overall level of
reading performance, Reading Recovery is not the
appropriate intervention to choose. Overall school
achievement scores are not improved with the use of
Reading Recovery (Hiebert, 1994). Both Reading
Recovery advocates and critics agree on this point
{Hiebert, 1994; Pinnell & Lyons, 1995).

Far fewer students than claimed actually benefit
from Reading Recovery.

Analyses reporting that 75 to 85% of the children
in Reading Recovery are successful are misleading
because (a) nearly half the data are systematically
omitted from the analyses (Shanahan & Barr, 1995),
and (b) successful does not mean the children are
readers. Successful is defined as being able to read
text level measures at the average level of the child’s
class. Various independent evaluations have ac-
counted for the missing data (Battelle, 1995; Shanahan
& Barr, 1995). Figures 1 and 2 present these findings

in graphic form. In both figures the black areas
represent the proportion of children whowere served
in Reading Recovery and the grey areas represent an
estimate of the children who were eligible but were
not served. Figure 1 shows the national Reading
Recovery data that were gathered through the in-
house data collection system. Figure 2 shows the
Columbus, Ohio data that were gathered by an
independent evaluator (Pollock, 1996) and reported
as percentages of children served (shown in black).

Both evaluations omitted the number of children
who are eligible but never served-often because
they lacked prerequisite skills or were already iden-
tified for special education. Battelle (1995) is the
only source that has reported this number (19%) in
an evaluation of Ohio’s Reading Recovery program.
Battelle’s figure is used in both figures (shown in
grey). Children served but who do not complete
Reading Recovery include children whoare removed
because they do not make adequate progress. These
children are not counted in the calculation of Read-
ing Recovery success rates. Excluding eligible chil-
dren who are never served and served children who
do not complete the program for various reasons
inflates the success rate. In reality, the success rate
describes how accurately the Reading Recovery
teacher was able to predict which students would be
able to match the classroom average on the Clay
Diagnostic Measures upon completion of the pro-
gram. Those the teacher predicted would not suc-
ceed, s/he should have removed from the program
prior to completion.

Reading Recovery does not reduce the need for other
compensatory reading services.

Reading Recovery does not eliminate the need for
Title I. Pollock (1996) reports that in Columbus,
Ohio, in the 1995-6 school year, only 14.7% of the
children who completed the program reached na-
tional norms, and 81% of those completing the pro-
gram stiliremained eligible for Title Iservices. When
all eligible children are included in the calculation,
only an estimated 6.5% reached national norms and

~ 92% continued to be eligible for Title I after Reading

Recovery was implemented. (Those who are never
served or who do not complete Reading Recovery
remain eligible for TitleIservices also.) Evenamong
the smaller portion of children counted as successful
over an eight-year period by Reading Recovery stan-
dards, 31% were still eligible for Title I services
(Pollock, 1994).

Reading Recovery does not eliminate the need for
special education. Six or 7% of the children who are
served are referred to special education {Shanahan
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Suscessiully match
classroom on book
level tests 51%

Figure 1. National Reading Recovery data.

Eligible hut never
served 19%

{ Served but did not
complete 21%

Complete RR but do
not match classyoom
9%

Successfully match
classroom on book
level tests 26%

Complete RR hut do
not match classroom
18%

Figure 2. Cutcomes in Columbus, Ohio, 1995-96.

Eligible but never
served ?

Served but did not
complete 56%

& Barr, 1995). Wake County Public School System
(WCPPS) in North Carolina found that Reading
Recovery students, “compared to a control group, were
Jjust aslikely to be retained, placed in special education, or
served in [Title] I a year later” (1995, p. 1i}. Reading
Recovery does not serve the lowest performing chil-
dren. The average entry level percentile score of
children who complete Reading Recovery is 34.5
(Hiebert, 1994).

Children successful in Reading Recovery are often
not successful later.

Other research has documented that children who
complete Reading Recovery and return to the class
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do not continue to learn at the same rate as average
children in the class, but seem to immediately begin
falling behind again (DeFord, Pinnell, Lyons, and
Place, 1990; Glynn, Crooks, Bethune, Ballard, and
Smith, 1989; Shanahan & Barr, 1995). The learning
rate of returned Reading Recovery children was
slower than that of other low-achieving children
(Glynn, Crooks, Bethune, Ballard, & Smith, 1989).

Research-based alternative interventions are more
effective than Reading Recovery.

Independent evaluations have compared Read-
ing Recovery with other common compensatory
programs (Battelle, 1995; Fincher, 1991; WCPPS, 1595)



and found no advantage for Reading Recaovery on
measures using authentic text (the natural text used
in the reading comprehension passages of standard-
ized measures). One frequently cited study found
Reading Recovery superior to other interventions
(Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994).
Pinnell et al. compared specific variations of Read-
ing Recovery and found approximately equal re-
sults regardless of whether the teachers had less
training or the instruction was delivered in groups
of four. Rasinski (1995) found serious methodologi-
cal flaws in the Pinnell et al. study. He adjusted the
scores to hold instructional time equal and found
that the effect of Reading Recovery was at best only
equivalent to the other treatments on measures of
authentic text (Gates-McGinitie). Fincher (1991) com-
pared the performance of children in Reading Re-
covery with that of children in other compensatory
programs in Canton City Schools, Ohio, overa five-
year period and found that common Title 1 pro-
grams resulted in better performance on measures
using authentic text and other standardized mea-
sures.

Teaching Assistants with almost no training
and minimal teaching materials with which
to teach and working in less than desirable
conditions, outperformed the Reading Re-
covery teachers when their students’ overall
achievement was compared. Also, Reading

Recovery teachers, when their Reading Re-
covery students are compared with their
Chapter 1 students, tend to get better results
with the regular Chapter 1 program than with
Reading Recovery. This has been the case
every year since 1985-86, the year Reading
Recovery was implemented in Canton.
(Fincher, 1991)

Research shows that explicit instruction in pho-
nemic awareness beginning in kindergarten followed
by explicit systematic instruction in phonics com-
bined with extensive practice reading decodable
text are emerging as important factors in the effec-
tive treatment of reading disabilities. lversen and
Tunmer (1993) added a component of systematic
phonics to Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery
with systematic phonics was 37% more efficient.
Wasik and Slavin (1993) compared therelative effect
sizes achieved by five treatments for reading prob-
lems. Reading Recovery was notnearly as effective
as two programs that provided explicit systematic
phonics with extensive practice reading decodable
text (the Success for All and Wallach and Wallach
programs). Decodable text is quite different from
the predictable text used for practice in Reading
Recovery.

Very recently the research program of the Na-
tional Institute of Child Health and Human Devel-
opment (Foorman, Francis, Beeler, Winikates, and
Fletcher, in press) has found that changing the regu-

--r -:-

20 -
0 -
Reading RR with RR with Isolated
Recovery small less skills (1)
(RR) groups training
1 0

Wallach

Title § RR with Success
Control explicit & far All (3)
1 phonics Wallach

(2 @

Figure 3. Relative effect size of various conpensatory prograis.
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Figﬁre 4. Relative effect size of classwide interventions.

lar classroom program from whole language to in-
corporate explicit instruction in phonemic aware-
ness and systematic phonics with decodable text is
more effective than tutorial programs in reducing
the occurrence of reading disabilities. Foorman et
al. {in press) compared (a) whole language com-
bined with an unlicensed Reading Recovery model,
(b) embedded phonics, a semi-systematic program,
and {c) explicit phonemic awareness with system-
atic explicit phonics and decodable text. All these
treatments were delivered in the regular classroomi.
The explicit systematic phonic approach was more
than 1 '/2 times as effective in preventing reading
disabilities as whole language combined with the
unlicensed Reading Recavery program (see Figure
4}).

Rending Recovery is extremely expensive and does
not save other costs.

Thirty hours of instruction for one child in Read-
ing Recovery costs more than a full year of schooling
for the child. Reading Recovery advocates argue
that even when the highest cost estimates are used,
the expense is cheap because the multi-year educa-
tional costs of special education and TitleI are saved,
as are the social costs of letting children fail to learn
to read. However, best estimates indicate that ap-
proximately 90% of the children eligible for Reading
Recovery services continue to need other compensa-
tory -services. Other alternative models are more
effective. Many of these models are classwide and
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actually cost much less, affect more students, pro-
duce higher performance, and, most importantly,
change school and classroom practices so that the
need for costly after-the-fact interventions are mini-
mized. For the cost of one year of Reading Recovery
in a school, class sizes could be reduced and the
whole school's early literacy program could be rede-
signed. By adopting research-supported best prac-
tices and whole-school change, schools could sig-
nificantly increase the number of students who can
read authentic grade level text. Installing a more
effective school-wide program is a one-time-only
investment while Reading Recovery requires the
same level of investment year after year.

Research Methodology
Does the Reading Recovery research design allow

conclusions regarding program effectiveness?

Reading Recovery includes not only an instruc-
tional program but also its own evaluation system
that aligns with the program. Most of the data cited
regarding the effectiveness of Reading Recovery are
gathered through the Reading Recovery evaluation
system. This system uses a unique pre- posttest
research design and the Clay Diagnostic measures
to assess student performance, both designed by
Marie Clay, the Reading Recovery program devel-
oper. Close alignment of the research design, the
measures, and the program, along with data collec-
tion procedures that are controlled within the Read-
ing Recovery implementation system creates an in-



creased potential for bias in the results of an evalu-
ation. Because most of the data available regarding
the success of Reading Recovery come from its own
evaluation system, the research design and the mea-
sures used in this system are discussed first.

The Reading Recovery Research Design

The Reading Recovery research design is not ad-
equate for concluding that Reading Recovery is a
superior intervention. The research design specifies
that comparison groups be selected at random from
the Reading Recovery students’ respective class-
rooms. The measures are administered to these
children who then represent the average for that
particular first grade class. Two types of data are
used to compare the performance of the Reading
Recovery children with that of the comparison group.
First, the achievement of the comparison group is
used to establishaband of achievement. The “band”
is a half standard deviation above and below the
mean in each of the areas taught to the Reading
Recovery students and measured by the Clay Diag-

By adopting research-supported best
practices and whole-school change,
schools could significantly increase the
number of students who can read
authentic grade level text. Installing a
more effective school-wide program is
a one-time-only investment while
‘Reading Recovery requires the same
level of investment year after year.

T, - A
nostic measures. If a Reading Recovery student’s
scores end up within this band, then the child is
considered successfuland is “discontinued” (Fincher,
1991). Secondly, the data are analyzed to compare
the pre- post-gains made by the Reading Recovery
children with the comparison group to see if the
childreriin Reading Recovery gained ata faster than
norrhal rate while in'Reading Recovery.

" This design is similar to that used in curriculum-
based measurément (CBM), which is widely used
for'special education decision-making. However,
there are two important differences: (a)in CBM the
measures sample the class’s curriculum to deter-
mine when a child is ready to be returned to the
classroom;in Reading Recovery the measures sample
the piill-ouf curriciilum, and (b) in CBM conclusions
are made regarding individual students so local
norms are appropriate; in Reading Recovery local

norms are used toevaluate the effectiveness of Read-
ing Recovery for a whole group of students. Local
norms are not appropriate for program evaluation
without reference to national norms, because local
norms are highly variable, and there is no way to
know whether an alternative program may have
been more effective without an equivalent compari-
son group.

The Measures
The Clay Diagnostic measures are used in the

- Reading Recovery evaluation system. Results ob-

tained with these measures are somewhat mislead-
ing for tworeasons: (a) contentbias, and (b) unequal
intervals between levels.

Content bias. As Wasik and Slavin (1993) and
Center, Wheldall, and Freeman (1992) point out, the
Clay Diagnostic measures sample the specific skills
taught in the Reading Recovery program: “There is
an articulation between the Reading Recovery pro-
gram and the measures used to evaluate the pro-
gram, suggesting that what is taught is what is
measured” (Wasik & Slavin, 1993, p. 187). This is
particularly true in the lower levels of the program,
where assessments emphasize less authentic read-
ing tasks and skills that are unique to Reading Re-
covery. The comparison children may havenoexpe-
rience with the kinds of tasks evaluated by these
measures, while Reading Recovery children have
extensive experience. Comparisons on these mea-
sures are likely to exaggerate theamount of learning
for Reading Recovery children.

The primary evaluation tool in the Clay Diagnos-
tic measures is the book-level measure, which is
used to determine where a child places in the 20
levels of the instructional program booklets. Itis the
only measure in the battery that requires the chil-
dren to read connected text. Though the text is
connected, itis not authentic text. Itis “predictable”
text, where pictures and repetitive sentence patterns
prompt the reader. Predictability is strongest at the
lowest level and is gradually reduced as children
progress into the higher levels. At the final 20% level
the text is least predictable, but it still has predict-
able features limiting its authenticity. Children gen-
erally do not reach the 20* level before they are
discontinued, since they only need to reach the class
average to be returned to their classroom.

The national Reading Recovery data indicate that
the average level at completion of Reading Recovery
is only level 10 (Shanahan & Barr, 1995). At level 10,
the texts are still very predictable so the children can
read words without looking closely at them. The
children rely more on the contextual clues, the illus-
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trations and the repeated sentence patterns in the
text. Children who use these contextual strategies to
read are more likely to be successful in predictable
text than in authentic text. Consequently, children
from Reading Recovery may not read authentic text
very well at all when they are returned to the class-
room as "successful.”

Stanovich and Stanovich (1995) report that many stud-
ies have found that authentic text is not very predictable:

It is often incorrectly assumed that predicting
upcoming words in sentences is a relatively
easy and highly accurate activity. Actually,
many different empirical studies have indi-
cated that naturalistic text is not that
predictable. Alford (1980) found that for a set
of moderately long expository passages of
text, subjects needed an average of more than
four guesses to correctly anticipate upcoming
words in the passage (the method of scoring
actually makes this a considerable underesti-
mate). Acrossa variety of subject populations
and texts, a reader’s probability of predicting
thenext word in a passage is usually between
.20 and .35 (Abormn, Rubenstein, & Sterling,
1959; Gough, 1983; Miller & Coleman, 1967;
Perfetti, Goldman, & Hogaboam, 1979;
Rubenstein & Aborn, 1958). Indeed, as Gough
{1983} has shown, the figure is highest for
functon words, and is often quite low for the
very words in the passage that carry the most
information content.”

(p-90)

If authentic text is not very predictable, then
children who read well in predictable text may not
necessarily read well in authentic text. The strate-
gies they have learned for reading may not general-
ize to real reading. These are important research
questions that will be discussed in the review of
empirical findings below.

Unequal intervals. Center, Wheldall, and Free-
man (1992) point out that not only are the book-level
measures biased to show positive results for the
prediction strategies taught in Reading Recovery,
but they are also biased to show greater growth on
pre-post comparisons for lower performing chil-
dren:

Datareported by Glynnetal. (1989) indicated
that the relationship between the amount of
instruction and reading performance was not
linear with respect to text level. Overa given
time period, the average increase in text level
was greater for the lower level texts than for
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the higher level texts (Iversen & Tunmer, in
press}.
(Center, Wheldall, & Freeman, 1992, p.271)

Because the intervals between levels are smaller at
the lower levels, greater gains for poorer readers in
Reading Recovery may be spurious (Center,
Wheldall, & Freeman, 1992). A lower-performing
Reading Recovery child learns much less to move
from level 1 to level 2 than an average performing
child must learn to move from level 11 to 12. Even
though these intervals are not equal, a Reading
Recovery evaluation would interpret these as equal
gains.

Data Collection Procedures

The data collection process is not objective or
independent. Those who collect and collate Read-
ing Recovery success data have high stakes invested
in the success of Reading Recovery. Reading Recov-
ery teachers collect and collate success data for the
children they teach. The supervisor uses the success
data collected by the teacher to evaluate the same
teacher. The supervisors then collate the data from
the teachers they supervise to submit to their respec-
tive university training centers who use the data to
evaluate the supervisors’ performance. The na-
tional Reading Recovery directors at Ohio State
University have collated the data from all the uni-
versity training centers in reports to the National
Diffusion Network, which has validated Reading
Recovery as an effective research-based program
based on these data.

Two aspects of the data collection procedures
result in misleading calculations of success rates:

1. Children that the Reading Recovery teacher
judges as not likely to be successful are not taken
into the program. This judgment is based on entry
level assessment, on a child’s performance in the
pre-program phase of “roaming arcund the known,”

- or on other unspecified indicators. These excluded

children arenotcounted among the children “served”
by Reading Recovery, and, therefore, are not in-
cluded in the calculation of the success rate.’

2. Among children served some do not complete
all 60 lessons. These children are also not counted in
the success rate calculation. Sometimes these chil-
dren are removed from Reading Recovery on the
grounds that the program is not appropriate for
them. Six to 7% are referred to special education
(Shanahan & Barr, 1995). The others are generally
referred to the Title I program. Some children fail to
complete the program because the year ends before
they are finished and Reading Recovery is only for
first-time first graders. (Retained first graders are



The data collection process is not
objective or independent. Those who
collect and collate Reading Recovery
success data have high stakes invested
in the success of Reading Recovery.

not eligible.)

The needs of these children must either remain
unserved or must be served by other compensatory
programs. By repeatedly reducing the number of
children counted in the total, the success rates re-
ported for Reading Recovery are inflated.

Implications for This Review

Because of the high levels of publicity that have
been given the in-house evaluations of Reading Re-
covery and the built-in biases contained in the in-
house evaluation system, the following review em-
phasizes the findings of independent evaluations.
Two types of independent evaluations areavailable:
(a)independentreviews of the data gathered through
the Reading Recovery evaluation system, and (b)
the results obtained on independent measures of
children’s ability to read authentic text. Even the
independent reviews rely heavily on the data col-
lected through the Reading Recovery in-house evalu-
ation system simply because the other data are ex-
tremely limited. Hiebert (1994) and Shanahan and
Barr (1995), for example, did not collect their own
data on Reading Recoverybutcritiqued the analyses
and conclusions made from data collected by other
researchers, for the most part, data from the Reading
Recovery evaluation system.

Very little data have been gathered comparing
Reading Recovery with alternative programs or a
control group. Most of these comparative studies
have also been conducted by the Reading Recovery
leaders, Pinnell, Huck, Lyons, and others who direct
the Reading Recovery program nationally from Chio
State University. Independent evaluators include
Battelle (1995) for the Ohio Department of Educa-
tion, the Wake County Public School System in
North Carolina (1995), Pollock {1996) for the Colum-
bus Chio Public Schools, and Fincher (1991) for the
Canton Chio Public Schools. These evaluators may
have no stake in Reading Recovery but often include
the data collected by the in-house system in their
evaluations. The independence of the evaluators
makes these analyses important.

Recent Independent Evaluations of the Reading

Recovery Research Design

The North Central Regional Educational Labora-
tory {NCREL), a federally supported educational
laboratory responsible for interpreting educational
research for the midwestern states, hired two schol-
ars to review all the existing empirical research
regarding the effectiveniess of Reading Recovery.
NCREL selected Rebecca Barr and Timothy Shanahan
because they had articulated two opposing view-
points regarding Reading Recovery. Barris a noted
advocate for Reading Recovery, having served on
various boards for the Reading Recovery effort and
as sponsor for her university’s Reading Recovery
training program. On the other hand, Shanahanisa
noted critic of Reading Recovery, having written the
first published critique of Reading Recovery re-
search (1987).
By considering the perspectives of both sides,
Shanahan and Barr’s 1995 review Reading Recovery:
An Independent Evaluation of the Effects of an Early
Instructional Intervention for At Risk Learners, pro-
vides perhaps the most thorough analysis available
of the data collected through the Reading Recovery
evaluation system described above. Theirbasic find-
ing was:

...that Reading Recovery leads tolearning....It
is less effective and more costly than has been
claimed, and does not lead to systematic
changes in classroom instruction, making it
difficult to maintain learning gains. This is
discouraging given program claims and its
great expense. {(p-1)

In addition to finding the reports of success mis-
leading, Shanahan and Barr (1995) found unortho-
dox research procedures. For example, most of the
Reading Recovery system data was located in un-
published technical reports produced by Reading
Recovery leaders, Pinnell, Huck and others, at Chio
State University and had not undergone the peer
review that is necessary to publish a study in scien-
tific journals. A recent example of an unpublished
technical report is an evaluation of Reading Recov-
ery in Arkansas distributed by the Southern Re-
gional Education Board (1996). This evaluation pre-
sents conclusions formed from data collected through
the in-house Reading Recovery system and was not
reviewed by an independent party.

All the studies Shanahan and Barr located suf-
fered methodological problems: “We found no stud-
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ies of Reading Recovery that did not suffer from
serious methodological or reporting flaws—published
or not” {1995, p. 961). Shanahan and Barr identified
three types of problems in the Reading Recovery

pre-post design, which would lead to exaggerated ‘

success rates:

[The reported learning gain} most certainly is
an overestimate of typical amounts of learn-
ing from Reading Recovery for several
reasons: (a) testscore improvemenitsnotlinked
to learning are likely to occur when students
with extreme scores are selected for participa-
tion; (b) normal development and learning
gains typical of young children can be due to
other sources of growth and education; and
{c) there is systematic omission of children
whoarenothaving successin Reading Recov-
ery. {p.969)

The first two problems would be removed if
equivalent groups of children were used as experi-
mental controls. The systematic omission of data is
a more serious problem because among those omit-
ted are children the Reading Recovery teachers iden-
tify as ones who are not progressing well. Children
who are not successful are intentionally dropped
before completing the entire program. The reports
then donotreflect how well Reading Recovery serves
the entire population it claims to serve, nor do they
provide information regarding overall class effects
or school effects. Consequently, the success rates
cannotbe used to evaluate the effectiveness of Read-
ing Recovery.

Probably the most serious flaw in Reading
Recovery research has to do with who is in-
cluded in the experimental sample. In some
analyses, only discontinued students were
examined, making the program appear more
effective than it really is. In most of the
studies, students were omitted from analysis
because of serious learning problems, poor
school attendance, or other similar difficul-
ties. These omissions were oftenmade without
mention. It is impossible to provide a valid
estimate of the effects of Reading Recovery
unless all children who start the program are
included in the eventual analysis.... Unfortu-
nately, even two of the more sophisticated
studies (Center, Wheldall, Freeman, Quthred,
& McNaught, 1995; Pinnell], Lyons, DeFord,
Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994) that we analysed have
lost as much as half of their data, without any
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empirical estimate or control of the effects of
these missing data. (p. 991-2)

The Ohio State programs have routinely col-
lected information on those who are dropped
for various reasons, but these data have not
been taken account of in their studies or tech-
nical reports, nor have they been available to
the public. Depending on the proportion of
participants omitted in this fashion, this cre-
ates a substantial bias in favor of Reading
Recovery gains, and there isno sound way to
adjust the scores that are reported on this
basis. (Shanahan & Barr, 1995, p. 966)

For these reasons, Shanahan and Barr {1995) found
it impossible to use standard research procedures:

QOverall, our consideration of the existing re-
search and evaluation studies of Reading
Recovery is largely qualitative. It would be
difficult or impossible to conduct a thorough
empirical examination of this work using pro-
cedures such as meta-analysis because there
are so few studies, and those that exist usually
provideinsufficient information to make such
analysis appropriate. (1995, p. 961)

Equity
Is the standard for successful completion of Reading
Recovery equitable?

The standard for successful completion is not
equitable. Reading Recovery systematically results
in lower expectations for children in lower achiev-
ing schools by bringing a child to only the average
level of the other first-grade children in the child’s
class or school and not to a uniform national stan-
dard. The average level of performance of children
in low income areas is approximately the 20" per-
centile, while the average level of children in higher
income areas may be around the 80™ percentile. To
bring each child to the average level of the first-
grade children in the child’s local school leads to
inequity. Children reading at only the 20* percen-
tile in first grade are generally nonreaders and are
likely to remain unsuccessful in school, while chil-
dren reading at the 80" percentile in first grade are
likely to be readers.

