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PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT WOULD IMPEDE DEFICIT 
REDUCTION AND PROTECT SPECIAL INTEREST TAX BREAKS 

On April 15, the House of Representatives will vote on a constitutional 
amendment (H.J. Res. 62) to require a two-thirds vote by the House and Senate for any 
bill that raises federal revenues. This amendment is ill-advised for a number of reasons. 

The nation will face deficits of unprecedented magnitude in coming 
decades if we maintain current entitlement and tax policies. In 1996, the 
Congressional Budget Office forecast that due primarily to pressures 
resulting from the retirement of the baby boom generation, the budget 
deficit is expected to equal 12 percent of the Gross Domestic Product (the 
basic measure of the size of the U.S. economy) by 2030 if current policies 
are not changed. The deficits facing us in those years are so massive that 
many budget experts believe we ultimately will need to consider strong 
deficit reduction measures that include both spending cuts and revenue 
increases. 

The proposed constitutional amendment, however, would effectively 
preclude such action. It would be virtually impossible to amass the two-
thirds majority the amendment requires to pass large deficit reduction 
packages that include both reductions in federal programs and measures 
to raise revenue. As a result, the amendment would erect serious new 
barriers to long-term deficit reduction. 

Furthermore, the amendment would be likely to skew fiscal policy in 
ways that benefit the wealthiest and most powerful at the expense of the 
rest of the U.S. population. A two-thirds majority would be required to 
curb special interest tax expenditures, which disproportionately benefit 
those at high income levels. By contrast, a simple majority vote would be 
required to cut federal programs, which tend primarily to benefit the 
middle class and the poor. Decisions as to how to shrink the deficit and 
apportion the sacrifice would not be made on a level playing field. 

Finally, the amendment is inconsistent with the basic principles of 
majority rule that are at the heart of American democracy. 
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I. The Constitutional Amendment and the Long-Term Fiscal Forecast 

The federal deficit has now been reduced to about 1.5 percent of the Gross 
Domestic Product, a level that the 1996 CBO report indicates would not cause 
significant damage if deficits remained at that level over a substantial period of time. 
But if no action is taken to raise revenue or restrain Medicare, Social Security, Medicaid, 
and lesser entitlements — and other federal spending remains constant as a share of 
GDP — the deficit wil l rise sharply when the baby boom generation retires. CBO has 
forecast the deficit wil l rise to 12 percent of GDP by 2030 if no such action is taken. 

Deficits of that magnitude would be unhealthy for the U.S. economy. To avoid 
such a development, major deficit reduction that extends well beyond the steps 
Congress and the Administration are currently considering wil l eventually be needed. 

Testifying before the Bipartisan Commission on Entitlement and Tax Reform in 
1994, Robert Reischauer, then the director of the Congressional Budget Office, observed 
that the public would be unlikely to accept the steps that would be required either to 
extract all of the needed deficit reduction in the decades ahead just from government 
programs or to extract all of the needed deficit reduction just from revenues. In the 
long run, Reischauer predicted, policymakers will agree on some mix of program cuts 
and revenue increases to prevent deficits of a magnitude that would do substantial 
damage to the economy. 

Votes for Recent Legislation that Raised Taxes 

Between 1982 and 1993, five pieces of legislation that raised significant revenue were 
enacted. President Reagan signed three of these measures, while President Bush and 
President Clinton each signed one. All five failed to secure a two-thirds vote on the House 
floor. 

In passing the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982, a measure crafted in 
substantial part by Senator Bob Dole, the House vote was 226-207. When the House 
considered its version of the 1983 Social Security rescue plan the following year, the vote 
was 282-148. The vote for the 1987 budget reconciliation bill, a product of bipartisan 
negotiations that contained both spending cuts and revenue increases, was 237-181, while 
the 1990 budget agreement passed by only 228 to 220. The 1993 budget agreement passed 
by a slender 218-216 vote. 

During this period only one measure that raised revenue secured a two-thirds vote, 
the 1989 reconciliation bill. The 1989 bill was a minor measure. It did relatively little to 
reduce the deficit and contained only very small revenue increases. The revenue increases in 
all five of the pieces of legislation that failed to secure a two-thirds vote exceeded the level of 
revenue increases in the 1989 bill. 