The relative notion of reading disability is
problematic in America’s poorest schools. In
these schools accomplishing an instructional
setting [class or school] average can mean
returning children to the classroom with read-



ing levels in the bottom 15 to 25% of the
national distribution—a level of performance
that, even if maintained, makes it likely that
the child will not complete school success-
fully. (Shanahan & Barr, 1995, p. 995)

As a statewide intervention, Reading Recovery
would not be able to make readers out of all the
lowest performing children. First, Reading Recov-
ery does not make children readers. “Success” in
Reading Recovery rarely means the children read.
Second, low income schools with heavy concentra-
tions of nonreaders need a school-wide interven-
tion, not a tutorial that works with 10 to 20% of the
children. Reading Recovery is least effective in the
Jowest performing schools because of the high pro-
portion of students who are reading below the 25"
percentile. In this case Reading Recovery can serve
only a small percentage of students who are signifi-
cantly behind. Alarge number of children who need
services are left without assistance:

When there are such large proportions of low-
achieving students, it can be more difficult to
be successful with Reading Recovery (Smith,
1994}, (Shanahan & Barr, 1995, p. 995)

Because a higher proportion of minority children
live in low income areas and minority children are
legally protected from educational inequality by the
equal protection clause of the U.S. Constitution,
Reading Recovery could potentially violate consti-
tutional law by holding lower expectations for mi-
nority children. At least one site seems to have
recognized this as a potential problem:

In New York City Reading Recovery pro-
grams, children are not discontinued until
they reach national rather than local aver-
ages. (Shanahan & Barr, 1995, p. 995)

Results
Will Reading Recovery raise overail school achievement

levels? ,

. 1If a school’s goal is to raise the overall level of
reading performance, Reading Recovery is not the
appropriate intervention to choose. Both Reading
Recovery advocates and critics agree on this point.
Hiebert (1994) found that Reading Recovery had no
positive effects on overall school achievement:

Despite the implementation of a program with
78,000 students from 1984-1993in the United
States, data from the three primary Reading

Recoverysitesand fromthe longitudinal study
(DeFord et al., 1990) produce an unconvine-
ing scenario of the effects of Reading Recovery
on an age cohort. (p.23)

In a response to Hiebert, Reading Recovery pro-
moters, Pinnell and Lyons (1995)agreed that they do
not expect Reading Recovery to have an effect on
overall achievement:

Implementation of the program ... in a given
school does not necessarily mean an increase
in mean scores but an increase of actual num-
bers of children at average levels ... [Reading
Recovery] willnothave lifted the scores of the
entire age cohort! Itnever claimed to do this.
Changes in mean scores for the total group
may or may not increase; the objective of
[Reading Recovery] is to have a larger group
of children in the middle range. (p- 1)

Who actually benefits from Reading Recovery?
Reading Recovery advocates claim a very high
success rate with problem children:

Approximately 75-85 percent of the lowest 20
percent of children served by Reading Recov-
ery achieved reading and writing scores in
the average range of their class and received
no additional supplemental instruction
(Pinnell, Lyons, & DeFord, 1988; DeFord,
Estice, Fried, Lyons, & Pinnel], 1993; Swartz,
Shook, & Hoffrnan, 1993).

(Swartz & Klein, 1996)

The independent evaluations find these claims to
be exaggerated. First of all, Reading Recovery does
not serve all of the lowest children. In a study of
Ohio children, the mean national percentile score of
children entering Reading Recovery from 1986 to
1991 was not below the 20" percentile, but was 34.5
on the comprehension subscale of the Metropolitan
Achievement Test (Hiebert, 1994). Hiebert inter-
preted this to mean that the children selected for
Reading Recovery come from the 4% quintile (20" to
40™ percentile) rather than the bottom quintile (O to
20 percentile) as claimed. This higher entry level
can be explained in three possible ways: {(a) Chil-
dren are not accepted if they do not meet entry
criteria, (b) children who do not make progress are
dropped from the program, and (b) a uniform per-
centage of children in each school are served, re-
gardless of the overall level of performance of chil-
dren in the school.

EprecTive ScrooL PracTices, 15(3), SumMmER, 1996 15



Children not meeting entry level requirements are not
accepted. Reading Recovery requires that children
meet certain criteria on the Clay Diagnostic Mea-
sures to enter the Reading Recovery program. In
addition, children who are already identified as
special education children are not accepted into the
pngram.

Even with these tests and teachers’ subjective
observations, the potential of children beginning
first grade is very difficult tojudge. Reading Recov-
ery includes a preprogram phase of “roaming the
known” where the Reading Recovery teacher may
conduct further informal analyses of the potential of
children. During this time the Reading Recovery
teacher may reject children who are judged unlikely
to benefit from the program. Some of these rejected
children are referred to special education. These
children are not counted among “served children,”
because they are considered to have never officially
begun Reading Recovery.

Reading Recovery does not report the number of
low-performing children who are rejected before
lesson 1 because they are not expected to benefit
from the program. However, Battelle (1995) in-
cluded the number of eligible children who were
never served in an independent evaluation in Ohio.
Eligible children who were never served included
the number of rejected children as well as the num-
ber of children who never got a turn in Reading
Recovery. Battelle’s data indicate that together these
children represent 19% of the children originally
eligible for Reading Recovery.

Children not making progress are dropped. The Read-
ing Recovery policy is to anticipate which children
will not be successful in Reading Recovery and
remove them from the program before completing
the full program of 60 lessons. A child who will not
benefit from Reading Recovery is to be replaced
with a child whom the Reading Recovery teacher
believes will benefit, by lesson 12 if possible.

Many of the children who do not seem to benefit
are referred to special education. Shanahan and
Barr {1995) noted that in Illinois, 7% of the children
who began Reading Recovery were referred to spe-
cial education and, therefore, did not complete the
program; and in the Wake County Public School
System, 6% were referred to special education. This
is in addition to the special education children who
were already identified and rejected prior to entry
into Reading Recovery. Removing the lowest per-
forming children who make little or no progress in
the first several lessons increases the average perfor-
mance of the remaining group of children. Those
children who complete the Reading Recovery pro-
gram are those children that the Reading Recovery
teacher predicted would be able to match the class-
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room average on the Clay Diagnostic Measures upon
completion of the program.

Reading Recovery can serve only a fracHon of the
children in first grade. The claim to serve the “lowest
20 percent” refers to the local school population, not
the national population.” When most of the children
in a school are in the bottom quintile nationally,
Reading Recovery could only serve the lowest 20%
of that bottom quintile, leaving 80% of the bottom
quintile unserved. On the other hand, when few

The Reading Recovery policy is to
anticipate which children will not be
successful in Reading Recovery and
remove them from the program before
completing the full program of 60
lessons.

children are in the bottom quintile, Reading Recov-
ery will serve children performing at higher levels.
Because of the greater availability of Title I funds in
low income schools Reading Recovery is more com-
mon in those schools.

How successful is Reading Recovery?

Children who achieve at the average level of their
first-grade class on the book-level measures devel-
oped for Reading Recovery are usually non-readers,
so success in Reading Recovery rarely means the
child is a reader. The average book-level score of a
child successfully completing Reading Recovery is
level 10 (Shanahan & Barr, 1995). Children scoring
at level 10 are not reading authentic text, yet these
children would be counted as Reading Recovery
successes.

Moreover, the success rates with the children
who complete Reading Recovery, as determined by
thebook-level measures, are exaggerated. Shanahan
and Barr (1995) reviewed the national data collected
through the Reading Recovery evaluation system
{22,193 children) and reported to the National Diffu-
sion Network(DeFord, Estice, Fried, Lyons, & Pinnell,
1993). The success rate was calculated as 84% in the
report. However, using the same data and including
the 26% who began but did not complete Reading
Recovery in the calculation, Shanahan and Barr cal-
culated the percentage of successful children from
among all the children served to be only 62%:

The percentage discontinued [successful] that
was reported for the 1991-2 sample, for ex-
ample, is 84%. Yet, if we were to consider the



total number of students served, including
those with fewer than 60 lessons, only 62% of
the total would be found to complete the
program successfully.

(p. 965)

Sixty-two percent is a high estimate because no
data were included in the report to the National
Diffusion Network regarding the size of the addi-
tional group of children who were eligible, but were
never served (Shanahan and Barr, 1995). As noted
earlier, Battelle’s (1995) evaluation for the Ohio De-
partment of Education found that this group repre-
sented 19% of the children found eligible for Read-
ing Recovery. If the 19% who were never served are
included, the success rate drops to 51%. :

This figure for the national data (51%) seems a
reasonable estimate because it is very close to
Battelle’s figure for Ohio (1995). Battelle found that
only 53% of the children eligible for Reading Recov-
ery scored at the classroom average on the book-
level measures at the end of first grade. (19% were
not served; 28% were served but did not meet pro-
gram objectives.):

Slightly more than 200 students in 36 Ohio
school districts were determined tobe eligible
to receive Reading Recovery services in 1990-
91, but did not. Also about 300 of the nearly
875 students who received Reading Recovery
services in 1990-91 did not discontinue [were
not successful].

(p. 68, Battelle, 1995)

Removing the lowest performing
children who makelittle or no progress
in the firstseveral lessons increases the
average performance of the remaining
group of children.

Many reports of Reading Recovery success use
the in-house evaluation system and suffer the meth-
odological problems pointed out by Shanahan and
Barr (1995). For example, the Southwest Regional
Education Board (1996) recently published a report
of the Arkansas data gathered through the in-house
evaluation system (“Getting Elementary Schools
Ready for Children: Reading First”}. No indepen-
dent measures were used to evaluate children’s read-
ing performance. Only the Clay Diagnostic mea-
sures were used. The report claims an 86% success

The average book-level score of a child
successfully completing Reading
Recovery is level 10 (Shanahan & Barr,
1995). Children scoring at level 10 are
not reading authentic text, yet these
children would be counted as Reading
Recovery successes,

rate; however, this rate is calculated based on the
smaller proportion of children who received a full
program. Thirty-one percent of the children served
did not receive a full program but these children
were not included in the calculation of the success
rate. The numbers of children who were eligiblebut
not served was not reported, nor were the numbers
of children referred to special education or other-
wise dropped from Reading Recovery because of
inadequate progress.

In contrast to the high success rates reported for
Arkansas from the in-house evaluation system, Pol-
lock {1996), an independent evaluator, found that
only 14.7% of the children completing the program
reached national nerms on standardized measures
in the 1995-6 evaluation of Columbus Ohio Public
Schools. (This was a higher percentage than Pollock
found in the previous years.) This means that only
6.5% of the children originally eligible for Reading
Recovery read at grade level at the end of first grade
in 1996. Eligible children represent 20% of the first
grade class. To put this in perspective, out of a
group of 100 children, only 1 child among the 20
eligible for Reading Recovery would read at grade
leveldue to the Reading Recovery program. Whether
other pull-out programs could do as well or better
could only be determined with a comparison study.

Does Reading Recovery do away with the need for
other compensatory services?

Reading Recovery advocates claim that Reading
Recovery is so effective that Title I and special edu-
cation programs are no longer needed, thus creating
a savings greater than the expense of Reading Re-
covery (Dyer, 1992; Southern Regional Education
Board, 1996). This argument assumes that by imple-
menting Reading Recovery, children will not need
assistance from any other compensatory programs.

The data indicate this assumption is false. As
noted earlier, special education children are not
accepted into the program and, furthermore, the
program removes many children and refers them to
special education.
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It should be noted that Reading Recovery
does not do away with early referrals for
specialeducation, as the program itself makes
many such referrals.

{Shanahan & Barr, 1995, p.987)

Reading Recovery does not do away with the
need for Title I services either. Children who suc-
cessfully complete Reading Recovery often need
additional assistance. Follock (1996) reported that
81% of the children who completed Reading Recov-
ery werestill eligible for Title I services in Columbus
in the 1995-6 schoel year. This means that among all
children eligible for Title Ibefore Reading Recovery,
92% were still eligible after Reading Recovery. In
Columbus over an eight-year period, 31% of the
children counted as successful by Reading Recovery
standards were still eligible for Title I services (Pol-
lock, 1994).

Are the effects of Reading Recovery sustained over
time?

Advocates also claim that Reading Recovery en-
ables children to establish a self-extending learning
system that allows them to improve as readers after
they are returned to the classroom. To support this
claim, advocates cite any evidence of growth in
reading among discontinued Reading Recovery chil-
dren without comparing this growth with that of a
control group. Evaluations with a control group
find that children who return to the classroom as
successfully “recovered” students immediately be-
gin fallingbehind. Their learning rate is slower than
that of other low-achieving children. For example,
Glynn, Crooks, Bethune, Ballard, and Smith (1989)
found that the learning rate of Reading Recovery
children immediately slowed when the children were
returned to the classroom and was much lower than
that of other low-achieving children. Data from
DeFord, Pinnell, Lyons, and Place (1990} also indi-
cate that Reading Recovery children did not learn at
arate comparable to the average childrenin the class
after being discontinued from Reading Recovery
(Shanahan & Barr, 1995). Part of the problem may be
that the children have difficulty transferring their
strategies of prediction from the predictable text
they read in Reading Recovery to the authentic text
they might read in the regular classroom.

By third grade, even the effects found on the
book-level measures have washed out. “These re-
sults suggest that by third grade, the Reading Re-
covery instructed groups may not be significantly
different from the comparison groups as indicated
by measures of text reading” (Shanahan & Barr,
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1995, p.980). Hiebert (1994) found the same pattern
of results at fourth grade:

Although Reading Recovery-tutored students
perform better than Achievement Compari-
son students on an oral reading task, this
difference disappears when the task is a stan-
dardized one, even one that has the limited
passages of the Woodcock Reading Mastery
Test—Revised.

(p- 23)

Is Reading Recovery more effective than common Title
I programs?

Keading Recovery advocates claim that Reading
Recovery is more effective than other reading pro-
grams:

Studies have shown Reading Recovery to be
more effective in achieving short-term and
sustained progress in reading and writing
than other intervention programs, both one-
to-one tutorial and small group methods
(Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994;
Gregory, Earl, & ODonoghue, 1993) (Swartz
& Klein, 1996)

The Reading Recovery evaluation system does
not compare Reading Recovery with alternative in-
terventions. Separate studies have found that mea-
sures using authentic text (standardized measures)
generally show no advantage for Reading Recovery
over other programs, even at the end of first grade.
The Clay Diagnostic measures are generally the only
measures that show positive effects for Reading
Recovery. For example, Shanahan and Barr (1995)
report: “None of the [early intervention] programs,
including Reading Recovery, had any impact on
standardized test performance at the end of first
grade” {(p. 977). Fincher (1991) compared the perfor-
mance of children in Reading Recovery with that of
children in other compensatory programs in Canton
City Schools, Ohio, over a five-year period and found
that “teaching Assistants with almost no training
and minimal teaching materials with which to teach
and working in less than desirable conditions, out-
performed the Reading Recovery teachers when their

-students’ overall achievement was compared.”

Fincher also found that when the same teachers
teach Reading Recovery and Title I, the teachers get
better results with the Title I program.

Wake County Public School System found that
Reading Recovery students, “compared to a control
group, were just as likely to be retained, placed in
special education, or served in [Title} I a year later”
(WCPPS, 1995, p. ii).



Battelle (1995) also compared Reading Recovery
with other compensatory programs independent
measures on independent measures. Battelle had a
great deal of difficulty getting Ohio schools to ad-
minister and submit the results of the independent
standardized measures. From the submitted data,
Battelle found that at the end of the first year, Read-
ing Recovery students scored only 3.4 percentile
pointshigher than children receiving other common
nonindividualized compensatory services in com-
parison schools. (These services varied consider-
ably from pull-out programs to occasional assis-
tance in the regular classroom.) Even though the
small difference was statistically significant, it was
not educationally significant according to Battelle.

One frequently cited study (Pinnell, Lyons,
DeFord, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994) found Reading Re-
covery more effective than four alternative meth-
ods: (a) group delivered Reading Recovery, {t) Read-
ing Recovery delivered by teachers with less train-
ing, (c) skills-based instruction without the Reading
" Recovery framework, and (d) a control. These were
the four treatments compared:

1. Reading and Writing was a smali-group
tutorial program taught by certified teach-
ers trained in Reading Recovery.

2. Reading Success was an individualized
tutoring program modeled on Reading Re-
covery. [t was taught by substitute certified
teachers who had only some Reading Re-
covery training.

3. Isolated Skills was individualized tutoring
focusing on letters, sounds, words, and
text-level strategies. Instruction was based
on the classroom basal system. Substitute
certified teachers received a 3-day inten-
sive raining programand were encouraged
to use creativity to explore skills in differ-
ent ways.

4. The control group was a Title I program
using group instruction that focused on
practicing skills and learning core words.
Teachers received no special training.

Rasinski (1995) points out 3 important method-
ological flaws in the Pinnell et al. study (1994):

1. Using substitute teachers to teach two of
the treatments versus themore experienced
teachers who are currently working in the
school for the other freatrnents could have
influenced the results.

9. The instructonal time varied across treat-
ment conditions, with Reading Recovery

children receiving significantly more in-
struction. Rasinski adjusted the posttest
scores by the instructional time factor and
found that 5 out of 6 mean scores for chil-
dren in the comparison treatments were
higher than the mean scores of the Reading
Recovery group. Thismeans that when the
scores were adjusted to equalize instruc-
tional time, the otherinterventions obtained
better results than Reading Recovery. (See
Figure 3 in the Executive Summary.) Only
the book-level measures showed consis-
tently better results for Reading Recovery
after this adjustment.

3. The comparison of individualized Reading
Recovery with small group Reading Re-
covery did not equalize the teacher time.
Two hours of instructional time for teach-
ing 4 students in the individualized format
wascompared withonly 1/2hour for teach-
ing 4 students in the small group format.
Though the mean scores of both groups
were essentially equal, the fact that small
group Reading Recovery was four times as
efficient as individualized Reading Recov-
ery was overlooked in the report.

In light of Rasinski’s criticisms, many conclusions
that Pinnel et al. (1994) made cannot be accepted
without further replication. These replications have
not occurred.

How does Reading Recovery compare with other
research-based interventions?

None of theinterventions compared in the Pinnell
et al. study incorporated features of effective in-
struction to prevent reading disabilities that have
recently been identified by the National Institute of
Child Health and Human Development program
(Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning,
1996). Explicit phonemic awareness instruction in
kindergarten with systematic, explicit phonics and
extensive practice reading decodable text has had
the greatest success in preventing the occurrence of
reading problems. lversen and Tunmer (1993) found
that when Reading Recovery was modified to be
more systematic, it was 37% more effective. Subse-
quently, Torgesen, Wagner, Rashotte, and Alexander
(in press) found thatanexplicit systematic approach
combined with decodable text was more effective
than instruction similar to lversen and Tunmer’s
modified Reading Recovery treatment.

Wasik and Slavin (1993) compared the relative
effect sizes achieved by five treatments for reading
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problems in five separate meta-analyses. Two pro-
grams had much larger effect sizes than Reading
Recovery. Conclusions from such meta-analyses
may notbe as dependable because of possible differ-
ences in the control groups. However, the design of
the two more effective programs is consistent with
the findings of a significant body of other research,
lending support to a conclusion that the two treat-
ments identified as superiorby Wasik and Slavin are
indeed superior to Reading Recovery. Reading Re-
covery was not nearly as effective as two programs
that provided explicit systematic phonics with ex-
tensive practice reading decodable text (the Success
for All and Wallach and Wallach programs).

Foorman, Francis, Beeler, Winikates, and Fletcher
{in press) found explicit phonemic awareness and
phonics combined with decodable text much more
effective with Title I children than a whole language
program with an unlicensed Reading Recovery sup-
port program.  The explicit systematic treatment
was most effective when it was used in the regular
classroom.

In order to avoid reading failure, the focus
should be on prevention, not intervention. It
was the classroom curriculum effect, not the
tutorial method effect that was significant.
The tutorial effect wasnot particularly strong,
given the weak association between growth
in word reading and number of days in tuto-
rial.”

(Foorman, Francis, Beerly, Winikates, &
Fletcher, in press, p. 16}

These findings support Nicholson’s recommenda-
tion: “ If we ... teach letter-sound correspondences
[in the regular classroom], we’ll reduce the need for
Reading Recovery” (Nicholson cited in O'Hare,
1995, p. 22).

In fact, many of the instructional techniques used
in Reading Recovery are inconsistent with the tech-
niques supported by evidence from scientific inter-
vention research. The findings of the NICHD re-
search (Center for the Future of Teaching and Learn-
ing, 1996) emphasize the value of systematic in-
struction in phonological skills and the alphabetic
principle. The key features of systematic instruction
are the following: (a) the lessons are logically orga-
nized and planned, and (b) the lessons allow for
extensive practice applying phonological skills in
decodable text.

Reading Recovery does not provide systematic
instruction in letter-sound relationships (the alpha-
betic principle). Reading Recovery’s own docu-
ment, Reading Recovery Executive Summary, 1984-
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Many of the instructional techniques
used in Reading Recovery are
inconsistent with the techniques
supported by evidence from scientific
intervention research.

1995 describes the unsystematic nature of the in-
struction in letter-sound relationships:

Our approach to phonics does not involve
following some prescribed, predefined logi-
cal sequence for every student...Many
childrenlearnall they need aboutletter /sound
relationships in the process of writing mes-
sages, other children are engaged in activities
designed to extend their meager knowledge
of words. (p. 8)

Reading Recovery does not use decodable text.
Decodable text is composed of words that use the
letter-sound correspondences the children have
learned to that point and a limited number of sight
words that have been systematically taught. This
allows the children opportunity to practice the let-
ter-sound relationships they have learned in the
context of real reading. Reading Recovery uses
predictable text which leads the children to use
context clues contained in the pictures and provided
by the repetitive sentence patterns instead of using
sounds for the letters in the word. Predictable text
does not give children the opportunity to practice
their letter-sound knowledge in the context of real
reading. Research shows that overuse of context to
figure outunknown words, in fact, “hampers” read-
ing acquisition (Lyon & Chhabra, 1996).

Costs

Is Reading Recovery cost-effective?

Reading Recovery advocates argue thateven when
high cost estimates are used, the expense is cheap
compared to the multi-year educational costs of
special education and Title I and the social costs of
letting the child fail to learn to read. Dyer (1992)
claimed that although the initial set-up of Reading
Recovery is costly, the savings in retentions, Title 1,
and Special Education services for districts over the
long term is substantial. In fact, Dyer even argued
that the short-term annual cost of Reading Recovery
is less expensive than first-grade retention.

Dyer’s figures for savings (see Table I) assume
that (a) Title [ and special education are completely



Table 1. Dyer’s Original Case for Cost Effectiveness with Hiebert's
and Shanahan and Barr’s Responses

Table 1. Dyer’s original case for cost effectiveness with Hiebert and Shanahan & Barr’s response

Dyer, 1992 Hiebert, 1994 Shanahan California audit,
& Barr, 1993 1996
COSTS
Teacher salary $33,015 $33,015 $35,104 omitted
{1992-3 ave, AFI)
Benefits omitted omitted $8425 omitted
{26% in1992, Bureau
of Labor Statistics)
Initial Training per | omitted omitted $325* $2000%*
teacher
Teacher Leader omitted omitted $2042* 34575+
Training room set- | omitted omitted omitted omitted
up
Yearly conference omitted omitted omitted omitted
Travel omitted omitted omitted omitted
On-going support omitted omitted amitted omitted
Substitutes during omitted
training
Instructional $350% $375%
materials
Cast per teacher $33,015 $33,015 $46,246
No. of children 16 (the number | 11 (actual 8 (number
served recommended) | number served) | discontinued)
Cost per child 52063 $3000 $4625
Cost per successfil $3488
child at end of grade (86% success)
1
Cost per successful $8333
child at end of grade (36% success)
4
SAVINGS per
teacher
Retentions 4 @ $3208 Dyer’s figures
Chapter 1 children | 4 @ 34715 assume that ail
these programs
Special education 2 @3%9906 are completely
placements ineffective.

* depreciated over 4 years

ineffective (Hiebert, 1994) and (b) Reading Recovery
is always effective and children never make use of
Title I or special education services. Both these
assumptions are false. Furthermore, Dyer (1992)
calculated that the cost per child was only $2063.
Dyer's figures omit many costs and assume that one
full-time-equivalent teacher works with the recom-
mended number of children and that the success

rate is perfect with these children.

Hiebert (1994) and Shanahan & Barr (1995) cri-
tiqued Dyer for using hypoth etical information and
not actual data from the Reading Recovery evalua-
tion system regarding cost and effectiveness. Based
on actual effectiveness documented in the Reading
Recovery evaluation system, Hiebert and Shanahan
and Barr concluded that the cost was much higher
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per successful child ($4625-$8333). Dyer’s figures
and the revisions of those cost estimates are summa-
rized below (see Table 1). Niether Hiebert nor
Shanahan and Barr obtained figures for all the costs
involved, though they noted that these costs include
more than teacher salaries. They include the staff
development and support for the teacher, the mate-
rials the teacher uses, and the set-up of the Reading
Recovery teaching area. Shanahan and Barr ob-
tained only some of these additional costs from
Reading Recovery sponsors. 4

A recent California audit (August 6, 1996) from
the Joint Legislative Audit Committee found much
higher figures for some of the costs than Shanahan
and Barr reported from the Reading Recovery spon-
sors: “The training for teacher leaders casts approxi-
mately $18,300 plus the costs of conferences, travel,
and the teacher’s salary for the year that they are out
of service from their district” (p. 3). The audit also
reported that San Bernardino Unified School Dis-
trict reported per pupil costs of $7000, which in-
cluded teacher salaries in the overall cost calculation
butdid “notinclude the $112,000 paid to the founda-
tion at CSU San Bernardino for teacher training”
(pp- 3-4).

The Wake County Public School System (WCPSS,
1996) gathered their own data and calculated a cost
of $9,211 per successful child:

The average Reading Recovery teacher serves
seven students during a year, and, on aver-
age, three or four of those students read at a
first-grade levelby the end of the year. Annu-
ally, the cost perstudent forall students served
in Reading Recovery in WCPSS during 1993-
94 was approximately $2,947.50 beyond the
regularinstructional program. Currentevalu-
ation data suggests that by the end of third
grade only about two of the students served
by a Reading Recovery teacherread at a third-
grade level. Thus, the WCPSS has invested
approximately $9,211 for each student who s
a long-term success.

Since the 1990-91 and 1991-92 comparison
groups of students who did notreceive Read-
ing Recovery achieved a comparable success
rate on standardized tests in third grade, and
since Reading Recovery expenditures in
WCPSS do not seem to have been offset by
significant savings from a reduction of need
for special education, retention, or Chapter 1
assistance, the program does not appear tobe
cost effective at this time.
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Proper beginning reading instruction
in kindergarten and early first grade is
not only more effective and less costly
but will substantially minimize the
numberofstudentsneedingindividual
attention.

Taken together, the data indicate that the cost for
Reading Recovery (30 hours of instruction for one
child) exceeds the national average per pupil expen-
diture for one full year of schooling.

We found that Reading Recovery works, but
not as well as ifs proponents claim; that its
effects largely dissipate over time; and, thatit
costs about the equivalent of an additional
year of schooling for the children who partici-
pate-even accounting for savings in other
expenditures.

(Personal communication from T. Shanahan
to Assemblyman S. Baldwin, June 26, 1995)

The above cost estimates are in terms of cost per
pupil. The cost per school is more useful for discuss-
ing how funds can be better allocated to meet the
goal of making every child a reader. Assuming a K-
5 elementary school population of 600 and a first-
grade population of 100, a Reading Recovery pro-
gram might work with 20 children a year. This
requires nearly 4 Reading Recovery teachers or 2
full-time-equivalent teachers. (Each Reading Re-
covery teacher serves a national average of 5.5 chil-
dren, Hiebert, 1994.) Of these 20 children, only 1
would be reading at grade level in authentic text by
the end of the year (Pollock, 1996). The cost of
Reading Recovery in this school would exceed
$125,000. (Two teachers cost approximately $100,000
in today’s dollars and training and implementation
costs exceed $25,000).

These Reading Recovery funds could be reallo-
cated toachieve much greater effectiveriess. Foorman
etal. (in press) found that the expenditures of huge
sums on tutorial programs very similar to Reading
Recovery is significantly less cost-effective than
implementing effective reading instruction in the
classroom. Proper beginning reading instruction in
kindergarten and early first grade is not only more
effective and less costly but will substantially mini-
mize the number of students needing individual
attention.
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To accomplish this using the same funds, one of
the two FTE Reading Recovery positions {2 of 4 half-
time Reading Recovery teachers) would be to used
to reduce class size. For example, if there were 4
first-grade classes of 25, adding one more class
would reduce the size to 20. The teacher in the
remaining Reading Recovery position would bemore
effective using research-based instruction for chil-
dren who have reading difficulty. The remaining
$25,000 could be invested in a school-wide training
program to change classroom instruction to the more
effective practices evaluated in the Foorman, et al.
study (in press). Based on the data from Foorman et
al., a school could expect overall achievement levels
to increase more-than 1 '/2 times by this change
alone. Retraining the classroom teachers could be
easily accomplished with a one-time investment of
$25,000. Retooling a school to use explicit instruc-
tion in phonological skills with systematic phonies
combined with decodable text is a much more cost-
effective alternative. Not only would the lower 20%
benefit, but the whole school would benefit from

more effecive instruction.

Summary

» The Reading Recovery data reporting sys-
tem is flawed.

s The standard for successful completion of
Reading Recovery is not equitable.

» Reading Recovery does not raise overall
school achievement levels.

e Far fewer students than claimed actually
benefit from Reading Recovery.

s Children who are not expected to be suc-
cessful are removed from the program and
from the calculation of the success rate.

o ReadingRecovery doesnotreduce theneed
for other compensatory reading services.

s Research-based alternative interventions
are more effective than Reading Recovery.

s Reading Recovery is extremely expensive
and does not save other costs.
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Questions and Conclusions from
a Discussion of Reading Recovery®

Patrick Groff
San Diego State University

The effectiveness and cost of Reading Recovery®
have become a subject for serious examination.
School district response to the discussion contained
in these excerpts will have a direct effect on Califor-
nia school district Language Artscurriculum expen-
ditures and on the reading ability of California school
children.

Are Gains from Reading Recovery®
Enduring?

It is vitally important, of course, that for an ex-
perimental remedial reading program, suchas Read-
ing Recovery®, to be adopted and funded for regu-
lar, long-term use in schools, it first must demon-
strate experimentally that it generates relatively large
gains for students involved in it. Such gains are of
little if any consequence, however, if they soon fade
away, leaving the students who achieved them no
better able to read than are students who had no
Reading Recovery® tutoring. It therefore is essential
for Reading Recovery® to prove that the initial gains
in reading that it produces are lasting in nature.

It is clear that Reading Recovery® has failed to
meet this test of its effectiveness. This is to say,
several disinterested independent critics of Reading
Recovery® (Center et. al, 1995; Glynn, et al., 1989;
Groff, 1994; Ohio Department of Education, 1995;
Shanahan & Barr, 1995; Wasik & Slavin, 1993) have
pointed out that most of the reading improvement
gains brought on by Reading Recovery® are tempo-
rary; they “wash-out” over time. This finding is
underscored by the fact that students released from
Reading Recovery®, as remediated, often read so
poorly that they qualify for inclusion in other reme-
dial reading programs (Groff, 1994).

The most impressive of the studies so far of
whether reading gains in Reading Recovery® en-
dure or evaporate is the one recently commissioned
by the Ohio Department of Education, and con-
ducted by the consulting firm, Battelle, of Colum-
bus, Chio. The exceptionally well-designed Battelle
study (Ohio Department of Education, 1995} sur-
veyed the permanency of Reading Recovery® scores

Several disinterested independent
critics of Reading Recovery® have
pointed out that most of the reading
improvement gains brought on by
Reading Recovery® are temporary; they
“wash-out” over time.

in many Ohio schools over a four-year school pe-
riod, 1990-1994.

The Battelle Study concluded that there were
initial reading gains from Reading Recovery®, greater
even than those made by students in other remedial
programs in use in Ohio schools at the time. “The
differences in achievement level (favoring Reading
Recovery?), however, were not evident in the three
subsequent years” of the Reading Recovery® stu-
dents schooling (Ohio Department of Education,
1995, p. 73). The average score advantage of Read-
ing Recovery® students was not maintained at the
end of the second grade,” nor on “tests for the third
and fourth grades” (p. 1}.

Is Reading Recovery® Cost-Effective?

As Slavin, etal. (1993) convincingly demonstrate,
one teacher-one student tutoring, per se, has been
proved experimentally to be the most effective in-
structional arrangement known. This one-to-one
tutoring also is the most expensive kind of teaching,
of course. School districts thus almost always must
sacrifice some other educational services to students
in general, omit purchases of educational materials,
equipment, supplies, and housing, and/or increase
regular teachers’ workloads or delay their pay raises,
in order to find the money necessary to provide
tutoring for selected students.

Any school district or board of trustees contem-
plating the adoption of Reading Recovery® as a
tutoring vehicle therefore must look beyond the
question whether Reading Recovery® actually is the
most effective program of its kind. In addition, they
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must consider carefully whether the financial cost of
adopting Reading Recovery® outweigh its actual
contributions toward the remediation of students’
reading handicaps.

In this regard, the present analysis of Reading
Recovery® so far has suggested that for several rea-
sons this tutoring program isnot the most pedagogi-
cally-effective remedial reading tutoring program
available. If this negative judgment of Reading
Recovery® is accurate and convincing, it is double
important that school officials inspect carefully the
cost-effectiveness of Reading Recovery®.

Those who control whether purchase of Reading
Recovery® will be made for use in schools should
realize, first, that the promoters of Reading Recov-
ery®typically downgrade its cost, depicting them as
very reasonable, and therefore as apt payment for
Reading Recovery®™s supposed great successes in
overcoming students’ reading handicaps. For ex-
ample, Dyer (1992) sets the teacher salary costs per
student of Reading Recovery®at $2063. By compari-
son, he maintains, the cost of the federally-funded
program, Title 1, is $4715. Here Dyer wrongly as-
sumes that all Title 1 students need 5 years of reme-
dial reading tutoring. He also conveniently ignores

~ other costs of Reading Recovery®. This relative low
cost of Reading Recovery® is claimed by other of its
advocates. For example, the cost per student in
McAllen, Texas is reported as $2538 (Salinas, et, al.,
1993) :

In contrast to these figures, are ones more re-
cently gathered in schools in Ohio (Ohio Depart-
ment of Education, 1995). These schools estimated
that the costs of Reading Recovery® are 50% higher
than other (unnamed) remedial programs that they
used. Earlier on, a study of Reading Recovery® in
the Canton, Ohio schools found, however, that “Read-
ing Recovery® (sic) is approximately four times as
expensive as Chapter 1” (now called Title 1} over the
same period of time—but less effective (Fincher,
1588, p. 20). Fincher noted that the low estimates of
the cost of Reading Recovery®by its advocates fail to
take into account costs of fringe benefits to Reading
Recovery® teachers, materials and supplies used in
Reading Recovery®, teacher training, salaries and
travel expenses of Reading Recovery® program offi-
cials, and other miscellaneous financial outlays.

Hiebert (1554, p. 22) agrees that estimates of the
cost of Reading Recovery®by its proponents “repre-
sent a deflated figure per student because teacher
benefits have been excluded,” along with start-up
costs of training, and costs of training rooms. These
underestimated costs of Reading Recovery®also are
based on the dubious assumptions that Reading
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Recovery® is successful with all students, that stu-
dents never require any remedial reading instruc-
tion after they exit Reading Recovery®, that each
Reading Recovery® tutor serves sixteen students,
and that none of the reading handicapped students
not given Reading Recovery® ever will attain profi-
ciency in reading, Hiebert (1994) adds. Taking all
these ordinarily unreported costs and lack of careful
oversight of Reading Recovery®into account, Hiebert
(1994, P. 22) places the “cost per successful students
(in Reading Recovery®) at $8333,” or $278 per hour
of tutoring. )

Shanahan and Barr’s (1995) estimate of the costs
of Reading Recovery® are significantly lower than
that of Hiebert (1994), but higher than those offered
by the proponents of Reading Recovery®. Taking
into consideration fewer of Reading Recovery®s
normally ignored, but necessary, financial outlays
than did Hiebert (1994}, Shanahan and Barr put the
cost of Reading Recovery® at $4625 per student. The
addition of Reading Recovery® thus doubles the
average cost of educating a student, or triples it, if
one accepts Hiebert’s estimate in this regard.

Another way of deciding the economic practical-
ity of Reading Recovery® is offered by Rasinski
(1995). In his view, when investigating whether
Reading Recovery® is fiscally feasible, it is neces-
sary, first, to determine how many times larger were
the reading gains generated by Reading Recovery®
than were the average reading gains made by non-
Reading Recovery® students. The reading gains
from Reading Recovery® must double or triple
(Shanahan /Barr or Hiebert) those of regular class-
room instruction if the extra cost that is incurred by
Reading Recovery® is to be justified.

Using Rasinski’s formula, the reading gains made
by students in the Pinnell, et al. (1994) investigation
of Reading Recovery® thus appear to be too small to
warrant the extra costs of Reading Recovery®. For
example, on the two standardized tests given there,
the Reading Recovery®reading scores surpassed the
“direct instruction skills plan” (DRA) scores by only
9% and 9% respectively. As noted, the DRA is
designed for group teaching. We therefore need to
know if Reading Recovery® reading gains would
double or triple gains made with DRA group teach-
ing.

Public Reaction to Reading Recovery®

Furthermore, it is likely that the high cost of
Reading Recovery® creates a public relations prob-
lem for the schools. In this sense, it is predictable
that people outside the educational establishment
who learn of the high price of Reading Recovery®,
and the severe contraction, over time, of reading



gains initially obtained with it, will protest that
expenditures for Reading Recovery® are not a wise
use of the limited school funds that are now avail-
able,

This potential for public remonstration against
the adoption of high-cost Reading Recovery® is ex-
emplified in a 1995 letter from Ohio state senator
Copper Snyder (chair of his senate’s education com-
mittee) to the Ohio superintendent of education
regarding the Battelle study of Reading Recovery®.
As noted above, this study found that significant
extra money spent on Reading Recovery® did not
resultin enduring reading gains for Reading Recov-

Itis predictable that people outside the
educational establishment who learn
of the high price of Reading Recovery®,
and the severe contraction, over time,
of reading gains initially obtained with
it, will protest that expenditures for
Reading Recovery® are not a wise use
of the limited school funds that are
now available.

ery®students. “To putitmildly, lam chagrined with
findings reported” by the Battelle study, Snyder
wrote. To Snyder, “Reading Recovery® is nothing
more nor less than a band-aid for the first grade.” I
thus “am further dismayed to learn that the (Ohio)
Department {of Education) apparently concludes
Reading Recovery©is okay,” of the general publicas
to the need for Reading Recovery® Why aren't we
doing the (reading instruction) job right to begin?”
he asks, suspecting that “something has tobe funda-
mentally and very basically wrong” in the way stu-
dents ordinarily are taught to read. '

The “something” that is “fundamentally and ba-
sically wrong” about reading instruction, to which
Snyder refers, is the “Whole Language” approach to
reading development that has been adopted in his
state and even more so in California. The introduc-
tory remarks of the present analysis of Reading
Recovery” explain why California students now are
the least capable readers in the nation, and thus are
prime candidates for Reading Recovery®. Here it is
noted that more schools in California have made the
unfortunately wrong decision to adopt WL than
have schools in other states. As a consequence,
California students are now the least capable read-
ers in the nation.

It is important, as well, that future reports from
local school districts that proclaim the purported
successes of Reading Recovery® (e.g., Holmes, 1994)
carefully consider beforehand the critiques of Read-
ing Recovery® as made in the present analysis of it,
especially those regarding: (a) the evidence that
tests used to decide students’ entry and exit from
Reading Recovery®are not valid nor reliable for that
purpose; (b) the empirical invalidity of certain Read-
ing Recovery® practices, ones that are based on WL;
(¢) the lack of longevity of reading gains generated
by Reading Recovery®; and (d) the need for a precise
and comprehensive formula for deciding if Reading
Recovery® is cost-effective, as compared with other
remedial reading tutoring plans, with small group
teaching in the regular classroom, or with remedial
reading programs that use paraprofessional or vol-
unteer tutors. In short, no longer acceptable at face
value are statements from Reading Recovery® pro-
moters that Reading Recovery® “remains cost-effec-
tive because of its short-term nature” (Swartz &
Klein, 1994, p. 6). This is a far too simplistic view of
the cost issue of Reading Recovery®, and therefore
no longer can be folerated.

Conclusions
The conclusions that may be drawn from the
preseni analysis of the empirical validity of Reading
Recovery® can be expressed in a series of Questions
and Answers about this remedial reading tutoring
program:

Q: Does Reading Recovery® produce gains in reading for
reading handicapped first grade students?

A: Yes, but only initially. The preliminary advances
in reading ability generated by Reading Recovery®
for these students soon disappear.

Q: Is Reading Recovery® based solidly on the relevant
experimental research findings on reading development?
A: No. To the contrary, Reading Recovery® is a
projection of the empirically unverified “Whole Lan-
guage” approach to literacy development. The prin-
ciples and practices of Reading Recovery® are very
similar to those of Whole Language. Whole Lan-
guage has been shown clearly to be a failed instruc-
tional innovation.

Q: Is Reading Recovery® the best remedial i‘eading tutor-
ing progrant now available?

A: Probably not. Theoretically, Readlng Recovery®
is inferior to competing tutoring programs since
they conform more to the experimental research
findings than does Reading Recovery®. Empirical
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The “something” that is
“fundamentally and basically wrong”
about reading instruction, to which
Snyderrefers, is the “Whole Language”
approach to reading development that
has been adopted in his state and even
more so in California.

evidence in this regard, gained from disinterested,
independent studies of Reading Recovery® versus
competing tutoring programs, is badly needed if
this question is to be answered satisfactorily.

Q: What are the major reasons why studies of Reading
Recovery® by its advocates glways find that Reading
Recovery® is highly effective?

A: These investigations typically do not compare
Reading Recovery® with competing tutoring pro-
grams, In action, these studies often have been
designed and implemented, either expressly or inci-
dentally, so that they result in favorable outcomes
for Reading Recovery®. Of note here: when disinter-
ested researchers study Reading Recovery?, it is not
found to be exceptionally effective.

Q: How closely do Reading Recovery® tutors follow the
prescriptions for its conduct laid down by Clay (1993b)?
A: This issue has not been investigated so far. Thus,
itmay be that tutors in Reading Recovery®programs
that produce exceptional reading gains do not care-
fully follow Clay’s directions in many respects. For
example, these tutors may spend considerably more
time on explicit instruction of word recognition
skills than Clay recommends should be done. There
thus may be some useful informal corrections made
of the official Reading Recovery® procedures by its
practitioners.

Q: Is Rending Recovery® the most cost-effective of all
remedial reading tutoring programs?

A: Clearly not, since some competing tutoring pro-
grams use paraprofessionals or volunteers as tutors,
and have a greater chance for success because they
align their practices more closely to what the experi-
mental research reveals about reading development
than does Reading Recovery®. The fact that initial
reading gains generated by Reading Recovery®soon
fade away also negatively reflects on its costs-to-
resulfs ration.
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Q: Has Reading Recovery® become a commercial prod-
uct?

A: Some Reading Recovery® proponents claim it is
not (Swartz & Klein, 1994). However, the fact that
the name, Reading Recovery®, now is trademarked sig-
nifies that it is considered a marketable item. Clay
has profited from the increasingly large sales of her
books of Reading Recovery®. Centers that charge
fees for training Reading Recovery® tutors have
grown increasingly numerous as more and more
school districts have been sold on the idea they need
to adopt Reading Recovery®. By 1992, there were
such commercial enterprises in 38 states (Shanahan
& Barr, 1995). As well, Reading Recovery®is adver-
tised in much the same way common consumer
products are. That is, its advertisements stress its
supposed advantages, while conveniently leaving
undisclosed its shortcomings.

Q: Is Reading Recovery® the best way to reverse the
current decline in students’ reading ability?

A:Noremedial educational program is preferable to
initial and regular teaching of reading that is based
on pertinent empirical evidence, i.e., instruction that
has the best chance to be effective, Thus, if school
reading programs conform to the findings of experi-
mental research on reading development, there
would be much less need for Reading Recovery®, or
for that matter, any other special education services.

More schools in California have made

the unfortunately wrong decision to

adopt WL than have schools in other

states. As a consequence, California

students are now the least capable
- readers in the nation.

Q: Is Reading Recovery® in its present form, as pre-
scribed by Clay (1993b), the most desirable one?

A: No. It is clear that Reading Recovery® needs to
modify the practices that Clay invented for it so that
Reading Recovery® is in greater conformity with
what the experimental research says about begin-
ning reading development. However, many Read-
ing Recovery® advocates likely will strongly resist
this modification of Reading Recovery® In this
regard, they declare it their duty “to protect the
integrity of the (Reading Recovery®) program”
(Swartz & Klein, 1994, p. 6) from school reform.




Q: Should school boards vote to purchase Reading Recov-
ery® purely on the basis of recommendations of school
officials to do so?

A: At this point in time, only by putting blind trust
in these recommendations, and by ignoring the evi-
dence of Reading Recovery™s pedagogical weak-
ness, and its relative high costs, can school boards
justify making this decision to adopt Reading Re-
covery®. School boards would act more wisely if
they made sure, first, that the initial, regular teach-
ing of reading in their schools closely conformed to
the relevant empirical findings. They then should
search out less expensive, more empirically relevant
tutoring programs, than Reading Recovery® is, for
students who make less than normal progress in
reading.
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Evaluation Report:
WCPSS Reading Recovery, 1990-1994

Wake County Public School System, Raleigh, North Carolina

Report Summary

Reading Recovery (Reading Recovery) is an early
intervention program which providesintensive one-
on-one services for first-grade students who experi-
ence difficulty learning to read. Reading Recovery
teachers provide daily individualized lessons for 30
minutes until the children are able to perform within
the average range for their first-grade peers; a full
programis generally considered 60 lessons, although
sometimes the number of lessons required will vary
depending on students’ progress. The program’s
major short-term goal is to help the lowest-achiev-
ing first graders become independent readers and
writers. The program’s major long-term goal is to
lessen the need for subsequent special help through
such means as retention special education services,
Chapter 1, or other programs.

Overall Results Summary
Reading Recovery has not been able to completely
meet its major short- and long-term goals in Wake
County Public School System (WCPSS). Results
indicate that:

* About half of all Reading Recovery stu-
dents havesuccessfully reached first-grade
reading levels (two thirds of those receiv-
ing a full program), but success rates have
declined across years (especially in 1993-
94).

s Only one third of the 1990-91 and 1991-92
Reading Recovery students who success-
fully reached first-grade reading level
scored at grade levelas third graders on the
End-of-Grade (EOG) Reading test, about
thesame percent as the comparison groups
who received no Reading Recovery ser-
vices.

® No differences were found in needs for
retention, special education,or Chapter 1
two years later for 1990-91 Reading Recov-
ery and control students.Data from the
1990-91and 1991-92 Reading Recoveryand
COMPparison groups suggests some savings
the first year after service.
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* National and local cost data suggests that
Reading Recovery is very expensive rela-
tive to benefits seen.

Thus, it appears Reading Recovery alone, as cur-
rently implemented, is not enough to keep many
WCPSS low achievers reading at grade level. Of
course, these analyses do not address the possibility
that Reading Recovery might have benefits that are
notapparent until high school and beyond, as found
for some pre-kindergarten programs.

Resultshavebeen organized in this reportaround
four basic policy questions. A summary for each
question follows, with more detail provided in the
full report.

Question 1. To what extent does Reading Recovery
bring first graders who are having difficulty with reading
up to grade level?

About half (372 or 48%) of the 772 WCPSS stu-
dents served by Reading Recovery in the last three
years have successfully left the program reading at
the first-grade level. Of those who received a full
program, 67% were successful by this criteria. Over
one fourth of the students served by Reading Recov-
ery did not receive a full program.

Reading Recovery's short-term success in WCPSS
was consistent with national and state results in
1990-91, 1991-92, and 1992-93 (in terms of the per-
centage of students who finish the program reading
at grade level), but dipped considerably below na-
tionally reported rates in 1993-94. Success rates
have declined over the four years Reading Recovery
has been in WCPSS.

Reading Recovery students who received full ser-
vices in 1990-91 were more likely to reach average
first-grade reading levels by the end of the first
grade than a control group of comparable students.

Question 2. Does Reading Recovery impact stu-
dents’ need for further special assistance after first grade?
The evidence currently available indicates Read-
ing Recovery in WCPSS may have some positive



impact on students’ need for retention or Chapter 1
reading services in grade 2, but no impact by grade
3. Further one- and two-year follow-up studies are
needed before firm conclusions can be drawn on
cost savings. The evidence thus far does suggest
Reading Recovery alone is not enough for many
students. At the student level, we found that:

e Reading Recovery students served in
WCPSS in 1990-91, compared to a control
group, were just as likely to be retained,
placed in special education, or served by
Chapter 1 in reading two years later. Re-
sults the year after service showed some
inconsistent benefits for Reading Recovery
over comparison groups (with 1930-91 co-
hort less likely to need Chapter 1 and the
1991-92 cohort less likely to be retained).

s About half of the Reading Recovery stu-
dents served in 1990-91, 1991-92, and
1992-93 have needed further assistance
through special education (Learning Dis-
abled category), Chapter 1, or retention.
Among those who received a full program
of services, those who were successful dur-
ing the program were less likely to need
further help than those who were not suc-
cessful (28-34% of each successful cohort
versus 55-79% of each not successful co-
hort).

» The percentage of Reading Recovery stu-
dents who needed further assistance did
not decline for later cohorts as Reading
Recovery and school staff became more
experienced with the program. At the
school level, first-grade retention rateshave
declined in WCPSSin both Reading Recov-
ery and non-Reading Recovery schools.
Reading Recovery may have been a con-
tributing factor in reducing retention rates
in Reading Recovery schools.

Question 3. Do students who are successful in
Reading Recovery stay at grade level in reading after first
grade?

Only about one third of the 1990-91 and 1991-92
Reading Recovery students showed grade-level pro-
ficiency in third grade on the EOG Reading test.
Successful Reading Recovery students did not per-
form significantly better than those who were less
successful, and Reading Recovery students overall
did not perform better than comparison students
(who did not participate in Reading Recovery).

Question 4. Is Reading Recovery a cost-effective way to
help our students who have the most difficulty learning to
read succeed in school?