The proposed constitutional amendment is designed to ensure that virtually 
none of those future deficit reduction measures come from the revenue side and 
virtually all come from cutting programs.1 That the amendment would bar virtually all 
revenue increases can be seen by examining House votes for the four principal deficit 
reduction measures enacted between 1982 and 1993 that raised federal revenue. 
Although three of these four measures were signed by Republican presidents and all 
four enjoyed the support of Democratic Congressional leaders, none received two-thirds 
support on the House floor. A fifth measure — the 1983 Social Security rescue plan, 
which increased Social Security payroll tax collections — also failed to secure a two-
thirds vote despite strong support from President Reagan and Congressional leaders. 

The constitutional amendment thus would likely lead to one of several outcomes: 
1) larger deficits over time; 2) a greatly shrunken federal government that is unable to 
do very much beyond running Social Security and Medicare, maintaining national 
defense, making federal pension and veterans payments, and paying interest payments 
on the national debt; and 3) overly steep reductions in Social Security and Medicare that 
significantly reduce the living standards of millions of elderly people who are not well 
off. Such stark outcomes are not necessary if a balance of spending cuts and revenue-
raisers ultimately can be considered over the next three decades. Such balance is what 
the amendment is designed to prevent. 

That the 
statements in the 
previous paragraph 
are not hyperbole can 
be seen by examining 
the long-term fiscal 
forecast CBO issued 
last year on the 
magnitude of the 
deficit through 2050 
under current tax and 
entitlement law. 
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1 The constitutional amendment would require a two-thirds vote in each House to enact legislation that 
increases "internal revenue." While that phrase is ambiguous, it should be noted that the Internal 
Revenue Code covers individual and corporate income taxes; Social Security, Medicare, and other social 
insurance taxes; most excise taxes such as those on gasoline, alcohol, and tobacco; and gift and estate 
taxes. 



population is elderly, some increases in revenues are likely to be needed, in addition to 
actions to restrain expenditures across the government, including expenditures for 
Social Security and Medicare. 

II. The Amendment Effectively Bars Measures to Close Tax Loopholes 

The requirement for a two-thirds majority would apply not only to measures to 
raise tax rates but also to measures to cut unproductive tax expenditures that grant 
subsidies to powerful special interests. A recent Congressional Budget Office study 
found that over half of the corporate subsidies the federal government provides are 
delivered through the tax code. Curbing corporate welfare provided through the tax 
code is one way to help reduce the deficit, but it would require a two-thirds vote under 
the proposed amendment. This would essentially rule out closing unproductive 
corporate tax breaks as a way to help shrink the deficit. 

In fact, a substantial share of the federal budget would effectively be placed off-
limits for deficit reduction by the constitutional amendment. Provisions of the tax code 
that the Joint Committee on Taxation classifies as "tax expenditures" — spending 
programs that operate through the tax code by selectively reducing the tax liability of 
particular individuals or businesses — now cost more than $400 billion a year. (The 
corporate subsidy provisions that operate through the tax code are a part of this total.) 
This is more than the government spends on Social Security or defense. 

In testimony before the Entitlement Commission in 1994, Federal Reserve Board 
chairman Alan Greenspan referred to these provisions of the tax code as "tax 
entitlements" because they entitle those who qualify for them to government subsidies 
provided in the form of a tax reduction. Greenspan testified that the tax entitlements 
should be looked at, along with the spending entitlements, in developing measures to 
address the nation's long-term deficit problem. 

If anything, the proposed constitutional amendment would encourage the spread of more 
tax expenditures over time, since such measures would take only a majority vote to enact but a 
two-thirds vote to remove. In addition, if Congress passed a series of tax changes that 

Most States Do Not Have Supermajority Requirements 

Only seven states require the approval of at least two-thirds of their legislatures for any 
tax increase. Six other states either require such approval for some taxes but not others, 
require a three-fifths rather than a two-thirds vote, or both. Other states generally require 
simple majority approval for revenue increases of all sorts. 

Furthermore, a 1993 General Accounting Office study of state budget trends found that 
a majority of states surveyed had used both spending cuts and revenue increases to balance 
their budgets in recent years. Revenue increases accounted for about one-third of the deficit 
reduction these states instituted to balance their budgets during the period studied. 



were thought to be deficit-neutral, but clever, high-priced tax lawyers and accountants 
then found ways to convert some of the measures into tax shelters at greater-than-
anticipated cost to the Treasury, it would take a two-thirds vote to scale the shelters 
back so the original measure did not produce a net revenue loss. 