Anaverage Reading Recovery teacher serves seven
students during a year, and, on average, three or
four of those students read at a first-grade level by
the end of the year. Annually, the cost per students
forallstudentsserved in Reading Recovery in WCPSS
during 1993-94 was approximately $2947.50 beyond
the regular instructional program. The cost per
successful student was $6,000 beyond the regular
instructional progran. Currentevaluationdatasug-
gests that by the end of third grade only about two
of the students served by a Reading Recovery teacher
read at third-grade level. Thus, the WCPSS has
invested approximately $9,211 for each student who
is a long-term success.

Since the 1990-91 and 1991-92 comparison groups
of students who did not receive Reading Recovery
achieved a comparable success rate on standardized
tests in third grade, and since Reading Recovery
expenditures in WCPSS do not seem to have been
offset by significant savings from a reduction of
need for special education, retention, or Chapter 1
assistance, the program does not appear to be cost
effective at this time.

Recommendations

Early intervention programs like Reading Recov-
ery continue to hold promise, but the WCFSS pro-
gram has not fully met its potential to date. Large-
scale expansion of the program does not seem war-
ranted at this time. In fact, based on national re-
search, rapid expansion could diminish the chances
for sound implementation and success. We recom-
mend that the Reading Recovery program be
strengthened to optimize the chances for short- and
long- term success. Whatever changes are made
should be implemented in a way to allow a system-
atic study of their effects. Some of the critical issues
raised by these research results are the depth of
coverage in each school, the number of partial pro-
grams, possible follow-up with Reading Recovery
“graduates,” and variations or alternatives to Read-
ing Recovery. A brief discussion of each issue fol-
lows.

The breadth and depth of Reading Recovery cov-
erage should be explored once again. When the
program began, the decision was made to cover as
many schools as possible, but not with great depth.
In most cases, one teacher was provided per school.
That decision meant that Reading Recovery has not
came close to the 15-20% coverage recommended by
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the originators of the program, and that the teachers
have worked with more lower-achieving students
than is true in districts with different policies. Pro-
viding more teachers at fewer schools would allow
a better test of the true potential for RR’s success in
WCPSS.

The number of students receiving partial pro-
grams must be kept at a minimum, since they con-
sume program resourcesbut have alower chance for
success. The number of students with partial service
could bereduced in a variety of ways. Some options
to consider include finding ways to complete pro-
grams, perhaps through two lessons per day, or
summer lessons teachers miss because of other du-
ties.

Long-term results suggest some continuing sup-
port to former Reading Recovery students (through
classroom teachers, tutors, or Chapter 1) might be
necessary to sustain reading at grade level. It is
essential that the classroom teachers continue to
build on the success students have in Reading Re-
covery: Reading Recovery teachers may be able pro-
vide expanded training to primary-level teachers on
how to accomplish this. In addition, periodic checks

of Reading Recovery graduate’s skills and “booster”
lessons as necessary are worth consideration.
While Reading Recovery has been successful with

-some children, other alternatives or variations may

be more cost effective or helpful to students long-
term. New Title 1 guidelines for next year allows
schools more flexibility in choosing ways to serve
students. For example, Early Reading groups, a
variation of Reading Recovery using small groups,
have been used thus far in WCPSS as a companion
program (for those on a waiting list) and not an
alternative to Reading Recovery. Some schools may
opt to use this less expensive group variation in-
stead of Reading Recovery, or to try Reading Recov-
eryinan after-schoolmodel (to avoid loss of instruc-
tional time for students). Alternatives will be in-
cluded inanew publication coming from E&R called
What Works with Low Achievers? A Resource Guide. If
schools opt to implement a variation or alternative
to Reading Recovery, effects could be systemnatically
compared to Reading Recovery schools (especially
those with at least 15% coverage) and no interven-
tion at grade 1.
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Thirty Years of NICHD Research:
What We Now Know About
How Children Learn to Read

Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning
http:/fwww.cftl.org

The Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning is a new, private, nonprofit organization
dedicated to furning the teaching practices that are known to work into practices that are widely used.
As a society, we have set increasingly high standards for what all California students should know
and be able to do. We cannot expect students to reach those goals, however, without well-prepared,
creative and knowledgeable teachers. But the vast amount of best teaching practice information
gathered over the years remains scattered and locked away in isolated classrooms, research institutes
andindividual educakion support organizations. Until now, there was no effective means of spreading
that knowledge in meaningful, effective ways. As its name implies, the Center is the one place where
teachers, students, parents, union leaders, principals, superintendents, state officials, educators,
researchers, university officials, policymakers and funders can turn for best-practice information and
collaborative research opportunities in professional development.

A Note about the

NICHD Research Program

The National Institute of Child Health and Hu-
man Development (NICHD) educational research
program, initiated 1965, began to focus more on
reading difficulties as itbecame clear how extensive
the reading problem was in the general population.
The 1985 Health Research Extension Act resulted in
a new charge to the NICHD to improve the quality
of reading research by conducting long-term, pro-
spective, longitudinal, and multidiseiplinary re-
search. Reid Lyon led the new charge by closely
coordinating the work of over 100 researchers in
medicine, psychology, and education in approxi-
mately 14 differentresearch centers. (Numbers vary
from year to year.)

A major problem with reading research in the
past was that findings often did not replicate. One
researcher would get one result, another researcher
would get the opposite result. Lyon and colleagues
identified that the key problem in obtaining
replicability was that researchers were studying dif-
ferent samples of children. Lyon established de-
tailed sampling requirements for the research and
increased scientific rigor in other areas. Conse-
quently, the NICHD research program has produced
a growing body of highly replicable findings in the
area of early reading acquisition and reading diffi-
culties that have been reported in over 2,000 refer-
eed journal articles since 1965.

How the NICHD Research

Program is Different

To appreciate fully the significance of the NICHD
findings it helps to understand the level of scientific
rigor used to guide the formation of conclusions
from the research. Reid Lyon coordinates the paral-
lel investigation of similar questions across several
centers, Under Lyon’s leadership, the researchers
determine that the questions have been answered
only when the findings replicate across researchers
and settings. Findings with a high degree of
replicability are finally considered incontrovertible
findings and then form the basis for additional re-
search questions. Funding is awarded the research
centers through a competitive peer review process.
A panel of researchers who are not competing for
the research funds award the funds after evaluating
competing proposals according to specific criteria.
Each research study within the NICHD network
must follow the most rigorous scientific procedures.

True scientific model. The NICHD studies donot
embrace any a priori theory, but test all theories
against one another at different points in time. Ina
true scientific paradigm, theories are tested by do-
ing everything to try to prove the theory incorrect.
This contrasts with the usual nature of research in
education, where untested hypotheses are often pre-
sented as proved theories before any testing has
occurred.
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Long-term duration, The average length of a
study has been 8 years, ranging in length from 3
years to 31 years, In these longitudinal studies, the
growth of children from preschool through adult-
hood has been evaluated. Currently, several large-
scale, 5-year longitudinal treatment intervention
studies are underway. This longer-term design al-
lows evaluation of the effects of different instruc-
tional variables on later reading performance.

Sampling procedures. The sampling procedures
ensure that all subgroups in the population (all
ethnic groups, a full range of [Q levels, and so on) are
included in sufficient numbers to provide a window
to the population as a whole and provide informa-
tion regarding the relationship of reading disabili-
ties to other variability in individuals such as IQ. To
evaluate the relationship between IQ and reading
disabilities, for example, the research subjects must
proportionately sample different IQ bands. Most
studies involve around 200 subjects representing
variation within specified dimensions. Children
who do not speak English have been excluded from
the NICHD research samples to this point. After
basic reading instruction issues have been resolved
for teaching children with some knowledge of En-
glish, includingbilingual children, the research ques-
tions will turn to treatment for children who do not
know English and are beginning to learn it as a
second language.

Researcher bins, Researcher bias is reduced by
the sheer number of people involved in the NICHD
program. For example, at only one NICHD-funded
research center, the one at Yale University, the fol-
lowing researchers are involved: Jack Fletcher, David
Francis, Rafael Kloorman, John Gore, John Halahan,
Robert Constable, Leonard Katz, Barbara Foorman,
Bonita Blachman, Dorothy Aram, Alvin Liberman,
Ken Pugh, Michael Studdert-Kennedy, Donald
Shankweiler, Karla Stuebing, Keith Stanovich, Linda
Siegel, and Louisa Moats. In addition, researchers at
the different NICHD centers communicate frequently
regarding their findings, checking each other’s data
and testing alternative explanations with additional
studies.

Contrast with other educational research. The
NICHD research program differs from much of the
earlier research in its scientific rigor. Table 1 helps
illustrate the contrast by summarizing several stud-
ies that reported conclusions that conflict with those
of the NICHD. The studies in Table 1 are laudable
for attempting to evaluate competing theories and
were sometimes even two years in duration, quite
long as educational studies go. Yet the studies are
still too short in duration to evaluate the effects of
the different treatments on the children’s actual
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ability toread withjoy and understanding. In nearly
all of the studies in Table 1 the children never pro-
gressed far enough in their reading to use a measure
of independent reading comprehension to evaluate
their learning. The important question of how dif-
ferent approaches to beginning reading instruction
ultimately impact authentic reading remains unan-
swered in these studies.

Many of the measures used to evaluate the
children’s learning had no established validity as
predictors of reading comprehension. For example,
children who used multiple cueing systems or who
said they valued understanding more than getting
the words right, were given higher scores in many of
the studies in Table 1. Whether or not this perfoz-
mance would correlate with later reading perfor-
mance was not established at the time of the re-
search.

With the NICHD research we now know that the
values given the responses on these measures should
havebeen reversed. What was considered desirable
performance on miscueanalyses actually indicatesa
poor comprehender, rather than a good
comprehender. Children who are poorreaders make
greater use of two of the three cueing systems, syn-
tax and semantics (context), than good readers. Good
readers make greater use of the graphophonic cue-
ing system, as indicated by the fact that they read
fluently and accurately without rereading. Readers
who get words right are better comprehenders than
readers who guess using context to figure out words.
Most likely the children who scored highest on these
measures would become the poorest readers, based
on NICHD studies of goed and poor readers.

Even when the skills measured do predict better
reading later, such as knowing the names of the
letters, teaching children these skills does not neces-
sarily guarantee that these children will be better
readers later on. Though many of the studies in
Table 1 were over two years duration, the time frame
was still too short to see the nature of the impact of
the instruction on reading comprehension.

In contrast, the NICHD longitudinal treatment
studies now in progress are five years in duration
and have already used reading comprehension mea-
sures to evalute instructional variables in the second
year of the studies. In addition, the sample sizes are
much larger in the NICHD research studies. For
example, the kindergarten study by Foorman and
her colleagues (in press) involved 260 kindergarten
children. Their first- and second-grade study in
eight Title I schools involved 375 subjects. Their
special education study of children in the lower 25%
involved 113 children with reading disabilities. The
study of children in the lower 10% at the Florida



Table 1. Research Supporting Conclusions that Conflict
with the NICHD Research Findings

Date  Researchers Population N in whole N in skills- Duration  Reading
sampled tanguage based comprehension
group group measure
_ .included?
1985 Ribowsky 2 Kclasses in 26 27 1yr No
parochial
school
1989 Kasten, 2 Preschool & 54 66 1yr No
Clark, & 2 K classes
Nations
1990 Stice & At-risk 15t & 25 (5 from 25 (5from  2yrs The SAT was
Bertrand 2nd graders in  each class) each administered,
10 classes class) but no
significant
difference
found.
1991  Freppon 4 1st grade 12 12 4 mths No
classes,
wealthy, white
1993  Mclntyre 1st grade, 1 (also 1in 1 2yrs No
varied Reading
Recovery)
1994  Mcintyre & low SES 3 3 2 yrs No
Freppon groups
1995 Dahl& 4 classes - 12focal8s  7focalSs 8 mths No
Freppon 21 on 12 on
some some
measures measures

*N= number of subjects (Ss) in each treatment group.

Treatment Center involved 180 children (Torgesen
et al., in press). The larger samples in the NICHD
research included a full range of IQ levels, ethnic
groups, and included lower income children. As
Table 1 shows, the largest study reporting contra-
dictory conclusions included only 100 subjects. Most
of the studies involved much smaller samples.

Developing a New Understanding
of Reading Difficulties

The use of the general term “learning disabilities”
in research practice seems to have hindered our
ultimate understanding of the causes, developmen-
tal courses, and outcomes of the specific types of
difficulties subsumed within the LD category. Lyon
(1995a) and Stanovich (1993} argue that the term
learning disability is too broad to be of any scientific
or clinical value. Instead, the general term learning
disability, for research purposes, should be replaced
with a specific definition of each type of learning
disability (e.g., a learning disability in basic reading
skills, a learning disability in mathematics calcula-

tion, a learning disability in written expression, and
50 on).

Much of the recent NICHD research has focused
on identifying the nature of reading disabilities and
the causes. Using modern neuroimaging technol-
ogy, medical researchers have identified a unique
signature on the brain scans of persons with reading
problems. These unique brain scans seem to reflect
an inability to work with phonemes in the language.
This lack of phonemic awareness seems to be amajor
obstacle to reading acquisition. Children who are
not phonemically aware are not able to segment
words and syllables into phonemes. Consequently,
they do not develop the ability to decode single
words accurately and fluently, an inability that is
the distinguishing characteristic of persons with
reading difficulties.

About 40% of the population have reading prob-
lems severe enough to hinder their enjoyment of
reading. These problems are generally not develop-
mental and do not diminish over time, but persist
into adulthood without appropriate intervention.
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Because the percentage is so large, an arbitrary cut-
off point of 20% was selected for the purpose of
labelling children as disabled in basic reading skills.
The difference between a child who has a learning
disability in reading and a child who is simply a
poor reader is only a difference in the severity of the
problem.

The most reliable indicator of a reading problem
is an inability to decode single words. Lyon (1994,
1995a) suggests that the best way to determine if this
inability is “unexpected” is to compare the perfor-
mance of a child with that of other children his or her
age and / or compare reading ability to academic
performance in other domains (e.g., listening com-
prehensicn, verbal expression, mathematics, writ-
ten expression). The definition suggests that tradi-
tional methods for identifying a reading disability,
such as locking for an IQ-achievement discrepancy,
are not as reliable (Lyon, 1994; Lyon, 1995a).

Phonological processing is the primary ability
area where children with reading difficulties differ
from other children. It does not seem to matter
whether the children have an IQ-achievement dis-
crepancy inreading ornot. Phonological processing
encompasses at least three different components.
Each component and a sample assessment are de-
scribed in Table 2. Of these three major phonologi-
cal processing skills, phonological awareness ap-
pears to be the most prevalent linguistic deficit in
disabled readers.

Research on Treatment for
Reading Difficulties

What is Developmentaily Appropriate?

Treatment intervention research has shown that
appropriate early direct instruction seems to be the
best medicine for reading problems. Reading is not
developmental or natural, but is learned. Reading
disabilities reflect a persistent deficit, rather than a

developmental lag in linguistic (phonological) skills
and basic reading skills. Children who fall behind at
an early age (K and grade 1) fall further and further
behind over time. Longitudinal studies show that of
the children who are diagnosed as reading disabled
in third grade, 74% remain disabled in ninth grade
(Fletcher, et al., 1994; Shaywitz, Escobar, Shaywitz,
Fletcher, & Makuch, 1992; Stanovich, 1986; Stanovich
& Siegel, 1994). Adults with reading problems ex-
hibit the same characteristics that are exhibited by
children with reading problems.

These findings contradict the prevalent notion
that children will begin to learn to read when they
are “ready.” The concept “developmentally appropri-
ate” should not suggest delaying intervention, but using
appropriate instructional strategies at an early nge~espe-
cially in kindergarten. Although we now have the
ability to identify children who are at-risk for read-
ing failure, and we now understand some of the
instructional conditions that must be considered for
teaching, the majority of reading disabilities are not
identified until the third grade.

Early ldentification and Treatment

The best predictor in K or 1* grade of a future
reading disability in grade 3 is a combination of
performance on measures of phonemic awareness,
rapid naming of letters, numbers, and objects, and
print awareness. Phonemic awareness is the ability
to segment words and syllables into constituent
sound units, or phonemes. Converging evidence
from all the research centers show that deficits in
phonemic awareness reflect the core deficitin read-
ing disabilities. These deficits are characterized by
difficulties in segmenting syllables and words into
constituent sound units called phonemes—in short,
there is a difficulty in turning spelling into sounds.

Lack of phonemic awareness seems to be a major
obstacle for learning to read (Vellutino & Scanlon,

Table 2. Three Important Components of Phonological Processing
and Sample Assessments

Component Skill

Assessment

Phonological awareness

Pnonological recoding in lexical access
{Rapid naming)

Phondiogical recoding in working memory

E.g., say ‘cat’ without the /t/ sound.

Name objects, letters, colors guickly.

Repeat sentences, words, or digits
" accurately.
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1987a; Wagner & Torgeson, 1987). This is true for
any language, even Chinese. About 2 in 5 children
have some level of difficulty with phonemic aware-
ness. Forabout 1 in 5 children phonemic awareness
does not develop or improve over time. These
children never catch up but fall further and further
behind in reading and in all academic subjects
(Fletcher, et al., 1994; Shaywitz, Escobar, Shaywitgﬂ‘
Fletcher, & Makuch, 1992; Stanovich, 1986; Stanovich
& Siegel, 1994).

Instruction using the following types of phon?-‘
mic awareness tasks has had a positive effect on
reading acquisition and spelling for nonreaders:
rhyming, auditorily discriminating sounds that agﬁ
different, blending spoken soundsinto words, word-
to-word matching, isolating sounds in words, count-
ing phonemes, segmenting spoken words into
sounds, deleting sounds from words (Ball ‘&:}
Blachman, 1991; Byrne & Fielding-Bamsley, 1990;
Cunningham, 1990; Foorman, Francis, Beeler,
Winikates, & Fletcher, in press; Lie, 1991; Lundbergl
Frost, & Petersen, 1988; Vellutino & Scanlon, 1987b;
Yopp, 1988). '

Explicit instruction in how segmentation anid

" blending are involved in the reading process was

superior to instruction that did not explicitly teach
the children to apply phonemic awareness to read:
ing (Cunningham, 1990). Kindergarten children
with explicit instruction in phonemic awareness did
better than a group of first graders who had no
instruction, indicating that this crucial preskill for
reading can be taught at least by age 5 and is not
developmental (Cunningham, 1990). ||
In astudyby Ball and Blachman (1991), 7 weeks of
explicit instruction in phonemic awareness com-
bined with explicit instruction in sound-spelling
correspondences for kindergarten children was more
powerful than instruction in sound-spelling corre-
spondences alone and more powerful than lan guag?
activities in improving reading skills. ‘
In astudy by Foorman, Francis, Beerly, Winikates,
& Fletcher (in press), 260 children were randomgr
assigned toarevised kindergarten curriculum {n=8
and a standard curriculum {n=160) consisting of
developmentally appropriate practices describedl?y
the state of Texas’ essential elements for kindergar
ten. Therevised curriculum sought to preventread-
ing disabilities by teaching phonemic awareness for
15 minutes a day using the Lundberg, Frost, and
Petersen (1988) curriculum from Sweden and Den-
mark. Children in the revised curriculum made
significant gains in phonemic awareness over the
year. Foorman et al. found that the greatest gains
occurred when the explicit instruction moved into
teaching the sound-spelling relationships concurr

rently with the instruction in phonemic awareness.

Explicit, Systematic Instruction in
Sound-spelling Correspondences

Phonermic awareness alone is not sufficient. Ex-
plicit, systermnaticinstruction in common sound-spell-
ing correspondences is also necessary for many chil-
dren (Adams, 1988; Ball & Blachman, 1991; Byrne &
Fielding-Barnsley, 1990; Foorman et al, in press;
Mann, 1993; Rack, Snowling, & Olson, 1992;
Snowling, 1991; Spector,’ 1995; Stanovich, 1986;
Torgesenetal,, in press; Vellutino, 1991; Vellutino &
Scanlon, 1987a). Foorman, Francis, Novy, &
Liberman (1991) found that more intensive instruc-
tion in sound-spelling relationships during reading
(45 minutes per day) was more effective than less
daily instruction in sound-spelling relationships
(sound-spelling instruction occurring only during
spelling and not during reading).

Instruction in specific sound-spelling relation-
ships was more effective than a strategy for using
analogous word parts on transfer to new words and
on standardized reading measures (Lovett, Borden,
DelLuca, Lacerenza, Benson, & Brackstone, 1994).
Torgesen et al. (in press) also found that explicitly .
teaching the sound-spelling relationships was supe-
rior to teaching explicitly using word families and
word analogies and superior to an implicitapproach.

Foorman, Francis, Beerly, Winikates, and Fletcher -
(in press) found that explicit, systematic instruction
insound-spelling relationshipsin the classroom was
more effective in reducing reading disabilities than
a print-rich environment characterized by interest-
ing stories, even with children who had benefited
from phonemic awareness;instruction in kindergar-
ten.

[Explicit, systematic instruction in sound-
spelling relationships] brought economically
disadvantaged, low-achieving first and sec-
ond graders close to the national average in
reading onthe Woodcock-Johnson-R, whereas R
whole language instruction placed these [Title] -
1 students near the 25th percentile. Children
scoring below the 25th percentile are often
identified as reading disabled under tradi-
tional diagnostic criteria. These resultssuggest
that [explicit, systematicinstruction] in sound-
spelling patterns in first and second grade
classrooms can prevent reading difficulties in
a population of children at-risk of reading
failure. ' e
(Foorman et al, in press)
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Figure 1. Percentile scores on Woodcock-Johnson Broad Measure of Reading Comprehensioin

Figure 1 graphically displays the effects on read-
ing comprehension for the three treatments Foorman
et al. compared. The whole language treatment
offered children a print-rich environment with in-
teresting stories. The embedded phonics treatment
included a more structured approach to phonics in
a print-rich environment. The systematic, explicit
phonic approach included phonemic awareness in-
struction, explicit instruction in sound-spelling re-
lationships, and extensive practice in decodable text.
Details of the explicit, systematic approach are de-
scribed in the next section.

Foorman etal. (in press) also found that changing
instruction from whole language to explicit, system-
atic phonics at the classroom level was more effec-
tive in reducing the occurrence of reading problems
than any of three types of one-on-one tutorial pro-
grams that were evaluated. Foorman and her col-
leagues concluded that in order to avoid reading
failure, the focus should be on prevention, not inter-
vention.

It was the classroom curriculum effect, not the
tutorial method effect that was significant.
The tutorial effect was not particularly strong,
given the weak association between growth
in word reading and number of days in tuto-
rial. But at least the tutorial may have kept
children from falling further behind in read-
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ing. These curriculum effects have important
implications for urban school districts with
large numbers of students at risk for reading
failure. The morbidity of reading failure and
subsequent placement in special education
can possibly be reduced with explicit, system-
atic phonics in the alphabetic code during
first grade. (p. 16)

Prediction From Context is not a Useful Strategy
for Word Recognition

Research quite clearly shows that overemphasiz-
ing prediction from context for word recognition
can be counterproductive, possibly delaying read-
ing acquisition. S5tanovich and Stanovich (1995)
recently summarized the research findings regard-
ing the predictability of authentic text:

An emphasis on the role of contextual guess-
ing actually represents a classic case of
mistaken analogy in science and has been
recognized as such for over a decade....It is
often incorrectly assumed that predicting
upcoming words in sentences is a relatively
easy and highly accurate activity. Actually,
many different empirical studies have indi-
cated that naturalistic text is not that
predictable. Alford (1980) found that fora set
of moderately long expository passages of



text, subjects needed an average of more than
four guesses to correctly anticipate upcoming
words in the passage (the method of scoring
actually makes this a considerable underesti-
mate). Acrossavariety of subject populations
and texts, a reader’s probability of predicting
the next word in a passage is usually between
20 and .35 (Aborn, Rubenstein, & Sterling,
1959; Gough, 1983; Miller & Coleman, 1967;
Perfetti, Goldman, & Hogaboam, 1979;
Rubenstein & Aborn, 1958). Indeed, as Gough
(1983) has shown, the figure is highest for
function words, and is often quite low for the
very words in the passage that carry the mosi
information content. (p. 90)

Stanovich and Stanovich (1995) also summarize
the findings regarding the role of context in reading
acquisition. Of the three cueing systems frequently
mentioned in reading (semantic, syntactic, and
graphophonemic cues), the semantic and syntactic
cueing systems seem to play a minor role. Recent
eye movement research indicates that good readers
do not sample the text and predict to recognize
words efficiently, but rather see every single letter
on the page.

The key error of the whole language move-
ment is the assumption that contextual
dependency is always associated with good
reading. In fact, the word recognition skills of
the good reader are so rapid, autoimnatic, and
efficient that the skilled reader need not rely
on contextual information. In fact, it is poor
readers who guess from context—out of neces-
sity because their decoding skilllsare so weak.

(p. 92)

In the NICHD intervention studies (Foorman et
al., in press; Torgesen et al., in press) teaching chil-
dren to use context and prediction as strategies for
word recognition resulted in greater numbers of
reading disabilities than instruction that taught chil-
dren to use their sound-spelling knowledge as the
primary strategy for word recognition.