Even measures that raised revenue by shutting down opportunities for tax fraud 
would require a two-thirds vote. So would measures to prevent companies from 
gaining tax advantages by moving plants and jobs overseas. 

III. Amendment Tilts Toward the Wealthy and the Powerful At the Expense of 
Average Families and the Poor 

Most government benefits that low- and middle-income Americans receive come 
from government programs, such as Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, student loans 
and grants, unemployment insurance, school lunches, and food stamps. By contrast, 
most government subsidies that wealthy individuals and large corporations receive 
come through tax subsidies. As a result, a constitutional amendment that makes it 
extremely difficult to scale back tax subsidies when decades of deficit reduction lie 
ahead tilts the playing field in favor of the wealthy and powerful over Americans of 
average or lesser means. 

In addition, such a constitutional amendment would place off-limits even 
measures asking program beneficiaries who have high incomes to pay more for the 
government benefits they receive. For example, measures to "means test" Medicare 
premiums by raising the premium charges for those at high income levels must rely on 
the tax code to collect the increased premiums, since Social Security offices (which 
administer Medicare) have no information on beneficiaries' current incomes. Indeed, 
when the Republican budget bill reached the House floor in the fall of 1995, the House 
parliamentarian advised that its provision raising Medicare premiums for those at 
higher income levels could constitute a tax increase. Under the constitutional 
amendment, measures of this nature would require a two-thirds vote, rendering them 
extremely difficult to pass. This makes it more likely that when steps are taken to 
restrain Medicare costs, low-income and middle-income beneficiaries would have to 
bear a heavier share of the load. 

The amendment also would be likely to injure the middle class and the poor for 
another reason. If the federal government is unable to raise revenue when needs for 
public expenditures rise, one likely result wil l be to shift more of the burden of raising 
revenue and meeting public needs to state and local governments. Most state tax codes 
are regressive (i.e., the taxes they impose consume a larger percentage of the income of 
lower-income households than of higher-income households). State and local 
governments extract a larger proportion of the revenues they raise from the middle 
class and the poor, and a smaller proportion from the affluent, than the federal 
government does. If revenue-raising burdens are shifted from the federal to state and 



local levels, the share of the overall tax burden borne by the middle class and the poor is 
likely to rise. 

Law School Dean Warns of Perverse Effects 

In testimony before the Subcommittee on the Constitution of the House Judiciary 
Committee on March 18, Samuel C. Thompson, Dean of the University of Miami Law 
School, warned of potential perverse consequences from the proposed amendment. 
Thompson wrote: 

"Under either interpretation, H.J. Res. 62 will have the effect of making it much 
harder for Congress to close tax loopholes, because any such legislation could be 
blocked with a mere 34% vote in either house of Congress.... 

"This amendment would also penalize the American public for mistakes made in 
the tax legislative process. For example, assume that after an adoption of this 
Constitutional amendment. Congress adopts a flat tax. Assume that before 
enactment it is estimated that the flat tax will reduce revenues by $100 billion. It 
turns out, however, that the revenue estimates are wrong and the actual revenue 
loss is $200 billion, which will lead to a significant increase in the budget deficit. 
The Treasury immediately proposes legislation to increase the revenues by $100 
billion, thereby restoring fiscal responsibility. The legislation is, however, opposed 
by powerful special interest groups who will prevail if they can convince just 34% of 
the members of either the House or the Senate to vote against the amendment.... 

"The core problem with this proposed constitutional amendment is that it would 
give special interest groups the upper hand in the tax legislative process. Once a 
group of taxpayers receives either a planned or unplanned tax benefit with a simple 
majority vote of both houses of Congress, the group will then be able to preserve 
that tax benefit with just a 34 percent vote in one house of Congress. Thus this 
amendment would create an unlevel playing field in the tax legislative process. 
Indeed, I believe that if enacted this amendment would become known as the 'Tax 
Loophole Preservation Amendment to the Constitution.'" 

IV. Amendment Could Lead to Overly Large Cuts in Social Security and 
Medicare Benefits 

Social Security and Medicare benefits need to be restrained in the years ahead. 
Both programs are out of long-term actuarial balance, and both contribute significantly 
to the projected increase in the long-term deficit. 

But the constitutional amendment would likely lead to larger reductions in Social 
Security and Medicare benefits than otherwise would be needed, reductions that could 
adversely affect the living standards of modest-income or poor retirees. This would be 
the case for several reasons. 



First, by effectively preventing revenues from contributing to deficit reduction 
despite the need for large-scale deficit reduction in the decades ahead, the amendment 
would place a greater deficit-reduction load on Medicare and Social Security. These 
two programs are projected eventually to constitute half or more of the federal budget, 
exclusive of interest payments on the debt. If there is no revenue contribution to deficit 
reduction, there will have to be a greater contribution from Medicare and/or Social 
Security than would otherwise be the case. 

Second, the amendment would effectively rule out measures to raise Medicare 
premiums for those at higher income levels. As noted above, the 1995 budget 
reconciliation bill contained such a measure. When it was about to come to the House 
floor, the House parliamentarian advised that it could constitute a tax increase. A 
House rule that Congress adopted in January 1995 required a three-fifths majority for 
measures raising tax rates, so the parliamentarian's advice meant the budget bill would 
need a three-fifths vote unless this rule was waived. The House leadership promptly 
arranged for a waiver of the rule. But once a supermajority requirement is in the 
Constitution, no waivers are possible. If Medicare premiums cannot be raised on those 
at high income levels, more of the burden of addressing Medicare's financing problems 
is likely to be placed on elderly people at low- and moderate-income levels. 

Third, the amendment would require a two-thirds vote for common-sense 
measures to help address Social Security's long-term financing problems in ways that 
involve raising more revenue for Social Security. For example, most Social Security 
experts agree that all state and local employees should be brought into the Social 
Security system. Some state and local government workers in a number of states 
remain outside the system, comprising the last sizable group of workers not covered 
under Social Security. Although the Advisory Council on Social Security recently split 
three ways in its recommendations on how to address the program's long-term 
financing problems, the Council was unanimous in recommending that all state and local 
government workers not covered under Social Security be brought into the system; all 
three of the rival Social Security plans the Advisory Council submitted contained this 
recommendation. Expanding coverage in this manner would improve the balance in 
the Social Security trust fund while benefitting many workers who spend only part of 
their careers in the government sector. But expanding coverage entails a revenue 
increase, since the newly covered employees and their state and local employers would 
become subject to the Social Security payroll tax. Thus, this provision would require a 
two-thirds vote and become more difficult to pass. Failure to pass proposals such as 
this would likely mean that larger Social Security benefit cuts eventually would have to 
be instituted instead. Such benefit reductions would require only a majority vote. 

Finally, the constitutional amendment would effectively rule out small 
adjustments in Medicare and Social Security payroll taxes as part of the effort to bring 
these programs into long-term actuarial balance. Modest increases of a fraction of a 
percentage point in the payroll tax would require a two-thirds vote under the 
amendment, making them virtually impossible to achieve. Yet Medicare in particular is 



so far out of actuarial balance that it is difficult to see how to restore long-term balance 
to the program without some increase in payroll tax contributions along with other 
significant changes, unless the health insurance that Medicare provides is scaled back 
substantially. 

In a symposium in 1995, Henry Aaron of the Brookings Institution, who is a well-
known expert in this area, observed that the full $270 billion that Republican 
Congressional leaders were seeking at that time in Medicare savings over seven years 
could be achieved if one combined those aspects of the Republican Medicare proposals 
that represented sound (and in Aaron's words, courageous) policy — and that yielded 
about half of the $270 billion in savings — with an increase of one-quarter of one 
percentage point in the employer and the employee shares of the Medicare payroll tax. 
This would slightly reduce workers' wages. (Most economists believe that both the 
employee and the employer shares of payroll taxes are effectively borne by employees 
in the form of lower wages than the employees otherwise would receive. As a result, 
claims that small increases in payroll taxes would heavily burden employers and cause 
substantial job loss have little merit.) In return, employees would get a Medicare 
system that had the resources to provide continually improving health care to their 
parents and ultimately to themselves as it took advantage of emerging medical 
technologies that improve health and prolong life. 

Furthermore, one of several reasons that Medicare and Social Security face long-
term deficits is that over time, a steadily increasing share of employee compensation is 
being provided in the form of fringe benefits not subject to the payroll tax, while a 
steadily smaller share is provided in wages that are subject to the tax. Modest measures 
to shore up Social Security and Medicare by slowing the erosion in the share of 
employee compensation subject to the payroll tax would, however, require a two-thirds 
majority under the proposed amendment. 

V. Weakening Our System of Democracy 

The amendment would seriously weaken the principle of majority rule that has 
been at the heart of our system of representative democracy for more than 200 years. 
As Rep. James Moran has observed, it would partially restore the system we had in the 
1780s under the Articles of Confederation, a system that functioned poorly and was 
soon scrapped. 