Major Implications for
Early Reading Instruction

Below are the key principles of effective reading
instruction identified in the research along with
concrete examples of what these principles mean.
These examples are taken directly from the research
studies. The research findings indicate that to pre-
vent reading problems classroom teachers should
do the following:

1. Begin teaching phonemic awareness directly

at an early age (kindergarten).

Children who are able to recognize individual
sounds in words are phonemically aware. Phone-
mic awareness can be taught with listening and oral
reproduction tasks similar to those listed below.
When concurrent instruction in sound-spelling rela-
tionships occgrs, growth in the development of pho-
nemic awareness seems to accelerate. Teachers
should initiate instruction in phonemic awareness
before beginning instruction in sound-spelling rela-
tionships and continue phonemic awareness activi-
ties while teaching the sound-spelling relationships.

There is little correlation between developmental
stages and phonemic awareness. Every school child
is ready for some phonemic instruction. In fact, if
the children who fall behind do not begin receiving
explicit teacher-initiated instruction, they are very
likely to continue falling further and further behind.
Phonemic awareness and other important reading
skills are learned and do not develop naturally. The
earliest direct interventions have been initiated in
kindergarten with very positive results. How
preschoolers respond to instruction is a question
currently under mvestigation.

Examples of Phonemic Awareness Tasks

e Phoneme deletion: What word would be
leftif the /k/ sound were taken away from
cat?

« Word to word matching: Do pern and pipe
begin with the same sound?

o Blending: What word would we have if
you put these sounds together: /s/, /a/,
/t/?

o Spund isolation: Whatis the firstsound in
rose?

o Phoneme segmentation: What sounds do
you hear in the word hot?

s Phoneme counting: How many sounds do
you hear in the word cake?

o Deleting phonemes: What sound do you
hear in meqt that is missing in eat?

s Odd word out: What word starts with a
differeni sound: bag, nine, beach, bike?

o Sound to word matching: Is therea /k/in
bike?

Stanovich, 1994
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2. Teach each sound-spelling correspondence
explicitly.

Not all phonic instructional methods are equally
effective. Telling the children explicitly what single
sound a given letter or letter combination makes is
more effective in preventing reading problems than
encouraging the child to figure out the sounds for
the letters by giving clues. Many children have
difficulty figuring out the individual sound-spell-
ing correspondences if they hear them only in the
context of words and word parts. Phonemes must
be separated from words for instruction.

Explicit instruction means that a phoneme is iso-
lated for the children. For example, the teacher
shows the children the letter m and says, “This letter
says /mmm/.” In this way a new phoneme is
introduced. A new phoneme and other phonemes
the children have learned should be briefly prac-
ticed each day, not in the context of words, but in
isolation. These practice sessions need only be about
5minutes long. The rest of the lesson involves using
these same phonemes in the context of words and
stories that are composed of only the letter-pho-
neme relationships the children know at that point.

3. Teach frequent, highly regular sound-spelling

relationships systematically.

Only a few sound-spelling relationships are nec-
essary to read. The most effective instructional
programs teach children to read successfully with
only 40 to 50 sound-spelling relationships. (Writin g
can require a few more, about 70 sound-spelling
relationships.) The chart (see box) is not taken from
any particular program but represents the 48 most
regular letter-phoneme relationships. (The given
sounds for each of the letters and letter groups are
either the most frequent sound or occur at least 75%
of the time.)

To teach systematically means to coordinate the
introduction of the sound-spellings with the mate-
rial the children are asked to read. The words and
stories the children read are composed of only the
sound-spelling relationships the children have
learned, so all the children must be taught using the
same sequence. The order of the introduction of
sound-spelling relationships should be planned to
allow reading material composed of méaningful
words and stories as soon as possible. For example,
if the first three sound-spelling relationships the
children learn are a, b, ¢, the only real word the
children could read would be cab. However, if the
first three sound-spelling relationships were m,a,s,
the children could read am, Sam, mass, ma'am.
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The 48 Most Regular
Sound-Letter Relationships
a asinfat | g "asin v
goat
m 1 e
t h ue asin
use
5 P
i as in sit c as in w "woao"
cat asin
well
b j
a-e asin n i-e as in
cake pipe
d k y "yee"
as in
yuk
T oe as in z
pele
ch as in ou as in kn as in
chip coud know
ea  beat oy toy oa  boat
e need ph phone oi boil
er fern qu quick ai maid
ay  hay sh shap ar car
igh  high th thank an _ haul
ew  shrewd ir first aw  lawn

4. Show children exactly how to sound out

words.

After children have learned two or three sound-
spelling correspondences, begin teaching them how
to blend the sounds into words. Show them how to
move sequentially from left to right through spell-
ings as they “sound out,” or say the sound for each
spelling. Practice blending words composed of only
the sound-spelling relationships the children have
learned every day.

5. Use connected, decodable text for children to
practice the sound-spelling relationships they

learn.

The findings of the NICHD research emphasize
that children need extensive practice applying their
knowledge of sound-spelling relationships to the
task of reading as they are learning them. This
integration of phonics and reading can only occur
with the use of decodable text. Decodable text is
composed of words that use the sound-spelling cor-
respondences the children have learned to that point



and a limited number of sight words that have been
systematically taught. As the children learn more
sound-spelling correspondences, the texts become
more sophisticated in meaning, butinitially they are
very limited. Only decodable text provides children
the opportunity to practice their new knowledge of
sound-letter relationships in the context of connected
reading.

Texts that are less decodable do not allow the
integration of the phonological knowledge the chil-
dren gain with actual reading,. For example, the first
sentence children read in a meaning-based program
that added an unintegrated phonic component was:
“The dog is up.” The sound-letter relationships the
children had learned up to this pointwere:d, m, s, 1,
and t. This is how much of the sentence the children
could read by applying what they had learned in the
phonic component: “— d———" In this case, it is
impossible for the children to use their phonics
knowledge to read.

Here is a different example: “Sam sees a big
fist.” The sounds the children have learned to this
pointare: a, s, m, b, t, ee {, g, and i. This is how
much of the sentence the children can read using
the sound-spelling relationships they have learned:
“Sam sees a big fist.” This sentence is 100%
decodable. Here the children can apply the sound-
spelling relationships they have learned to their
reading of this sentence, so the phonics component
is integrated into the child’s real reading. Only
decodable text provides children a context for using
their new knowledge of sound-spelling relation-
ships in the context of real reading.

Text thatisless decodable requires the children to
use prediction or context to figure out words. Much
research has evaluated the effectiveness of predic-
tion as a strategy for word recognition. Though
prediction is valuable in comprehension for predict-
ing the next event or predicting an outcome, the
research indicates that it is not useful in word recog-
nition. The following passage is a sample of authen-
tic text (from Jack London). The parts of the text that
are omitted are the parts that a child was unable to
decode accurately. The child was able to decode
approximately 80% of the text. If prediction is a
useful strategy, a good reader should be able to read
this easily with understanding: =

He had never seen dogs fight as these w__ish
¢ f tandhisfirstex___ - _t thim
an unf able 1 n. Itis frue, itwas a
vi ex , else he would not have
lived to pr it by it. Curly was the
v . They were camped near the log

store, where she, in her friend__ way, made
ad to a husky dog the size of a full-

wolf, th__ not half so large as _he.
_erewasnow ing, only a leap in like a
flash, amet clip of teeth, aleap outequal__
swift, and Curly’s face was ripped open from
eye to jaw.

It was the wolf manner of fight _  tost_
and leap away; but there was more to it than
this. Th__ or forty huskiesran _o the spotand
notcom dthats tcircle. Butdid not
com, d that s tin , not the
e___ way with which they were licking their
chops. Curly rushed her ant who
struck again and leaped aside. He met her

nextrush withhischest,inap fash_ __
that tum__ed her off her feet. S5She never
re_ _ed them. This was __at the
on ing huskies had w for.

The use of predictable text, rather than this au-
thentic text, might allow children to use prediction
to figure out a passage. However, this strategy
would not transfer to real reading, as the above
passage demonstrates. Predictable text gives chil-
dren false success. While this false success may be
motivating for many children, ultimately they will
not be successful readers if they rely on text predict-
ability to read.

6. Use interesting stories to develop language

comprehension.

The use of interesting, authentic stories to de-
velop language comprehension is not ruled out by
this research. Only the use of these stories as reading
muterial for nonreaders is ruled out. Any controlled
connected text, whether it is controlled for
decodability or for vocabulary, will not be able to
provide entire coherent stories in the early stages of
reading acquisition. During this early stage of read-
ing acquisition, the children can still benefit from
stories that the teacherreads to them. These teacher-
read stories can play an important role in building
the children’s oral language comprehension, which
ultimately affects their reading comprehension.
These story-based activities should be structured to
build comprehension skills, not decoding skills.

Balance, but don’t mix. The sixth feature, using
real stories to develop comprehension, should be
balanced with the decoding instruction described in
the first five features. The comprehension instruc-
tion and the decoding instruction are separate from
each other while children are learning to decode, but
both types of instructional activities should occur.
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In other words, comprehension and decoding in-
struction should be balanced. A common miscon-
ception regarding the balance that is called for by
the research is that the teacher should teach sound-
spelling relationships in the context of real stories.
This mixture of decoding and comprehension in-
struction in the same instructional activity is clearly
less effective, even when the decoding instruction is
fairly structured. The inferiority of single instruc-
tional activities with mixed goals (embedded phon-
ics) has been demonstrated in several studies
(Foorman et al., in press; Foorman, Francis, Novy, &
Liberman, 1991; Torgesen et al., in press).

During the early stages of reading acquisition,
children’s orallanguage comprehensionlevel is much
higher than their reading comprehension level. The
text material used to build children’s comprehen-
sion should be geared to their oral language compre-
hension level. The material used to build their
decoding should be geared to their decoding skills,
with attention to meaning. Though decodable text
can be meaningful and engaging, it will not build
children’s comprehension skills nor teach them new
-vocabulary to the extent that might be needed. Com-
prehension strategies and new vocabulary should
be taught using orally presented stories and texts
that are more sophisticated than the early decodable
text the children read. The teacher should read this
text to the children and discuss the meaning with
them. After the children become fluent decoders,
they can apply these comprehension strategies to
their own reading.

Other Important Research
Questions and Findings
The scope of the NICHD research program is
much broader than identifying effective methods
for treating reading difficulties. Some of these re-
search questions and the findings are briefly de-
scribed below.

Research Question;: What individual vari-
ables affect reading acquisition?

Finding: Bilingualism does not interact with
reading acquisition. If children know some
English, they learn to read in the same way
that other children learn. There is no evi-
dence that some children with reading
difficulties need a different approach. The
greater the severity of the problem, the
more explicit, systematic, and carefully
planned the instruction needs to be along
the parameters defined above. So far the
only variable found thatinteracts with read-
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ing acquisition is ethnic group. Signifi-
cantly more African-American children
have lower levels of phonemic awareness
and respond significantly better to direct
instruction in phonemic awareness than
other ethnic groups. Researchers are still
testing the replicability of this findng,.

Research Question: Are there medical rea-
sons to explain why 20 to 40% of the
population do not naturally develop pho-
nemic awareness?

Finding: Yes, sophisticated modern brain
research using neuroimaging and other
technologies show a unique brain signa-
ture for many, but not all, children without
phonemic awareness.. This neuroimaging
research is being conducted at several
NICHD sites, thus providing the opportu-
nity for replication.

Research Question: Are reading disabilities
inherited?

Finding: Twin studies have found strong
evidence for genetic etiology of reading
disabilities, with deficits in phonemic
awareness reflecting the greatest degree of
heritability. There is also behavioral ge-
netic evidence for degrees of heritability
for letter processing.

Research Question: How does ADD relate to
learning disabilities?

Finding: Disorders of attention and reading
disabilities often coexist, but the two disor-
ders appear distinct and separable with
respect to the effects of attention-deficit
disorder (ADD) on cognitive tasks. For
example, it has been found that ADD chil-
dren perform poorly onrote verbal learning
and mermory tasks, but relatively well on
naming and phonemic awareness tasks.
The converse appears to be the case for
children with reading disabilities.

Research Question: Are more boys than girls
reading disabled?

Finding: Despite the widely held belief that
boys are more likely to have reading dis-
abilities than girls, research has shown that
asmany girls as boys have difficulties learn-
ing to read. More boys are identified by
teachers in school because of their ten-
dency to be more rowdy and active than
girls.



Future Directions

The NICHD research program has made a great

deal of progress in the investigation of reading dif-
ficulties. These findings are potentially of great
benefit to most children. However, the work is not
done and not all the issues are resolved. There are
still children with reading disabilities in the most
successful interventions described above. Future
research will investigate effective treatments for
teaching children who have no knowledge of En-
glish to read English. The on-going longitudinal
intervention studies sponsored by the NICHD will
be bringing importantnew knowledge to the field in
the continuing effort to make every child a reader at
an early age.

A New Definition of Dyslexia

Scientists from NICHD and other scientists as
well as leaders from the National Center for Learn-
ing Disabilities and the Orton Dyslexin Society
Research Committee collaborated to develop an
improved definition of disabilities in basic reading
skills based on the most recent research in the field.
Characterizing the definition as a “working” defi-
nition reflects the need to alter the definition in
light of continuing advances in research and clini-
cal knowledge. Theworking definitionis as follows:

Dyslexia is one of several distinct
learning disabilities. It is a specific
language-based disorder of constitu-
tional origin characterized by
difficulties in single word decoding,
usually reflecting insufficient phono-
logical processing. These difficulties
in single word decoding are often
unexpected in relation to age and
other cognitive and academic abili-
ties; they are not the result of
generalized developmental disabil-
ity or sensory impairment. Dyslexia
" is manifest by variable difficulty with
different forms of language, often in-
cluding, in addition to problems with
reading, a conspicuous problem with
acquiring proficiency in writing and
spelling (The Orton Dyslexia Society
Research Commmittee, April, 1994).
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University of Toronto;
Maryanne Wolfe's at Tufts
University, Boston
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Our Son and Reading Recovery

Editor’s note: Nancy and Cameron James and their son, Joseph James, have filed suit against the
Upper Arlington City School District Board of Education in Ohio (case # C2-97-172). The
defendants are William Schaefer, Superintendent; Linda Readey, School Board President; Edward
Seidel, Mark Sheriff, Thomas C. Wilson, III, and Steve Sikora, School Board members. The following
letter written by Cameron James to Superintendent William Schaefer has been entered as evidence
(Exhibit B) in the trial and explains the James’ complaint.

Dr. Bill Schaefer, Superintendent
Upper Arlington City Schools
1950 North Mallway

Columbus, OH 43221

May 13, 1996

Re: Joseph James
DOB: August 30, 1979

Dear Dr. Schaefer:

Pursuant to the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, and
the Americans with Disabilities Act, thisis a request
for a special education due process hearing in order
to secure retroactive and prospective tuition for our
son’s special education at the Kildonan School. -

To understand the history leading to this request,
please allow me to describe our son’s public school
experience and present school situation.

Words can never describe how proud I am to be
the father of Joseph Albert James. My wife and I
named him for his great grandfathers: Joseph Romas,
an Italian immigrant who valued education and
AlbertF.Cameron, an educator who at one time was
an Ohio School District Superintendent.

My son has lived up to his two namesakes. In
spite of a severe handicapping condition he has
learned. In the process, he has and continues to
demonstrate a level of determination and persever-
ance worthy of admiration. From the time he started
school, Joe has had to deal with a world of intoler-
ance, humiliation, repeated failure, lost childhood,
living away from his family, lack of self esteem, a
desire to run and hide, no self confidence and the
fear of being worthless.

Joe was born on August 30, 1979. He was our
third child. His older sister was Nancy Susanne and
his big brother was Arthur Louis. Together we liked
to refer to our family as “The James Gang.”

My wife and I often talked about how different
and individual each of our children was. Nancy

Susanne was incredibly vocal. Arthur Louis was
quiet and intense and Joseph Albert was our happi-
est child. He seemed to be gifted with a happy-go-
lucky attitude and he was always laughing. When1
picture Joe in mind as an infant or toddler I see a face
filled with a great big smile.

I worked ata television production company and
my wife dedicated herself to raising our family.
These early years in Joe's life were exciting and
enriching. They were filled with family activities.
My wife read to our children almost daily. They
went to story time at the public library and partici-
pated in church groups and community activities.

Joseph Albert was our happiest child.
He seemed to be gifted with a happy-
go-lucky attitude and he was always
laughing.

Sometimes my job required children as talent in

videotape or slide shows. So Joe and his siblings got -

to go on location and be involved in my work. Joe
alwaysbehaved professionally and he demonstrated
a good ability to listen and to follow directions.

As a preschool child Joe had difficulty producing
certain sounds. He would often mispronounce a
word or use word in the wrong context. Because we
have a family history of dyslexia we had Joe tested
by Dr. Stewart. Dr. Stewart diagnosed Joe as dys-
lexic in July of 1985, before Joe entered kindergarten.

My wife and [ had grownup and lived most of our
lives in Upper Arlington. AlthoughIhad not expe-
rienced much academic success in school, we had
great confidence in the education the Upper Arling-
ton School System could provide for our children.

Atthetime Joestarted kindergarten, at Barrington
Elementary School, my wife provided the school
with Dr. Stewart’s report and discussed Joe’s learn-
ing disability with his classroom teacher, the school
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.. .daily, from Joetta Beaver.
~ .reminded Joetta that Joe was dyslexic.

nurse and administrative staff. The school system
did not provide an evaluation or LE.P. [Individual
Education Plan] for Joe and he was not served.

My wife specifically asked Lou Willis, vice prin-
cipal, about testing Joe and Mrs. Willis told my wife
Joe was really too young to be tested.

I'wish I had just one day to live over again in my
life. It would be Joe’s first day of kindergarten. I
would hold Joe's hand and walk into the school. We
would go directly to Principal Ted Oakley’s office
and I would not let go of Joe's hand until I was
certain that Joe ]ames would be served appropri-
ately.

Joe’s kindergarten year seemed uneventful. I
really didn’t notice a big change inJoe’s personality.

Just before Joe's first grade year was to begin, his
teacher contacted my wife and told her that Joe
qualified for the Reading Recovery program and Joe
would receive one-on-one instruction, daily, from
Joetta Beaver. My wife reminded Joetta that Joe was
dyslexic. However, Joetta said, “I don’t want to hear
about his dyslexia. I'm going to recover Joe.”

Joetta Beaver had been our daughter’s classroom
teacher. She was also a teacher leader in Reading
Recovery. We thought she knew what she was
doing. We considered Joetta and the other educa-
tors at Barrington as the “experts” in deciding what
to do about Joe's reading difficulties.

Just before Joe’s first grade year was to
begin, his teacher contacted my wife
and told her that Joe qualified for the

;. Reading Recovery program and Joe

would receive one-on-one instruction,
My wife

‘However, Joetta said, “I don’t want to
hear about his dyslexia. I’m going to
- recover Joe.”

Today, Ihave learned that Reading Recovery was

- probably the worst thing that we could have done to

Joe. Due to Joe’s dyslexia he had no natural phono-~
logical awareness and a poor visual memory. In-
stead of an intensive, systematic, phonological

‘method like Orton-Gillingham, the Reading Recov-
- ery method teaches the child to use picture and

context clues, and tries to get the child to memorize
sight words. Every day, Joetta taught Joe to guess at
words based upon what he saw in the pictures and
his understanding of the sentence context.
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Today, I have learned that Reading
Recovery was probably the worst thing
that we could have done to Joe.

Joe did not learn to read with the Reading Recov-
ery method, but he did practice guessing at words

- day after day. This has had a devastating effect on

Joe's learning to read. Every time he would guess
and be wrong he felt he had failed. This will emo-
tionally effect Joe the rest of his life.

Joe got so frustrated that year that it changed his
personality. Joe our happiest child was gone and Joe
became a child who feared failure. Joe began to
judge himself by his peers. They could read and he
couldn’t. Joe's self esteem dropped through the
floor. Joetta was so determined to recover Joe that
she indicated to us that she had kept him in the
Reading Recovery program “twice as long” as nor-
mal. Joe finally got so upset that he refused to go to
Reading Recovery and Joetta stopped her sessions.

My son had more than 100 Reading Recover les-
sons before joetta referred him to special education.

I have learned that Joetta had an above average
interest in proving the success of Reading Recovery.
I believe this is why she specifically wanted Joe in
the program and why she so aggressively used the
method with him. The Ohio State University De-
partment of Education was instrumental inbringing
Reading Recovery to the United States from New
Zealand. Joe was one of the first students, in this
country, to use this significantly modified New
Zealand approach. I consider Reading Recovery, at
the time it was used on Joe, to be experimental. We
were never informed of this.

Joetta was one of the very first Reading Recovery
teachers. She was aReading Recovery teacher leader.
She worked closely with Carol A, Lyons at the Ohio
State University. After Joetta taught Joe, she pub-
lished research on Reading Recovery. She partici-
pated in speaking engagements regarding Reading
Recovery. She received peer recognition for her
work with Reading Recovery. I believe Joetta had a
professional and emotional stake in proving the
success of Reading Recovery. I do not know to what
extent, if any, she had benefited financially from her
role with Reading Recovery. However, I perceive
that Joetta had a conflict of interest when it came to
deciding what would be the best method to use with
a dyslexic child. Ikeep asking myself was Joe used
as a guinea pig for Joetta's research?

Two crucial years had passed for Joe, at the end of
the first grade the school system finally tested him



and we were notified of an L.E.P. meeting. At this
time my wife and I had heard about the Orton-
Gillingham method of teaching reading. Prior to
going to Joe’s LE.P. meeting we spoke with Jane
Renner of the State of Ohio, Department of Special
Education regarding what we could request for Joe.
Our understanding of what Jane told us was that we
could not request a specific program. We could
describe thetype of program we thought Joe needed.

At the LE.P. meeting my wife described in great
detail the type of method we thought Joe needed. It
should be a multi-sensory, intense, systematic, pho-
netic approach. The other members of the L.E.P.
team reacted as if they had never heard of this
method. They all shared the view that “Joe had
difficulty with parts-to-whole.” They suggested

Joe our happiest child was gone and Joe
became a child who feared failure. Joe
began to judge himself by his peers.
They could read and he couldn’t. Joe’s
self esteem dropped through the floor.

that if you tried to teach Joe the parts he would just
become more confused and frustrated. No matter
how we tried to get them to try the approach we
thought Joe needed they would come back to the
theme of Joe having difficulty with parts-to-whole.

AsIlookback on that meeting it is clear to me that
the school system could not provide an appropriate
education for Joe. The only people the school had on
staff believed in the whole language philosophy. No
one was trained in methods that would have taught
Joe how to read. No one knew how to teach Joe the
parts. That's why Joe was having “difficulty with
parts-to whole.”

AtJoe's LE.P. meeting, instead of the team focus-
ing on why Reading Recovery had failed Joe, the
focus was on why Joe had failed Reading Recovery.
Tomy wife and me the educators onJoe’s LE.P. team
were the experts in deciding what was appropriate
for Joe. None of them ever challenged the appropri-
ateness of using Reading Recovery with our dys-
lexic child, None of them ever challenged the appro-
priateness of using a wholelanguage approach with
our dyslexic child.

I believe the educators on Joe's LE.P. team had a
conflict of interest because the school followed only
one instructional philosophy: whole language.
Reading Recovery fit the school’s whole language
mold. An intensive, systematic, phonics approach
to teaching reading did not fit the school’s mold.

1did not understand back then, but I see now that
Joe was a little boy, trying his best. Regardless of
how hard he tried he could not fit the mold. Joe
could not learn from the way he was being taught
any more than a deaf child could learn without an
interpreter or a child with paralyzed legs could
learn without a wheelchair.

I do not know how Joe survived. Each day he
walked down the street from ourhome to Barrington
School knowing he faced another day of failure.
And all the time his parents, and teachers, the people
he admired most, kept telling him “if you just try a
little harder, Joe, you will learn.”

Joetta Beaver taught the Barrington School class-
room teachers Reading Recovery. Joetta also taught
Reading Recovery to the Special Education tutors at
Barrington. So,even though Joe was officially out of
Reading Recovery it was still the primary philoso-
phy behind the method used to try to teach Joe how
to read.

I can imagine how worthless Joe must have felt
because he didn't fit the mold. The other kids
laughed at him and called him stupid. I remember
Joe telling about how it embarrassed him when his
teacher graded his paper at her desk, while other
kids were around. Once, after the kids did a writing
assignment, the teacher asked them to exchange
papers withclassmates. The kid who gotJoe’s paper
laughed about how bad it was in front of the class.

Joe’s skills fell further and further behind those of
his peers. He was alittle boy withalmost no friends.
He didn’t want to go to camp because they might ask
him toread. He refused to go to the shopping center
with some boys once because he couldn’t read the
menu board at the restaurant in the food court. We
had to make sure the youth minister would not call
upon Joe to read from the Bible before he would go
to Sunday school. Joe was a loner, preferring just to
stay at home. Home was safe for Joe. Out in the rest
of the world he was in constant fear of being discov-
ered. He could not read and Joe believed it was his

Joetta was one of the very first Reading
Recovery teachers. ...After Joetta taught
Joe,she published research on Reading
Recovery. She participated in speaking
engagements regarding Reading
Recovery. Shereceived peerrecognition
for her work with Reading Recovery.
...I keep asking myself was Joe used as
_a guinea pig for Joetta’s research?
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fault.

When Joe started second grade in 1987, we hired
aprivate Orton-Gillingham tutor. Joe metwith Mrs.
Anne Schlichter once a week during the entireschool
year and following Summer and Fall. Joe's progress
was sporadic because the classroom instruction did
not support the tutoring instruction. Joe was in-
structed to use picture clues and context clues. Sound-
ing out words, or using phonics was discouraged.
How confusing this must have been for Joe.

At Joe’s LE.P. meeting, instead of the
team focusing on why Reading
Recovery had failed Joe, the focus was
on why Joe had failed Reading
Recovery. None of them ever
challenged the appropriateness of using
Reading Recovery with our dyslexic
child. None of them ever challenged
the appropriateness of using a whole
language approach with our dyslexic
child.

That Fall, due to a family illness, we had to dis-
continue the Orton-Gillingham tutoring. Joe'smother
was not able to take him to tutoring or work with
him at home. After my wife's recuperation, Joe
resumed the Orton-Gillingham tutoring from the
end of his third grade until November of Joe's fourth
grade. At that time we enrolled Joe in Marburn
Academy where he would receive Orton-Gillingham
instruction daily.

During the first four years of Joe’s schooling,
kindergarten through third grade, we trusted the
educators at Barrington. By the beginning of fourth
grade Joe was drowning and we realized that the
educators at Barrington would never teach Joe how
to read.

First: Joe’s classroom teacher stopped my wife in
the school hallway. She appeared panicked. She
said shedidn’t know what to do about Joe. Hisskills
were so far behind the rest of the class. My wife
asked for an L.E.P. meeting and one was scheduled.

Second: When my wife went to the I.E.P. meeting
she was informed that the meeting was not an I.E.P.
meeting. This was a disappointment to my wife
because she felt Joe was treading water and if some-
thing was not done quickly Joe would drown. By
not holding an LE.P. meeting we perceived the
school’s lack of commitment to Joe.
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Third: My wife stayed and talked to the educa-
tors, that day, anyway. At that time, the classroom
teacher brought out Joe’s writing journal. My wife -
pointed out that Joe was using the book backwards
and asked why his teacher had not taught him the
correct way to write in it. She was told that it was
important for children to learn through discovery
and that eventually Joe would learn the correct way
to use the writing journal. The message to us was
that if Joe stayed at Barrington he would receive
little direct instruction. We believed Joe needed
direct step by step instruction. The message was
clear, at Barrington this type of instruction was not
going to happen.

Fourth: At that same meeting Joetta Beaver said
she had done a Reading Recovery test of Joe, that
day, which showed him reading at a book level
equivalent to less than a first grader, Any trust we
ever had in the educators was gone. In spiteofallthe
hours and hours of tutoring and Reading Recovery,
over four years, Joe's skills had shown no growth.

Fifth: The school psychologist, Paula Ford, said
tomy wife: “..Joe is just going to have to learn there
are other ways to get information besides reading.”

The school system might as well have sent us a
telegram saying, “Joe James will never learn to read
in the Arlington School System.”

What were we supposed to do? What would any
parent do?

Our child was suffering terribly. He was not
learning. He was not even treading water. He was
drowning and emotionally crumbling in front of our
eyes. We felt overwhelmed. We had to do some-
thing and the school system only offered a failed
approach,

The school system had tried to teach Joe for four
year without success. To us, the educators werenow
giving up and telling us we should accept the fact

If a school system only believes in one
instructional philosophy, how does a
handicapped child receive an
individualized education?

that Joe was never going to learn to read.

LE.P. meetings were ineffective. No matter how
hard we tried to get the LE.P, team to agree on an
intensive, systematic, phonics method for Joe, they
would not provide it.

If a school system only believes in one instruc-
tional philosophy, how does a handicapped child
receive an individualized education?




In our family, important conversations always
took place at our dining room table. Joe and I sat
there that night and talked about school. Joe did not
want to leave Barrington. Isaid, “Joe, you only get
one chance to learn and I don’t think they know how
to teach you at Barrington.” Joe finally agreed. He
said he would go to Marburn Academy for one year,
learn to read, and then return to Barrington.

At the beginning of this letter I wrote that I was
proud tobe the father of Joe James. Even though Joe
was only ten years old he faced a major life decision.
Joe demonstrated great courage in choosing to leave
Barrington. To him it meant facing the ultimate
humiliation and total rejection from his peers. Joe
could hide no longer. He would be discovered. His
worthlessness would be revealed to his whole world.
Joe knew the pain. He faced it with courage and
with faith in the love of his parents.

How can adults understand how Joe felt? What
might make an adult feel totally humiliated and
worthless? Having their spouse file for divorce?
Being fired from their job? Going blank during an
important speech? Each of us knows a situation we
fear facing. Just the thought of being in that situa-
tion makes your body turn cold preparing for shock.
Atthe age of ten Joe James had to come to terms with
what he feared most. On his last day at Barrington,
Joe’s teacher let him say good-bye to his classmates.
A year or two later I videotaped Joe and he talked
about his disability and school. Joejoked aboutitall
until T asked him to tell me what he said to his
classmates on his last day at Barrington. Joe broke
down and cried. Icould see that Joe will experience
the pain his whole life.

Joe started Marburn Academy in November. At
the end of the school year Paula Ford, the Upper
Arlington psychologist, went to Marburn and tested
Joe. During his five month at Marburn Joe experi-
enced a year's growth in reading. To me this meant
Joe was on the right course for the first time since he
started school. It meant that Paula Ford might be
wrong about Joe having to learn there are other
ways to get information besides reading. Joe could
learn to read when he received an appropriate edu-
cation.

The reading teacher, who had been successful
with Joe, moved away. His next year at Marburn
was not successful and my wife and I began to have
concerns. Very few teachers have appropriate train-
ing to teach the dyslexic. Because of the severity of
Joe's dyslexia he needed a more intensive remedial
program. After much consideration we decided to
look for a boarding school for dyslexics.

Seventh grade was spent at The Gow School. The
Gow School is the oldest college preparatory school

for dyslexic young men. We considered The Gow
School because my wife knew the headmaster
through The Orton Dyslexia Society. When we
inquired about the school we were told that they use
the Gow method for reading and we were told that
the “Gow” was just like the Orton-Gillingham.

It's really painful to look back on the day we
visited Gow. Joe told the admissions director that he
needed someone to help him with any reading activ-
ity. “Do you understand that I can’t do my home-
work in study hall because I can't read well enough

At the beginning of Joe’s eighth grade
and first year at Kildonan, he was
reading on a third grade level. Today,
Joe is in the tenth grade at Kildonan,
reading on a seventh grade level. Joe
has chosen to return to Kildonan each
year. He knows they teach the way he
learns.

to do my homework by myself?” He answered,
“Don’t worry, we have proctors in study hall that
will help you.” As the school year progressed, the
Gow school called to tell me that the school wanted
to hire a tutor for Joe so0 he could get the additional
attention the school could not provide. This would
be an additional expense since this service was over
and above their regular program. We consented but
the tutor left the position and the school did not or
could not replace her before the end of the school
year. In retrospect, almost a whole year went by
before Gow realized that Joe was a severe, non-
reading and non-writing dyslexic.

When we arrived on the last day of school, we
were handed Joe's testing results. Joe had regressed.
My wife and I requested Mr. Sweet’s attention and
asked him if he had an explanation for the lack of
progress. Mr. Sweet said, “No.”

That summer, Joe suffered great depression.
Depression over loss. I can't think how that must
have felt. Joe saw failure everywhere he turned. He
would not accept returning to Gow. He told us he
would kill himself first. Joe, his mother and I looked
to a psychologist for help. He confirmed Joe's de-
pression and asked us to find a different placement,
The psychologist felt that The Gow School was not
meeting Joe’s needs.

At the same time, we asked Anne Schlichter to
reevaluate and work with Joe during the summer
months. Mrs. Schlichter also found that Joe had
regressed.
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I will always feel cheated that my son
had to be educated so far away from
home. I will always feel pain for Joe’s
lost childhood. 1 will always regret
that my publicschool didn’t know how
to teach my son. I'will always be angry
that my public school wouldn’t listen
to my wife or me.

My wife checked around and decided to look at
the Kildonan School. We woke Joe up early one
morning and told him to pack a bag for overnight.
Joe and his mother were flying to Hartford and then
driving to Amenia, New York to visit The Kildonan
School.

After testing and tour of the school grounds Joe
had opportunity to observe a one-on-one Orton-
Gillingham tutor session.

Joseph’s mother will never forget that day be-
cause at the end of their visit Joe looked at his mom
and said, “If you send me here next year, my skills
will leap.” Joe was accepted. My wife called me
from the airport before their return home. I asked
her how it went and with tears in her voice she said,
“Ihave new hope that we found the right school for
]Oe,”

year at Kildonan, he was reading on a third grade
level. Today, Joe is in the tenth grade at Kildonan,
reading on a seventh grade level. Joe has chosen to
return to Kildonan each year. He knows they teach
the way he learns. When he started Kildonan two
and a half years ago, he couldn’t write well enough
to score on the Ayres Copying Speed, last May he
scored on a third grade, sixth month level. That's
more than a three year gain in two years.

The Kildonan School saved our son's life. He is

beginning to deal with the emotional issues of being
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At the beginning of Joe’s eighth grade and first

dyslexic. He is learning to be an independent stu-
dent. Joe knows he is not at the end of his remedial
growth. Joe, his mother and I are just beginning to
realize Joe's true potential.

Ifitwasn’t for Kildonan, I shudder to think where
wemightbe today. Would Joe have found unaccept-
able ways to escape his pain? If Joe would have
received an appropriate education during the early,
critical years, Joe would not have to be growing up
without me. Separation has been very difficult but
this selfless act has made the single most important
difference in his life.

Joe continues to meet the challenges of being
dyslexic in a society based on language. Research
shows us that if you don’t provide appropriate
remediation for the dyslexic before the age of 8, they
will have life long difficulties with language.

I will always feel cheated that my son had to be
educated so far away from home. I will always feel
pain for Joe’s lost childhood. I will always regret
that my public school didn’t know how to teach my
son. I will always be angry that my public school
wouldn't listen to my wife or me.

Todate, Thave invested in excess of $150,000.00 in
Joe’s education. Next year’s tuition will be another
$29,000. This letter is a request for a due process
hearing to secure reimbursement of prior expenses
and tuition for next year. If you can resolve this
without the necessity of a due process hearing, then
that would be most appreciated.

If you cannot resolve this without a due process
hearing, my attorney is Jennifer Joseph, 88 E. Broad
Street, Columbus, Ohio 43215, she can be reached at
224-3111 and Peter Wright, 4104 E. Parham Road,
Richmond, Virginia 23228-2734, and he can be
reached at 804-755-3000. In consideration of sum-
mer vacation schedules and in order to allow suffi-
cient time to discuss settlement, I hereby waive the
45 day rule.

Respectfully,
Cameron James



Who'll Teach Danielle to Read?

Patricia Pullen
Jackson-Via Elementary School
Charlottesville, Virginia

When I served on the Child Study Committee at
Jackson-Via Elementary School, I was responsible
for testing only the students in my second grade
special education class forthe mildly mentally handi-
capped who needed triennial evaluations. But the
resource teacher responsible for assessment of other
students, gave the members several choices the year
Danielle was referred. “Either I can stop teaching
and test all these referrals. OrIcan just complete the
assessments late and defy federal guidelines.”

The principal had another alternative. The other
members of the committee would also be respon-
sible for testing referred students, writing educa-
Honal assessments, and presenting the data at the
eligibility meetings. Because Itaught Danielle’s first
cousin, Alice, who was a foster child in Danielle’s
home, the committee assigned me Danielle.

Danielle was a second grader referred because
her reading was seriously delayed, and because she
was disruptivein class. Ithoughtshe was funny, but
I could understand why someone rapping in read-
ing group mightbe considered a pain. She was the
smallest second grader in four classes, wore her hair
beaded and braided, and resembled a miniature
Diana Ross. “I gots the genes for being little,” she
informed me one morning. “My momma’s small.”
Her mother, Marie, was indeed small, 4’11, and
weighed 80 pounds.

Marie also lived with a man who routinely beat
her and the children. I called protective services
when I found open sores on Alice’s back. After
investigation, social services filed a compliantagainst
the live-in boyfriend for beating the girls with a belt.
After counseling, he reformed and stopped beating
the children. Instead, he made them eat roaches. He
also continued to abuse Marie, including throwing
her in the dumpster because he said she was “gar-
bage.” '

Alice never missed a day of school. Nor did her
sister who was also in foster care with Marie. But
Danielle was absent at least one day a week. The
visiting teacher determined that Danielle stayed
home to take care of Marie when her boyfriend beat
her. Or she stayed home because she was afraid that

if she went to school, the boyfriend would kill her
mother while she was away.

However, she never missed a day during the two
weeks that [ struggled to find thirty minute time
slots to test her. She bounced to my room every
morning and asked, “What time we gonna do it
today?” ‘

Danielle was a second grader referred
because her reading was seriously
delayed, and because she was disruptive
in class. ‘

The second day I tested her she said, “Igotta talk
to you.” 3

1 mistakenly thought that Danielle wanted to
delay my taking her back to her class, to prolong the
attention garnered from having an adult all to her-
self. But Danielle wanted information. Why were
we testing her? What would happen to all the
questions she was answering? Who would “cor-
rect” the tests? She didn’t stop asking questions
until I had covered the eligibility process.

“Then, at that meetin’, they’ll put me in your
class?” she asked. ‘

“T don’t think so, Danielle. My class is for kids
who are mentally retarded.” At that time, mentally
retarded was the legal classification for children
with mild handicaps. :

“] know that!” she said. “Marie done whipped my
butt for teasing Alice about being retarded.”

Itold her about the other possibilities if she quali-
fied for services, including the class for children
with learning disabilities, resource, etc. Each timel
listed another optien, she shook her head.

“Nope, “ she said. “I'm holding out for your
class.” ‘

“Why?” I asked. ‘

“+Cause the kids in your class can read,” she said.
»1 don’t read so good. You know that.”

When I told her thatI was not magic, and that she
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I realized that her skills were only
marginally worse than the others
reading with her.

could learn toread in another classroom if she would
stop cutting the fool, she said, “Nope, don’t think so.
Alicereads better'n me and she retarded! In fact, she
reads better'n anyone in my class. That’s humblin”

I promised to try to get her some help, but I also
told her that I felt certain she wouldn't qualify for
my class.

“I don’t think you’re retarded, Danielle.”

“Of course I ain’t retarded. What's that got to do
with anything.”

After I had completed testing, Danielle came to
my room almost every morning until the eligibility
meeting. “Can I be in your class yet?” she asked.
“Or have they decided yet?” We began to mark off
the days on my calendar, counting down to eligibil-
ity. Over the years, I had grown calluses over my
pride, accepted the fact that parents considered my
class the pariah class, learned not to gasp when
moms or dads bemoaned the despised label. I had
provided tissues for the tears and shoulders for the
pain of hearing that they had a “retarded” child. I
had refused to have my title printed in the paper
because someone might read the article, connect me
with one of my students, and tease them. After
spending years counseling parents who struggled
with the word “retarded,” trying to help parents
and students to accept the label, I was in awe of
Danielle’s straightforwardness born of her eager-
ness to learn to read. It was puzzling to comfort
someone because she wanted to be retarded but
wasn't!

My observation in the regular class confirmed
Danielle’s testing results, which showed that her
phonics skills were nonexistent, her sight vocabu-
lary was small, and that she had no strategies for
decoding words unfamiliar to her. She gave up
easily and often asked for help. She demonstrated
the same decoding problems in the classroom. But
then so did all the other students in her reading
group. Irealized that her skills were only margin-
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ally worse than the others reading with her. Her
behavior was worse. She was a clown, an instigator,
and sometimes an aggressor, but her reading skills
were not appreciably worse than the others. And
she had not exaggerated when she claimed that my
second grade students read better than her group in
the regular class. They did!

With the exception of a student with many char-
acteristics of autism, my students participated in a
Direct Instruction program for reading, and they
were learning. The students in the regular class-
room participated in a phonics-based basal reading
program, but the school system was fast moving
toward the whole language approach. Danielle was
lost, and she knew it.

The data presented at the eligibility meeting con-
firmed my suspicions. Danielle was delayed in all
areas, had the IQ of a slow learner, and had adaptive

And she had not exaggerated when she
claimed that my second grade students
read better than her group in the regular
class. They did!

behavior scores comparable to other children her
age. She did not qualify for services in any of the
self-contained classes in the system. After review-
ing the data, and listening to Marie beg for help for
Danielle, the committee found Danielle eligible fro
services as a resource student. -

Marie wasn’t sure how she was going to tell
Danielle that she was not going to be a student inmy
class. “She’s waitin’ at home for me to tell her what
you decided, and she’s gonna be disappointed.”

If truth be told, I was disappointed too. It’s not
often that I encounter a student as motivated as
Danielle, as aware of her shortcomings, or as clear
about how to rectify these deficiencies.

The next morning, she came to my room. “Iknow
all about that meetin’ yesterday,” she said. “Guess
you won’t be comin’ to pick me up any more,” she

sighed.

Before I could respond, she crawled into my lap,
rested her head against me, and asked, “Do you
reckon I'll ever learn to read?”



What Would You Expect?

P.). Toburen

At the end of First Grade, Mikell was identified as
a student with a learning disability in the area of
Reading with secondary concerns in the area of
written language. He exhibited many of the “clas-
sic” characteristics of a student with a learning dis-
ability; he was very active, easily distracted and
impulsive. He had excellent verbal skills and his
measured IQ was very high.

As an adopted child, Mikell was very much
wanted. From the day he came home with them, his
parents invested a lot of time and energy in reading
with him, playing games with him and nurturing his
growth.

The school urged his parents to see a doctor about
medication for Mikell. They had good reason to
resist the suggestion. Mikell’s birth mother had
been drug and alcohol addicted. His parents were
concerned about the long lasting effects of his prena-
tal exposure to addictive substances and were very
reluctant to introduce any medication unless it was
vital. You can imagine how disappointed they were
when, by the end of the first grade, Mikell had failed
to learn to read.

During the middle of second grade, a terrible
tragedy occurred. Atage 43, Mikell’s dad died of a
massive heart attack. Mikell and his dad had been
very close companions. The intensity of this loss for
Mikell is hard to describe. In addition, Mikell's
mom was torn apart by her sudden loss.

Mikellis now in third grade. It'sbeena year since
his dad died. He has notbeen put on medication and
the school has not initiated any interventions. If you
were asked to guess, how would you expect him to
be performing in school now?

I am very happy to tell you that on his last report
card, Mikell received all A’s. Hiscurrent teacher has
a reputation for being tough so I think it’s likely that
he earned those grades. She thinks Mikell should be
tested again. She is relatively sure he would qualify
for the gifted program.

What made this happy ending possible in a sce-
nario that, in most cases, in most schools, would
have yielded failure? To a large degree, I think
Direct Instruction did! You see, I arn Mikell’s tutor.
For the past year and a half, I have worked with
Mikell for one-half hour per day. We did Reading
Mastery, Fast Cycle and then, Reading Mastery III.
Now we are working our way through Reasoning
and Writing C and Spelling Mastery C. Mikell has
become a life-long learner who is on task and moti-
vated. Mikell’s teacher says that he talks about me
and he talks about his other friends. My favorite of
his comments about me is that he thinks he’ll keep
coming to me until he goes to college because he’s
sure I'll still have something to teach him!
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Evaluating the

Effectiveness

of Reading Recovery: A Critique

Yola Center, Kevin Wheldall and Louella Freeman
Special Education Centre, Macquarie University, Australia

Reprinted from Educational Psychology, Vol. 12, Nos 3 and 4, 1992, with permission.
Copyright® 1992 Carfax Publishing Company. All rights reserved.

There is current concern in many Western coun-

tries that literacy levels are falling, with unaccept-
ably high proportions of 7-year-olds seemingly un-
able to read. A widely publicised and accepted
solution to the problem of early reading failure has
been the Reading Recovery Programme based on
the work of Marie Clay. Following the program’s
widespread implementation in Clay’s native New
Zealand, ithas also been enthusiastically adopted in
parts of the USA, Canada, Australia and in the UK.

There are obvious dangers in the widespread use

of a programme, however apparently conceptually
sound, which has not received the benefits of strin-

gent empirically based evaluations.

This is not

unusual for educational innovations, which are fa-
mous for their cycle of early enthusiasm, wide-
spread dissemination, subsequent disappointment
and eventual decline-the classic swing of the pen-
dulum {Slavin, 1989). Until the Reading Recovery
Programme has been shown, by methodically ap-
propriate evaluations, to be both an effective and a
cost-effective answer to early reading failure, its
implementation should proceed with caution. The
aim of this paper is to examine critically the evalua-
tion studies completed to date.

Untilthe Reading Recovery Programme
has been shown, by methodically
appropriate evaluations, to be both an
effective and a cost-effective answer to
early reading failure, its
implementation should proceed with
caution.
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Reading Recovery

Reading Recovery is a preventative early inter-
vention programme designed to accelerate the
progress of young readers who have failed to profit
from 12 months of reading instruction (Clay, 1987;
1991). It comprises a carefully designed set of inter-
locking principles and actions requiring the support
of a school system to ensure and sustain quality
results. To work effectively, Reading Recovery must
achieve change along four dimensions:

1. Behavioural change on the part of the
teachers;

2. child behavior change achieved by teach-~
ing;

3. organizational changes in schoolsachieved
by teachers and administrators; and

4. social/politicalchanges in financing by con-
trolling authorities (Clay, 1985).

Itis thus a systems-based intervention which differ-
entiates it from other programmes designed to help
children who have reading difficulties. The
Programme offers intensive one-to-one instruction
for those children identified by their teachers and a
Diagnostic Survey Battery as being of the lowest
achieving in their class groups following their first
year in school. It aims to reduce reading failure by
through early intervention and to accelerate the
progress of at-risk children, bringing them up to the
class average level within the shortest possible time,
Reading Recovery aims to help children become
independent learners by assisting them to acquire
the self-improving, self-teaching or boot-strapping
systems and strategies learned so effortlessly by
their successful peers (Clay, 1985). By its focus on
early intervention and strategy building, it is de-
signed to enable children who have successfully



completed the Programmes to profit from ongoing
classroom teaching without the need for future costly
remediation.

During daily 30-minute individualised lessons
with specially trained Reading Recovery teachers,
selected at-risk children are tutored to help them
develop the kinds of strategies good readers use.
This approach, which does not require specific, costly
materials, combines the use of reading and writing
experiences, careful selection of reading material
and interaction with a teacher who closely assesses
and monitors progress. Reading Recovery teachers,
typicall;,' selected from successful teachers of junior
classes,are trained in systematic observation and
analysis of reading/writing behaviours. Teacher
development (Knowledge and skills) and, most par-
ticularly, problem-solving abilities are fostered
throughanapprenticeship/inservice training model.
InReading Recovery the teacher isexpected to know
the child’s prior learning history in detail and to use
this knowledge to design instruction for each child
individually (Clay and Cazden, 1990).

Typical Reading Recovery lessons include seven
activities, usually in the following order:

1. Re-reading of two or more familiar boaoks.
2. Independent reading of the previous day’s
new book from which the teacher takes a
ing record or miscue analysis.
. Letter identification.
4. Writing a story the child has composed
hichincludes emphasis onhearing sounds
in words (phonemic awareness compo-
nent}.
5. Re-assembling a cut-up story.
6. Introdueing a new book.
7. Reading the new book.

W

Decisiéns regarding the exit of children from Read-
ing Recovery are based upon attainment of a read-
ing level appropriate to the lass to which they are
being teturned, and/or reaching a reasonable de-
gree of independence in reading, and/or a certain
time in the Programme (usually a maximum of 20
weeks). Generally, an average of 8-10 children per
year per Reading Recovery teacher will complete
the Programme within this time span, while about
25%-30% are withdrawn if they fail to make the
expected rate of progress. (For a fuller account of
Reading Recovery see Clay, 1987; Clay and Cazden,
1990.) |

Evaluations of Reading Recovery
A tjumber of evaluations of Reading Recovery

have been undertaken in New Zealand (Clay, 1985;

Glynn, et a/., 1989), in Ohio, USA (Pinnell, et al., 1988;
Pollack, 1989), in Britain (Pluck, 1989)/and in Aus-
tralia (Wheeler, 1986; Geekie, 1988; Rowe, 1989). As
it is argued (Clay, 1987) that the success of imple-
mentation of the Programme across different educa-
tional systems depends upon behavioural change
on the part of the teachers and children and
organisational change in schools, it is| proposed to
examine the completed evaluations with respect to
these variables.

Reading Recavery was designed forfimplementa-
tion in New Zealand and its basic theoretical under-
pinnings are consonant with the reading instruction
policy that operates in that country. For example,
students in their first year of schoolin New Zealand
receive a formal, carefully articulated programme of
reading instruction with emphasis uﬂon mafching
student reading level with appropriate text level.
As a systems intervention, therefore, the
Programme’s chances of success in New Zealand are
more pronounced than in other countries, where the
interaction between the innovation and the host
educational system my be less cohesive. The tenets
of the Programine, |

1. that children receive one year’s formal
teaching mstruction prior to Pjogramme
entry;

2. that successfully discontinued students be
returned Tto regular classrooms sensitive to
the aims of the Programme; and

3. that Reading Recovery teachers act as a
resource to both classroom terrlcher and

Programme graduate,

are predicated upon a commonality between the
early intervention programme and the reading
programme operating in the regular class.

Despite this cohesion between the intervention
programme and the educational phildsophy operat-
ing in New Zealand, a recent qualitative case study
analysis in two New Zealand schools has delineated
considerable variability in the level of interdepen-
dence between schools and the Programme, with
significant implications for the maintenance of skilled
reading (:Robinson, 1989). Robinson hap alsocriticised
Clay’s own evaluation (Clay, 1985} for its focus on
student outcomes rather than on the contextual vari-
ables so critical to the Programme’s, overall effec-
tiveniess. She states that, while some graduates of
the Programme may have become independent read-
ers, others remain “vulnerable to the contingencies,
expectations and opportunities provided by the class-
room teachers” (Robinson, 1989, p. 42) who respond
differentially to the resource role of the Reading
Recovery teacher. |
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Furthermore, there has also been criticism of the
data pertaining to student outcomes in Clay’s evalu-
ation of Reading Recovery (Clay, 1985). Certainly,
there appears to be no doubt that low progress
students, exposed to an intensive individualized
early intervention programme based on sound theo-
retical principles, make greater gains, from pre-test
to post-test, on all Clay Diagnostic Tests than a
reference group of higher achieving students receiv-
ing no individualized instruction. However, no
information is provided about their progress on
tests other than the Clay Battery in order to test for
generalization of reading skills. In addition, the
Reading Recovery group on whom Clay based her
results included only those students who had been
successfully discontinued from the Programme. It
excluded the 25%-30% of children who failed to
benefit and were withdrawn from the Reading Re-
covery Programme, thus possibly inflating the re-
ported effectiveness of the intervention. )

Another major criticism leveled at Clay’s research
design has concerned the failure to assign children
randomly toexperimental and control groups. While
the experimental group contained those children
who scored most poorly on the Diagnostic Tests, the
reference group comprised a selection of the re-
maining low progress students in the same school
population who had been administered the same
test battery, but whose initial reading sores were
higher. Nicholson (1989) questions the validity of
Clay’s inferences that progress on the part of the
poorer readers could be explained necessarily by
participation in Reading Recovery. Itis possible, he
claims, that without a randomly assigned control
group, Clay is proceeding beyond the evidence.
Many children who score poorly on early tests make
accelerated progress even without intervention.
Thus, it could be that the results of the Reading
Recovery group were “due to error in the initial
selection of children for intensive intervention”
{Nicholson, 1989, p.5). Nicholson also questions the
use of multiple t-tests in Clay’s statistical analysis
which is a less stringent procedure than the use of
multivariate analysis and less appropriate when
students are being compared over time on'a number
of correlated dependent variables.

The most recent evaluation of Reading Recovery
conducted in New Zealand by Glynn, ef al. (1989)
also has student outcomes as a major focus. While
the report included information on the organization
and implementation of Reading Recovery in schools,
it did not monitor changing teacher or school prac-
tices, variables critical to the long term effectiveness
of the Programme and the development and the
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maintenance of skilled reading. It did report, how-
ever, the level of effective communication between
Reading Recovery teachers, executive staff and Tegu-
lar classroom teachers was extremely variable, a
finding also noted by Robinson (1989) in her case
study analysis. There were clear indications that
there was little formal monitoring of discontinued
students in the Reading Recovery schools exam-
ined. Consequently, Reading Recovery teaching
practices will have only minimal impact upon regu-
lar class teachers untl large numbers of Reading
Recovery teachers are returned to the classroom as
regular teachers. Thus, even in an educational 5ys-
tem where school land intervention aims are most
congruent, interdependence between Programme
and school organization is not systematically
formalised.

With respect to student outcomes, Glynn et al.’s
(1989) evaluation has highlighted a number of con-
flicting issues which need too be addressed. Unlike
the Clay (1985) evaluation, Glynn and his associates
also compared Reading Recovery students and a
comparison (though not a control) group on a mea-
sure of syntactic awareness, as well as on book
levels. Post-test results indicated that there were
immediate gains in book level favouring the Read-
ing Recovery group but there was no difference
between the Reading Recovery students and the
other low progress group on the measure of syntac-
tic awareness. Furthermore, maintenance tests us-
ing book levels on both groups 12 months after
discontinuaton from the Programme indicated non-
significant differences between the Reading Recov-
ery group and the other low progress readers. To
quote the authors of the study: “the net gain which
is attributed to Reading Recovery appears to be
quitemodestby a year or soafter thediscontinuation”
(Glynn et al., 1989, pp. 83-84).

Glynn et al . have offered an explanation of the
‘wash-oult’ effect in terms of a discrepancy between
tested reading book level and class reading group
book level at discontinuation. These discrepancies
were greater for the target children, suggesting that
low motivation levels might explain the reduced
benefits from Reading Recovery. However, a more
fundamental explanation has been advanced by
Tunmer {1990) and Chapman and Tunmer {1991).
These authors maintain that the book level dis-
crepancies between Glynn ef al.’s Reading Recovery
group and the comparison students were too slight
to be either statistically or educationally significant.
They argue that it is possible that the Reading Re-
covery Programme does not systematically address
essential metalinguistic skills, such as phonological



awareness, phonological recoding and syntactic
awareness, which are considered toob directly asso-
ciated with skilled fluent reading (Bradley & Bryant,
1985; Stanovich, 1986; Tunmer, ¢f al., 1988; Tunmer,
1990; Chapman & Tunmer, 1991). Indeed, when a
modified Reading Recovery group received explicit
code instruction based on the work of Bryant and
Bradley (1985), the students in this group achieved
discontinuation levels more quickly than students
in a standard Reading Recovery group (Iversen &
Tunmer, in press). Lack of systematic instruction is
metalinguistic skills could possibly account more
accurately for Glynn et al.’s failure to uncover any
differences on syntactic awareness between Read-
ing Recovery students and low progress compari-
son students immediately upon discontinuation. It
is also possible that it has led to the lack of gain
maintenance, as measured by reading book level, in
their follow up data.

It could be that if explicit metalinguistic skill
training were implemented systematically at an early
stage in the Programme, those children currently
‘withdrawn’ from Reading Recovery, because of
failure to progress, could alsobe ‘recovered’. If such
modifications resulted in a less
intensive programme (see Iversen and Tunmer, in
press) with a greater proportion of successful
graduates, then the cost-effectiveness of this inter-
vention would be so much greater.

In reply to Tunmer’s earlier criticisms, Clay (1991)
has argued that, in effect, the Reading Recovery
Programme has achieved its stated aims by raising
the reading levels of low progress children to those
of the average band at an accelerated pace and then
maintaining them at the level of their age peers. It
mush be remembered, however, that Glynn et al.’s
comparison group did not comprise children of av-
eragereadingability. Itconsisted of children matched
asclosely as possible to the Reading Recovery group,
but who did not gain admission to the Programme.
Consequently, although theirbook level scores were
initially higher than those of the target children,
they could still be regarded as low rather than aver-
age readers. Furthermore, the Reading Recovery
group used for both short-term and long-term com-
parisons in Glynn et al.’s study would have had the
very lowest progress readers removed, as those chil-
dren who fail to benefit from the intervention are
withdrawn from the Programme. This factor must
always be kept in mind when making group com-
parisons. Clay, herself, has also pointed out the lack
of equivalence between the two groups in the study,
which invalidate the nature of the comparison {Clay,
1991). Unless students are randomly assigned to

either a Reading Recovery Programme or to an alter-
native intervention, any evaluation will suffer from
this lack of internal validity.

This problem of randomisation has been a ad-
dressed by the Ohio State group:?f evaluators in
their second longitudinal study (Pinnell, et al., 1988},
They randomly assigned the lowest 20% of readers
in12schoolsto eithera Reading RecpTrery Programme
(N=136) or to an alternative control condition (N=51).
While the Reading Recovery Programme followed
the traditional format of 30 iminutes daily
individualised tuition, the alternative compensa-
tory programme involved small groups of 10-12
students with some individual instruction of un-
specified duration. A

The results of this evaluation, using both success-
fully and unsuccessfully discontinued students, in-
dicated that thosé children in the Réading Recovery
Programme scored significantly higher than the con-
trol group on all Clay Diagnostic measures. The
experimental group also made gréater gains on a
standardised test of basic skills, although the num-
bers of students in the comparison programme, in
this test, had decreased by almost 50% due to re-
peated absence. While these results certainly indi-
cate the efficacy of Reading Recovery for low progress
students, they must still be viewed with some cau-
tion. The two groups of students were not exposed
to equivalent conditions, as on programme was com-
pletely individualised, while the other involved pre-
dominantly small group instruction. In addition,
half of the children in the Reading Recovery
Programme were fromregular clasﬁrooms taughtby
Reading Recovery teachers, where it must be as-
sumed that congruence between classroom
programme and intervention was at its greatest.
Although the evaluators stated that there was no
difference between the students in Reading Recov-
ery from Reading Recovery classrooms and those
from traditional classrooms, thereis noindication as
to when “the rather elaborate design to detect any
such possible impact” was carried out (Pinnell et al.,
1988, p. 28). Unfortunately, from this study, it is
difficult to delineate the characteristics of the Read-
ing Recovery Programme that constitute its efficacy.
Was its success due to the comporients included in
the Reading Recovery intervention per se, to the
greater congruence between intervention and regu-
lar classroom programme or to d combination of
these elements? Until an alternative individualised
programme is compared with Reading Recovery,
with random allocation of low progress children to
each programme, this fundamental question cannot
be satisfactorily answered.
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As one of the essential features of the Reading
Recovery Programme is its claimed ability to trans-
form early failing readers into skilled independent
readers, the longitudinal results of the Ohio group
are particularly interesting. When the data are pre-
sented in raw unit differences in terms of book
levels, they consistently favour the experimental
over the control group in both first year and second
year follow up (Wasik & Slavin, 1990). However,
when the data are converted to effect sizes (Wasik &
Slavin. 1990}, there is a progressive diminution un-
til, by the end of the second year, the differences
between the two groupsare almostnegligible. Wasik

and Slavin explain this paradox in terms of the -

yearly increases in standard deviation size of the
text reading level measure which makes the same
raw difference a smaller percentage of the standard
deviation. Thus, the actual size of the difference
remains a static (assuming the measure is an equal
interval scale), but the importance of the difference
isreduced. Forexample, a difference of 3 months on
a standardised test is very much more significant at
the end of the first grade than at the end of the fourth
grade. This negligible effect size is an extremely
important reservation, as, given the possibility that
design factors also advantaged the Reading Recov-
ery group (seeing as the lowest achieving children
were withdrawn from the Programme), the cost-
benefits of the Programme need to be further inves-
tigated. The cost per child of Reading Recovery was
significantly greater than the cost of any alternative
compensatory programme used in Ohio. Thus, if, in
effect, longitudinal results remain problematic in
terms of real group differences while cost-effective-
ness remains high, conelusions about its efficacy
must also remain somewhat qualified. When the
evaluation in Ohio was concluded, Bermel (1987)
‘stated that:

due to the comparative (sic) high cost for the
Program, funding should remain at the cur-
rent level until a higher percentage of pupils
can be discontinued from the Program, not be
retained in grade, and not need further com-
pensatory education. {p- 21)

With respect to systemic and organisational change,
the Ohio evaluation tended to highlight the actual
implementation of the Reading Recovery
Programme, rather than the effect that the Reading
Recovery implementation had on the individual
school system. Thus, it was not possible to deter-
mine the way in which the host educational system
(in Columbus, Ohio) interacted with the Pro gramme,
Clay, herself (1987), indicated that each Reading

60 EFrrecTIVE ScHoOL Practices, 15(3), SummEeR, 1996

Recovery teacher tended to adjust the latter part of
the Reading Recovery instruction to complement
the basal text approach of most regular teachers in
Columbus. Thus, it could be anticipated that slightly
different programmes operated for children going
back to Reading Recovery regular classrooms than
for those who were not, and further monitoring
procedures could also have varied. An absence of
such qualitative data from the study is re grettable in
the light of such a complex and costly intervention
as Reading Recovery. _

Another small-scale evaluation documentin g the
implementation of Reading Recovery outside of New
Zealand is provided by Pluck (1989) in one British
infants school. The progress of four students receiv-
ing the Reading Recovery Programme was com-
pared with that of four higher achieving students
who comprised anon-randomised comparison group
undertaking an alternative unspecified programme,
which may not have included a daily individualised
session. While obviously no test of statistical signifi-
cance could be applied, there is no doubt that the
experimental group scored appreciably higher on
all Clay Diagnostic tests, and, indeed, reached aver-
age level of performance on these measures. No
other tests were administered to the students, no
longitudinal data for maintenance of skills were
presented, no variable apart from students cutcomes
on Clay measures was addressed in the report and
no details of the alternative programme were pro-
vided.

The next evaluation study to be reviewed is that
conducted by Wheeler (1986) of the field trials of
Reading Recovery in Central Victoria, Australia.
The form of the evaluation closely paralleled that of
Clay’s (1985) and also documented the effective
progress of the lowest achievers of the age cohort
who were admitted into the Reading Recovery
Programme and discontinued successfully. On
completion of the Programme, these students
achieved levels on Clay Diagnostic test similar to
those of an average comparison group not assigned
to any intervention programme. However, the ex-
perimental group excluded about 25% of those stu-
dents initially assigned to Reading Recovery who
failed to achieve satisfactorily despite at least 18
weeks in the programme.

Inhis evaluation report, the author stated that the
absence in Victoria schools of a uniform approach to
early literacy, as occurs in New Zealand, did not
appear to have influenced the effectiveness of the
Programme. However, it is clear that children in
Victoria had generally lower book level skills on
entry to the Programme, compared with those in
New Zealand, and were returned to their class-
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rooms at a lower book level than was typical in
either New Zealand or Columbus, Ohio.| This was
no doubt due to the lower average levels that oper-
ated in Victoria regular classrooms into which the
ReadingRecovery students were returned. Asthese
lower discontinuation levels might affect the contin-
ued independence of successful Reading Recovery
graduates in Victoria, a longitudinal study to docu-
ment themaintenance of skilled fluent reading would
certainly be worth undertaking. However, the re-
port did not address this issue nor any systemic or
organisational change that the implementation of
Reading Recovery in Victoria may have engendered.
A recent Victorian Report {(Rowe, 1989) has exam-
ined the long-term effectiveness of Read{ng Recov-
ery in three Victorian educational regions with 147
students from Year 1 to Year 5. While the results
indicate that students” achievement in réadinfg was
not significantly influenced by their teachers’ expo-
sure to Literacy Programmes, the variation of Read-
ing Recovery students’ test and profile scores was
smaller than that of their non-Reading Recovery
peers both in schools where Reading Recovery
programmes were instituted and in schobls not us-
ing the Programme. However, these results must,
once again, be viewed with caution. There is no
doubt that the student participating in the Reading
Recovery Programme appeared to be doing mark-
edly better on reading achievement than the lowest
25% of readers who did not receive Reading Recov-
ery. Indeed, this was particularly evident by Year 5
(10-year-olds), suggesting that the initial early inter-
vention was successful in transforming the original
low progress students into independent readers.
However, lack of random allocation, possible error
in original selection of students and the operation of
aregression effectall make direct comparisons some-
what dubious. Furthermore, the fact that 25%-30%
of the initial Reading Recovery group may have
been withdrawn because of poor progress and trans-
ferred to the comparison group may also affect the
variability at the lower end of the continuum. Fi-
nally, by Year 5, the researchers had accessed only
24 of the original 124 students who commenced the
Reading Recovery Programme in 1984. It is possible
that these students, whose schooling history ap-
peared to be relatively stable, were not necessarily
representative of the original cohort of low progress
readers. It is also interesting to note that the vari-
ability of scores for the comparison peers in Reading
Recovery schools and for those student whose schools
did not participate in the Programme was extremely
similar, suggesting little systemic flow-over effect
from the implementation of Reading Recovery at
school level. k

Limitations of Testing Measures
Used in Previous Evaluations |

All the evaluations discussed so far have gener-
ally used the Clay Diagnostic measures for pre-and
post-test comparisons and book level scores for |
maintenance of effects. As Wasik and Slavin (1990)
have noted, these measures were designed by the
developers of the Arogramme and, therefore, may |
be biased in favour of the kinds of skills taughtin the
Programme. This is particularly probable at the low
levels of the Text Repding level measure, where |
assessments focus on concepts about print, using
pictures and patterns to assess story content and
other skills specifically taught in Reading Recovery. |
There could also be an additional problem in using
text level disparity between Reading Recovery and
comparison groups, asevidence of the effectiveness
of the Reading Recovery Programme. Data reported
by Glynn et al. (1989) indicated that the relationship
between amount of instruction and reading perfor-
mance was not linedr with respect to textlevel. Over |
a given time period, the average increase in text
level was greater for the lower level texts than for the
higher level texts (IVersen & Tunmer, in press).
Thus, the greater gains recorded for the Reading
Recovery students, who were the poorest readers
and accessed the lowek level texts, may be spurious. |
While the Ohio evaluations (Pinnell et al., 1988) did
use a standardised measure to discriminate between
control and experiinental groups at the end of the |
first grade, book level measures at were only used to
assess maintenance effects at the end of second and
third grade. The superiority of students exposed to
Reading Recovery over low progress students re-
ceiving noindividualised tuition hasbeen well docu-
mented on book leyel measures at discontinuation
from Reading Recovery. Caveats have been raised,
however, about the validity of both short- and long-
term effects as measured by book level, and it is
imperative that other standardised and criterion-
referenced tests be used to cornpare groups both at
discontinuationand 12 months after graduation from |
the Programme,

In their study, Glynn et al. included, in their
assessmentbattery acriterion-referenced Cloze test
measuring syntactic awareness in order to examine
the efficacy of Reading Recovery in its teaching of
metalinguistic skil\s. The researchers reported that,
ondiscontinuation, there wasno difference between
control and experimental groups on this particular
measure-a disappointing result as Reading Recov-
ery aims to provid struggling student with divers |
strategies to extract meaning from print. The failure
of Reading Recovery students to record significantly
higher scores on this'measure has been tentatively |
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explained by the fact that, while the Programme
addresses many key components of early reading
instruction, it does not target, through systematic
instruction, the metalinguistic skills of phonological
awareness, phonological recoding and syntactic
awareness, which are considered to be directly asso-
ciated with skilled fluent reading {Stanovich, 1986;
Tunmer et al., 1988; Bryant et al, 1989; Tunmer,
1990), as previously noted.

One metalinguistic component-phonological
awareness—is certainly addressed in the Programme
through the use of the Elkonin technique in spelling
sequences. Research has shown, however, that chil-
dren initially read and spell words in quite different
way (Bradley & Bryant, 1979; Bryant & Bradley,
1980}). Furthermore, Thompson et al. (1 991), as cited
by Iversen and Tunmer (in press), found that know]-
edge of phoneme-to-letter correspondence acquired
through spelling did not automatically transferas a
source of knowledge for letter-to-phoneme corre-
spondence inreading. The problem of generalisation
for children with learning difficulties has already
been well documented (Ward & Gow, 1982; Swanson,
1988; 1989, cited in Iversen and Tunmer, in press).
Consequently, while the phonemic awareness com-
ponent of Reading Recovery is certainly necessary,
it may not be sufficient without explicit instruction
for low progress students to acquire mastery over
the letter-to-phoneme correspondence required for
reading.

“Phonemic awareness, on its own, does not guar-
antee that a child will learn toread” {Robinson, 1989,
p- 96). It has been shown to be an essential precur-
sor, but it must also be accompanied by instruction
in phonological recoding, which enables low progress
children to acquire the graphophonic correspon-
dence necessary to decipher unfamiliar words (Bra-
dley & Bryant, 1985; Stanovich, 1986; Tunmer, et al.,
1988; Tunmer, 1990). In order to develop this ability,
children at risk of reading failure should not only
receive systematic phonic instruction but should
also be exposed to texts which contain words with
regular, decodable spelling patterns (Adams, 1990).
The skill of phonological recoding is best measured
by presenting children with a list of pseudo-words,
and success of pseudo-word decoding has been found
by Adams (1990) to be one of the best predictors of
skilled fluent reading in children. It must be remem-
bered that systematic phonic instruction is not a
component of Reading Recovery programmes, texts
are not selected for their inclusion of regular,
decodable spelling patterns and a test of pseudo-
words is not part of the Clay Diagnostic Battery.
Thus, while Reading Recovery stresses the impor-
tance of using all sources of information available to
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access meaningful text, it may not provide enough
systematic instruction in the metalinguistic skills of
phonological awareness, phonological recoding and
syntactic awareness for students to acquire these
processes. This is possibly why Glynn et al. (1989)
observed no differences between Reading Recovery
students and a comparison group on a test of syntac-
tic awareness, and why these authors and others
(Wasik & Slavin, 1990) have failed to find mainte-
nance effects in their longitudinal studies.

Concluding Comments

It is important that further evaluations are per-
formed which address some of the conceptual and
methodological weakness already highlighted in
this review. In the first place, it is critical to assign
students randomly to either Reading Recovery or to
an alternative (ideally individualised) programme
to establish equivalence of subjects. Secondly, in
order to answer the criticisms of Wasik and Slavin
(1990) and Chapman and Tunmer (1991},
standardised and criterion-referenced tests, which
also focus on metalinguistic skills should be used as
wellas Clay Diagnostic Tests at discontinuation and
at follow up. This is essential, as there is also some
evidence that text level scores are not an entirely
reliable measure. Robinson (1989) found inconsis-
tencies between text level scores for some students
obtained at discontinuation by Reading Recovery
teachers and by their class teachers upon return to
the regular classroom. Thirdly, the problem of with-
drawn students and those students not successfully
discontinued must be addressed when examining
the overall efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the
Reading Recovery Programme, as these students
represent a significant minority of children entering
the Programme. Fourthly, in response to Clay’sown
tenets, the effects of the Programme on the educa-
tional system in general and the host school in par-
ticular should also be investigated.

Anevaluation of Reading Recovery in New South
Wales primary schools, currently being undertaken
by the authors for the New /south Wales Depart-
ment of School Education, has attempted to address
some of these methodological issues. Twelve low-
progress students, in each of 10 schools studied,
have been randomly allocated to either Reading
Recovery or to the resource assistance typically pro-
vided to Year 1 at-risk students. Furthermore, all
students, irrespective of group assignment, have
been administered the Clay Battery of Tests and an
additional battery which includes norm and crite-
rion-referenced tests of both reading achievement
and metalinguistic skills. The evaluation has, how-
ever, other limitations which we hope can still be



redressed at some future time. In the first place,
Reading Recovery has not been compared with an
alternative individualised programme, so the re-
sults can only demonstrate its efficacy in terms of the
rag:nediatﬁon students typically, receive iin their
schools, which is rarely individual or daily and not
always systematic. Thus, no information can be
p{ovideq on the functional componer}t‘s of the
Programme, nor whether another individualised
programme with a different mix of activities may be
equally effective. Secondly, it has not been possible
td look at cost-effectiveness. This could be achieved
by examining another individualised programme
conducted by in-school staff and trained volunteers
which adcessed a greater number of students as
equally effectively at a lower cost. However, the
maintenance of the skills acquired in the Programime
is being turrently monitored by & longitudinal fol-
low up, so thatit willnow be possible to see whether
the implementation of Reading Recovery for low
progressireaders results in the development of inde-
pendent skilled reading comparable with that of
regular peers and superior to that of a control low
progress/group. A report of this evaluation study is
currently being prepared for publication.

In summary, the research evidence reported so
far suggests that there is little doubt tha students
who have been exposed to Reading Recovery make
impressive short-term gains in reading words in
cpntext elative to comparison groups whq have not
had the benefits of daily, individualised tutoring.
However, it is not possible, from the evaluations so
fﬁll’, to establish whether it is the conceptual model/
programme content or simply the individualised
instruction which is associated with short-term read-
ing gains after exposure to Reading Recovery. Con-
sequently, it is important that further dontrolled
evaluations of Reading Recovery are performed,
addressing the twin issues of effectiveness and cost-
effectiveness, and which compare both ‘short-term
and long-term effects of an alternative early inter-
vention reading programme, predicated upon a dif-
ferent cdnceptual model, with the Reading Recov-
ery Programme. Such evaluations would highlight
whether the components of the Reading Recovery
Programme are more effective than the components
of a less costly alternative individualised interven-
tion. While the twin issues of programme effective-
niess and cost-effectiveness remain unresplved, the
implementation of Reading Recovery should, per-
haps, proceed with greater caution.

\ | ! ol
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Join a local ADI chapter

The persons below are organizing local ADI chapters. They plan to form local support groups and to sponsor
local workshops, discussion groups, and newsietters. Contact the person nearest you for more information on

Carolyn Cittamlet
1422 8. 13th St
Philadelphi, PA 19147
Fax: 215-551-9790

Susan Kandell
212 S. Woodhams St.
Plainwell, MI 49080-1753

Kathleen Schaefer
2668 Tareyton Cr.
Stoughton, W1 53589

Patti Clark
Phoenix Academy
11032 Oak St.
Omaha, NE 68144

Paul Koeltzow
10318 Fern Dale Rd.
Dallas, TX 75238
214-341-5373

Diana Morganf}[‘huddeus Lott
Wesley Elementary

800 Dillard St

Houston, TX 77091

Ardena Harris
5309 Vineyard Lane
Flushing, MI 48433

Clark Walker
300 West 100700
Ftu Green UT 84632

Ken Traupman
248 Nutmeg St,
San Diego, CA 92103

Anna Mae Gazo
3027 Ellen Ct.
Marina, CA 93933

Cathy Watkins

1856 La Linda Ct.

Turlock, CA 95380
cwatkins @koko.csustan.edu

Ursula Garrett
PO Box 241, Apt 169
Kahuku, Hawaii 96731

i
Chuck Main
PO Box 8
Silverdale, WA 98303

Betty Williams

Liept. of Special Education
AD Box 25

: loeal chapters. If your name is not on the list and you would like to form a local chapter, contact ADI, PO 10252,
Eugene, OR 97440 or call (503) 485-1293,

Gonzaga University
Spokane, WA 99258

Babetie Engel [
343 Dungeness Meadows
Sequim, WA 98382

Helen Munson, Tricia Walsh-
Caughlan

1603 NW 41st Circle

Camas, WA 98607

Larry Chamberlain
1063 Stelly’s X Rd.
Brentwood 1324,
VYosiao, BC

Chuck Baxter
1085 Taugh
Ithaca, NY 14850
(607) 272-7957

ADI Toronto Chapter
PO Box 45123

2842 Young St.
Toeronto, Ontario
M4P 3E3
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| ' WHILE YOU'RE SURFING THE NET... ‘

Check out the New Web Page: of the National Center to Improve the Tools of Educators {http://darkwing.uoregon.edu/~ncite/). Find
valuable documents, reseacch syntheses and information on free math workshops.
We now have TWO Email Lists: one for discussicn and announcements {effschprac), another for announcements only (adinews).
* To subscribe to the discussion and announcements Hst, send the following message from your email account: !
To: Mailserv@oregon.uoregon.edu
Message: Subscribe effschprac .
{Don’t add Please or any other words to your message. Tt will only cause errors. Mailserv is a computer, not a person. No one reads
your subscription request.) ‘ !
By subscribing to the EFFSCHPRAC list, you will be able participate in discussions of topics of interest ta ADI members. You will
automatically receive in your email box all messages that are sent lo the list. You can also send your news and views out to the list
| subscribers, like this:
" To: Effschprac@oregon.uoregon.edu
Subject: Whatever describes your topic.
Message: Whatever you wank fo say.
|  To subscribe to the announcements only list (adinews), send from your email account the following message:
To: majordomo@lists.uoregon.edu ‘
Message: subscribe adinews
On this list, you will receive announcemants only, such as news of upcoming TV specials on DI, announcements from employers
| seeking persons with DI teaching skills and from those with DI teaching skills seeking jobs, and other news flashes. |
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Planning for a Direct Instruction Implementation . $5.00
Effective School Practices, Summer, 1995, Volume 14, No. 3

Handbook for Grassroots RefOrm .....oueeesrsonn. $5.00
Effective School Prackices, Winter 1995, Volume 14, No. 1

Twenty Years of Effective Teaching ..ocssniccrneaneee .55.00

Order Back Issues/Monographs on Important Themes

All back issues and monographs are $5.00. Postage and handling is $3.00 per order
of any size. Prepaid orders only.

ABSTRACT: A workbook and guidelines provide a
framework for planning a Direct Instruction imple-
mentation. The planning stages include: 1. Feasibility
planning (Does the school have the support and re-
sources to begin a DI implementation?), 2. Setting
specific school policies (What policy changes regard-
ing grouping and scheduling, report cards and
discipline, inclusion and evaluation, substitutes and
so on, need to be made?), 3. Deciding on the scope of
the first year’s implementation (Given the support
and limitations, what level of implementation should
the school schedule for the first year?), 4, Budget
planning (What will the DI implementation cost?), A
full set of placement tests for Reading Mastery, Reason-
ing and Writing, Spelling Mastery, and Connecting Math
Concepts are included. The planning guide is particu-
larly appropriate for the school administrator or
leader.

ABSTRACT: Anarticle by Russell Worrall and Doug
Carnine describes the problem to solve: the irratio-
nality of top-down educational decision-making.
Individual school communities that wish to use a
more rational process are provided with reference
materials and guides for establishing bottorn-up re-
form, particularly in the selection of the teaching
practices and tools {textbooks, technology, media,
software, and so on). A Handbook for Site Councils
to use to improve schools guides local site councils in
obtaining reliable information about what works,
that is, site councils should select validated practices
and tools or cautiously monitor the implementation
ofunvalidated practices. Reliable information is usu-
ally available in the form of research studies. Because
research is often misused and abused, a guide for
using research to identify superior teaching practices
and tools is also provided.

Effective School Practices, Fall 1994, Volume 13, No. 4

ABSTRACT: Two keynote addresses by Sara Tarver

Beginning Reading Instruction....
Effective School Practices, Winter 1994, Volume 13, No. 1

assess the kinds of outcomes they wish to achieve.
They expect to have a guide for assessment published
in 1995, 4 years after the guide for teaching practice
was published. The Montana parent argues that the
assessment should be used to evaluate the practices
before they are promoted nationwide.

OBE and World Class Standards ..o .55.00
Effective School Practices, Summer 1994, Volume 13, No. 3

ABSTRACT: Thisissueisa critique of outcome-based
education. Criticisms from educational researchers
and from the American Federation of Teachers are
featured. Positive suggestions for education reform
legislation are offered, as well as some guidelines for
evaluating standards. The standards of most states
are criticized for their lack of rigor, for their non-
academic focus, and for their evaluation systems that
do not provide information regarding the effective-
ness of the school programs, but rather only evaluate
individual students.

Achieving Higher Standards in Mathematics ... $5.00
Effective Schoal Practices, Spring 1994, Volure 13, No. 2

ABSTRACT: The standards from the National Coun-
cil of Teachers of Mathematics prescribe teaching
practice more than they set standards for student
performance. Several research articles provide evi-
dence that the NCTM teaching practices are probably
not the best practices for achieving the student per-
formance standards implied in the standards.

$5.00

ABSTRACT: Research still shows that systeratic
phonics instruction with a code-based reader are
important components of effective initial reading
instructionand are not incompatible withmost whole
language activities. Read Keith Stanovich’s analysis
of reading instruction issues in Romance and reality
and Patrick Groff’s review of Reading Recovery re-
search. Read how a highly successful school teaches
reading to Spanish-speaking children. Edward Fry
also provides a set of tools for solving common read-
ing problems.

Discriminatory Educational Practces ..o $5.00

and Jean Osborn at the summer conference provide
Effective School Practices, Spring, 1993, Volume 12, No. 2

anoverview of thehistory of Direct Instruction. Head-

line news articles featuring Direct Instruction and /or
disappointing results from trendy approaches are
reprinted. Anexchangeof letters between a Montana
parent and the National Council of Teachers of Math-
ematics highlights issues regarding school adoption
of unproven, faddish methods, textbooks, and phi-
losophies. The NCTM is unable to provide evidence
that the teaching methods they promote improve
learning. NCTM claims there are no measures that
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ABSTRACT: Research has documented discrimina-
tory effects for two popular school reforms: whole
language and “developmentally appropriate prac-
tice” asithasbeendefined by the National Association
for the Education of Young Children. This edition
summarizes the research evaluating effects of these
reforms on the upward mobility and learning of
economically disadvantaged children, minority chil-
dren, and special education children. These diverse



learners in programs incorporating the popular “child-
centered” pedagogies are less likely to acquire the
tools they will need for economic success and have
lower self-esteern than children in traditional pro-
grams.

Heterogeneous Grouping and Curriculum Design .... $5.00
Effective School Practices, Winter, 1993, Volume 12, No. 1

ABSTRACT: Heterogeneous grouping is a superfi-
cial and ineffective solution to the problem of
discrimination in education. Equal access to educa-
tion involves much more than having equal access to
aseatin the classroomn. This edition presentsresearch
summaries and perspectives surrounding grouping
decisions. Research finds subject-specific homoge-
neocus grouping most effective in subjects that are
skills-based, such as reading and mathematics. The
reprinted education survey by the Economist comn-
pares educational systems around the world and
finds America’s attemnpt to provide equal education
for all a failed experiment. The Economist praises
Gerrmiany’s ability to turn out the most highly skilled
workers in the world. Both Forbes and the Economist
critivize many of the currently popular American
reforms, such as whole language and heterogeneous
grouping, for the mediocrity they seem to encourage.

ABSTRACT: This edition includes a study compar-
ing the effects of four procedures for parents to use in
teaching reading to their children. Parents using
Teach Your Child to Rend in 100 Easy Lessons {see ADI
materials list for ordering information) obtained the
highest reading improvement scores with their chil-
dren. This edition also reports a comparison of the
achievement scores of Wesley Elementary, a Direct
Instruction school, with ten other schools, the results
of a comparison of meaning-based versus code-based
programs in California, and other reports of the effec-
tiveness of Direct Instruction programs with special
populations.

Historical Issue I ...vcrmeesscisesinnns $5.
ADI News, Volume 8, No. 4

ABSTRACT: The historical series reprint highlight
articles and contributions from earlier editions. The
featured articles in this edition are divided into the
following sections: (1) Implementation strategies and
issues, (2} Direct Instruction research studies, and (3)
Research related to DI's goals. Russell Gersten's
response to a study that is widely discussed among
promoters of the current child-directed instruction
reform is reprinted in this edition. That study by

Listing of Effective PIOETATHS uercinmmnnesnsnssasssmsissscssssens $5.00
Effective School Practices, monograph, 1993, also ADI News,
Volume 11, No. 5.

Schweinhart, Weikart, and Larneris highly critical of
DI preschool programs. Gersten criticizes that study
primarily for using self-report data to evaluate delin-
guency and for interpreting nonsignificant differences
ABSTRACT: This issue features a complete anno- “as if they were significant.
tated listing of Direct Instruction, programs authored
by Zig Engelmann and his colleagues. Alsoincluded
are procedures for obtaining funding, addresses of
funding sources, and a model proposal.

Historical Issue ] .viccmisiniens
ADI News, Volume 7, No. 4.

ABSTRACT: The featured articles in this issue are
divided into the following sections: {1} Introduction,
(2) Research studies, and (3) Management strategies.

Wholistic Approaches $5.00 |

ADI News, Summer, 1992, Volurne 11, No. 4

ABSTRACT: Effective instruction (e.g., Direct In-
struction,} provides wholistic integration of skills
that have been specifically taught. Wholistic pro-
grams that do not teach important component skills
are inferior. A study is reported that shows that
students learning from Direct Instruction programs
in mathematics achieve higher scores than students
learning from the new teaching standards promoted
by National Council of Teachers of Mathematics. A
synthesis of studies in reading shows that using Di-
rect Instruction reading programs result in higher
reading scores than whole language programs that
provide no instruction in component skills, such as
decoding.

These include a classic essay by Zig Engelmann “On
Observing Learning,” a high school follow-up study
on Follow Through children in Uvalde TX, a meta-
analysis of the effects of DI in special education by
W.A.T. White, and other studies reporting the effects
of DI in teaching English as a Second Language,
poverty level preschoolers, secondary students, and
moderately retarded children. Also included are
classroom management tips from Randy Sprick and
Geoff Colvin, along with a school-wide discipline
plan.

Direct Instruction.

What Was That Project Follow Through?...........5.00
Effective Schoal Practices, Winter, 1996, Volume 15, No. L.

ABSTRACT: Find out about the largest, most expensive educational experiment in history. What were
the tesults? Why weren’t they publicized? In the history of education, no educational model has ever
been documented to achieve such positive results with such consistency across so many variable sites as

ADI News, Volume 11, No. 2 ....ceivnee $5.00

00
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The Association for Direct Instruction is pleased to announce the following intensive
DI training conferences. These events will provide comprehensive training presented
by some of the most skilled trainers in the world. Plan now and save these dates!

July 14-16
Utah Direct Instruction Conference
Olympia Park Hotel & Conference Center ¢ Park City, Utah

July 21-23 ,
13th Atlantic Coast Conference on Effective

Teaching and Direct Instruction
Pikesville Hilton e Baltimore, Maryland

July 27-July 31
23rd Annual Eugene Direct Instruction Conference
Also includes the following 5-day Institutes:
¢ Becoming a Direct Instruction Trainer
¢ Essentials of Coaching
¢ Issues in Implementation and Supervision
Eugene Hilton Hotel ¢ Eugene, Oregon

August 6-8
The Second Midwest Direct Instruction Conference
Holiday Inn-Mart Plaza e Chicago, Illinois

August 11-13

Toronto Direct Instruction Conference
Park Plaza Hotel  Toronto, Ontario

Full brochures describing each conference are available. All ADI Members will receive the
Eugene Conference brochure. Members also will receive information on their regional
conference. If you would like a brochure describing a conference outside of your region, please
call, e-mail or send the form below to ADI. :

Name Please send me information on the:
Address ____Utah DI Conference

City ___Atlantic Coast Conference
State /Province —. . Midwest Conference
Zip/Postal Code ___Toronto Conference

ADI PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440
Phone 1.800.995.2464 e Fax 541.683.7543 ¢ e-mail brywick@efn.org
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ADI MATERIALS PRICE LIST

Theory of Instruction (1991)
by Siegfried Engelmann & Douglas Carnine
Membership Price: $32.00 List Price: $40.00

The Surefire Way to Better Spelling (1993)
by Robert C. Dixon ,
Membership Price: $8.75 List Price: $12.00

Teach Your Child to Read in 100 Easy Lessons (1983)
by Siegfried Engelmann, Phyllis Haddox, & Elaine Bruner
Membership Price: $14.95 List Price: $17.95

Teacher Monitoring Program (1992)
by Colin Bird, Elizabeth Fitzgerald, & Margaret Fitzgerald
Membership Price: $15.00 List Price: $15.00

Structuring Classrooms for Academic Success ( 1983)
by Stan Paine, J. Radicchi, L. Rosellini, L. Deutchman, & C. Darch

Membership Price: $11.00 List Price: $14.00
War Against the Schools’ Academic Child Abuse (1992)

by Siegfried Engelmann

Membership Price: $14.95 List Price: $17.95

Turning Our School Around: Seven Commonsense
Steps to School Impravement (1995)

by Phyllis Anderson Wilken
Membership Price: $15.95 List Price: $19.95
Subtotal
Postage & Handling: Ifyour arder is: P&His:

$0.00 to $20.33 $4.00

$21.00 to $40.99 $5.50

$41.00 to $66.53 $7.00

$61.00 to $80.99 $3.50

$81.00 or mare $10.00 P&EH

Qutside the continental LLS., add $3 mare

ADI Membership Dues
Check enclosed. [ ] (Make checks payable to Association for Direct Instruction.)
Bill my credit card. ] Circle one: VISA  Mastercard Total _____
nuber:  [(JOO0 OO0 OOO0O OO0 (ULS. Funds)
Expiration date:
Send to:
Signature: ADI
Name {please print): PO Box 10252
Address: Eugene, OR
97440
You may also phone in your order with VISA or Mastercard.
1-800-995-2464
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Subscribe to Effective School Practices

The Association for Direct Instruction is a non-profit organization dedicated to dissemination of information
on effective, research-proven practices for schools. ADI publishes a quarterly magazine Effective School
Practices featuring research from the field, implementation descriptions from schools around the world, and
expert, easy-to-understand answers to questions about the problems school personnel face in teaching,
supervising or administrating every day. ADIalso publishes monographs on special topics and books,
sponsors workshops, and markets other products that are available to members at a discount.

Please consider becoming a sustaining member. ADI is increasing its efforts to promote the use of proven
practices in schools and your contributions will help. '

0 $20 Regular subscription and membership (includes one year of Effective School Practices and a 20%
discount on ADI sponsored events and on publications sold by ADI).

0 $10 Student member (includes one year of Effective School Practices, a 40% discount on ADI sponsored
events, and a 20% discount on publications sold by ADI).

0 $40 Sustaining member (includes regular membership privileges and recognition of your support in
Effective School Practices).

0 $75 Institutional member (includes 5 subscriptions to Effective School Practices and regular member-
ship privileges for 5 staff people).

O I'd like to do more. Enclosed is an additional contribution of §

# For Canadian addresses add $5.00 US to
the above prices.

Contributions and dues are tax deductible to the
Fullest extent of the law.

* For surface delivery overseas, add $10.00
Please make checks payable to ADL

US; for airmail delivery overseas, add
$20.00 US to the above prices.

Name:
Address:
City, State, Zip:
Phone:

Schoot District or Agency:

Position:

VISA or Mastercard No. [J[([] (JOOO OO0 |:||:||:||:| Exp. Date:

Signature:

ADI, PO Box 10252, Eugene, OR 97440
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CONTRIBUTOR’S GUIDELINES

Effective School Practices provides practitioners
and decision-makers with the latest research and de-
velopment news on effective teaching tools and prac-
tices. The journal emphasizes practical knowledge
and products that have proven superior through sci-
entific testing, Readers are invited to contribute to
several different columns and departments that will

appear regularly:

FROM THE FIELD: Submit letters describing your
thrills and frustrations, problems and successes, and
so on. A number of experts are available who may be
able to offer helpful solutions and recommendations
to persons seeking advice.

NEWS: Report news of interest to ADI's membership

SUCCESS STORIES: Send your stories about suc-
cessful instruction. These can be short, anecdotal
pieces.

PERSPECTIVE: Submit critiques and perspective
essays about a theme of current interest, such as:
school restructuring, the ungraded classroom, coop-
eralive learning, site-based management, learning
styles, heterogeneous grouping, Regular Ed Initiative
and the law, and 50 on.

RESEARCH STUDIES: Present data from yourclass-
room or the results of scientific research. The data

should guide other practitioners and decision-makers
in evaluating alternative options for school reform.

TRANSLATING RESEARCH INTO PRACTICE
Integrate a larger body of empirical research into a
defined practice that can be implemented in schools.

BOOK NOTES: Review a book of interest to mem-
bers.

NEW PRODUCTS: Descriptions of new products that
are available will be featured. Send the description
with a sample of the product or a research report
validating its effectiveness. Space willbe given only to
products that have been field-tested and empirically
validated.

LIST OF DEMONSTRATION SITES: We wish to
maintain an on-going list of school sites with exem-
plary implementations and impressive student out-
comes. Submit the name of the exemplary school or
classrooms, the names of the programs being imple-
mented, and contact information so that visitations
may be arranged.

TIPS FOR TEACHERS: Practical, short products that
a teacher can copy and use immediately. This mightbe
advice for solving a specific but pervasive problem, a
data-keeping form, asingle format that would success-
fully teach something meaningful and impress teach-
ers with the effectiveness and cleverness of Direct
Instruction.

MANUSCRIPT PREPARATION

Authors should prepare manuscripts according to the
third revised edition of the Publication Manual of the
American Psychological Association, published in 1983.
Copies may be ordered from: Order Department

American Psychological Association

1200 Seventh 5t., N.W.

Washington, DC 20036
Send an electronic copy., if possible, with ahardcopy of
the manuscript. Indicate the name of the word-pro-
cessing program you use. Save drawings and figures
in separate files. Electronic copy should replace text
that is underlined according to the APA format, with
italic text.

[llustrations and Figures: Please send drawings or
figures in a camera-ready form, even thou gh youmay
also include them in electronic form.

Completed manuscripts should be sent to:
Bonnie Grossen, Ph.DD.
Editor, Effective School Practices
PO Box 10252
Eugene, OR 97440

Acknowledgement of receipt of the manuscript willbe
sent by mail. Articles are initially screened by the
editor for content appropriateness. Then sent out for
review by peers in the field. These reviewers may
recommend acceptance as is, revision without further
review, revision with a subsequent review, or rejec-
tion. The author is usually notified about the status of
the article within a 6- to 8-week period. If the article is
published, the author will receive five complimentary
copies of the issue in which his or her article appears.
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Research on Dlrect Instructmn-
25 Years Beyond DISTAR

'Gary Adams
~ Siegfried Engelmapn

*What It Is and Isn't
*The Only Complete DI Rev1ew of Research on
Regular and Spec1al Students -
*Project Follow Through: The Largest Educatlonal
- Experiment Ever Conducted

Dzrect Instruction programs have been controversial smce the ﬁrst DISTAR
_ programs were publzshed but do they work7
Meta-analysis research reviews by: . : IR
sregular and special education students =
eacademic subject (reading, math, etc.)
clementary and second=ary students
*duration of intervention

*and many more
Soon to be a Classic!

Research on Direct Instruction: 25 Years Beyond DISTAR ~ 24.95
To order: ‘
Educational Achievement Systems
319 Nickerson St., Suite 112
Seattle, WA 98109

Phone or Fax: (206) 820-6111\
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Recommended Resources

School's Out: The Catastrophe in

Public Education and What We Can Do

About It (1993) by Andrew Nikiforuk.

ISBN: 0-921912-48-X

Price: $19.95 from Macfarlane Walter & Ross
37A Hazelion Avenue
Toronto, CA M5R 2E3

Ask for it at your local bookstore.

If Learning Is So Natural, Why Am I
Going To School? (1994) by Andrew
Nikiforuk.

Price: $16.99 from Penguin

ISBN: 0-14-02.4264-3

Ask for it at your local bookstore,

Beginning to Read: Thinking and
Learning About Print (1990) by Marilyn
Jager Adams (A summary by the Center on
Reading).
Price: $7.50
Mail orders to:  Center for the Study of Reading
University of Illinois
51 Gerty Cr.
Champaign, IL 61820

Becoming a Nation of Readers (1985)
The Report of the Commission on Reading.
Price: §7.50
Mail orders to: Center for the Study of Reading
University of Illinois
51 Gerty Cr.
Champaign, IL 61820

Direct Instruction Reading (Revised,
1990)
by Douglas Carnine, Jerry Silbert, & Ed
Kameenui.
Price: $40.00
Order from: MacMillan Publishing
1-B00-257-5753
ISBN: 0-675-21014-3

Direct Instruction Mathematics (Revised,
1990) by Jerry Silbert, Douglas Carnine, & Marc
Stein. .
Price: $40.00
Order from: MacMilian Publishing
1-B00-257-5755
ISBN: 0-675-21208-1

Antisocial Behavior in Schools:
Strategies and Best Practices (1995} by
Hill Walker, Geoff Colvin, & Elizabeth
Ramsey.
Price: $28.70
Order from: Brooks/Cole Publishing Co.
1-408-373-0728 (ext 137)
Fax: 1-408-375-6414
Email:
adrienne_carter @brookscole.com
(Complimentary copies sent for review for
college course. Send request on letterhiead.}

Interventions for Achievement and
Behavior Problems (1991) by 74 contributors,
edited by Gary Stoner, Mark Shinn, & Hill
Walker.
Price: $52.00
Order from:
National Association of School Psychologists
8455 Colesville Road, Suite 1000
Silver Spring, MD
ISBN: 0-932955-15-0

Failing Grades (Video} and Annotated
Bibliography (1993) featuring Joc Freedman,
M.D. & Mark Holmes, Ph.D.
Price: §17.95
Order from; Society for Advancing Research
cfo VICOM Limited
11603-165 Street
Edmonton, Alberta
CANADA T5M 321

Higher Order Thinking: Designing Curriculum flor

Mainstreamed Students (1992) edited by Douglas Carnine

and Edward I, Kameenui.

Price: $24.00 (prepaid orders postage-free)

Order #5199 from: PRO-ED
8700 Shoal Creek Boulevard
Austin, TX 78758-9965
FAX: 512-451-8542
ISBN 0-89079-557-6






Effective School Practices

Non-Profit
ADI Organization
P.O. Box 10252 U.5. Postage
Eugene, OR 97440 PAID
Permit No. 122
Eugene, OR

How soon will your subscription expire?
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