The Articles of Confederation required the vote of nine of the 13 states to raise 
revenue. At the Constitutional Convention in 1787, the Founding Fathers recognized 
this was an insurmountable defect and fashioned a national government that can 
impose and enforce laws and collect revenue through simple majority rule. 

The proposed constitutional amendment would end the ability of a majority of 
the American people, acting through their duly elected representatives, to decide 
whether they would like to raise more revenues so the federal government can address 
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James Madison on Majority Rule 

The Constitutional Convention rejected requiring supermajority approval for basic 
functions such as raising taxes. Supermajority rules had applied in the Continental 
Congress. The framers of the constitution had experience with these rules and understood 
what they were rejecting. 

In the Federalist Papers No. 58, James Madison, one of the key figures in drafting the 
Constitution, explained why the Constitution rejected supermajority rule: 

"It has been said that more than a majority ought to have been required for a 
quorum, and in particular cases, if not in all, more than a majority of a quorum for 
a decision....[But that would mean]... [i]n all cases where justice or the general 
good might require new laws to be passed, or active measures to be pursued, the 
fundamental principle of free government would be reversed. It would be no 
longer the majority that would rule; the power would be transferred to the 
minority. Were the defense privilege limited to particular cases, an interested 
minority might take advantage of it to screen themselves from equitable sacrifices 
to the general weal, or in particular emergencies to extort unreasonable 
indulgences." 

Madison equated majority rule with "free government." In his view, freedom consisted 
not just in protecting individuals from unreasonable intrusion by government, but also in 
the right of citizens to have an equal voice in the affairs of government. According to 
Madison, a person whose vote is diluted by supermajority rules is not an equal citizen and 
so does not fully enjoy the fruits of freedom. 

needs the majority finds legitimate. The amendment would deny the majority this right 
both now and in future generations. As Representative Nancy Johnson (R-CT) pointed 
out on the House floor during debate on a similar constitutional amendment in April 
1996, future generations should be "free to establish that balance between taxing and 
spending that they believe is in their interest." 

At its core, the amendment is rooted in deep distrust of the ability of the majority 
of the American people to make decisions that the authors of the amendment believe to 
be ideologically correct. Hence, the amendment seeks permanently to deny the 
majority that right. Powerful, well-connected minorities would gain great power at the 
expense of the majority. As a result, the amendment must be regarded as anti­
democratic. 

VI. The Potential for Extensive Litigation 

Finally, if placed in the Constitution, the proposed amendment would raise a 
host of knotty issues that would probably need to be resolved by the Supreme Court. 
For example: 



Is a bill that increases revenues in some years but decreases them in others 
(and decreases them over a multi-year period) unconstitutional if it does 
not secure a two-thirds vote? 

What if "supply side" arguments were considered correct in a certain 
circumstance, and a particular tax cut was estimated to increase revenues? 
Would that render the legislation containing this tax cut unconstitutional 
unless the legislation secured a two-thirds vote? 

# # # # 
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PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT WOULD MAKE IT MORE DIFFICULT 
TO ADDRESS THE LONG-TERM SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE CRISES 

The proposed constitutional amendment requiring two-thirds approval by the 
House and Senate to pass any bill that increases federal revenues would make it more 
difficult to address the long-term financing problems of Social Security and Medicare. 
Those financing problems are serious: 

• The 1996 report of the Social Security trustees projects the Social Security 
trust fund will start running deficits by 2012 and exhaust all of its reserves 
— that is, become insolvent — by 2029. 

• The trustees also project that the Medicare Hospital Insurance trust fund 
will become insolvent in just five years, in 2001. 

The resulting trust fund imbalances will be so great that there is a strong 
possibility they cannot be addressed by benefit cuts alone. To do so would likely 
require Social Security and Medicare benefit reductions so severe that they would go 
beyond what the American public would accept. In 1994, a panel of Social Security 
experts — two Republicans and two Democrats — testified before the Kerrey-Danforth 
Entitlement Commission. The experts unanimously agreed that both benefit restraint 
and additional trust fund revenues would be needed. 

Some Members of both parties believe that one way to help address the looming 
shortfalls in Medicare and Social Security is to scale back benefits for those at high 
income levels. For example, the budget reconciliation bill that Congress passed in 
November 1995 (and that President Clinton subsequently vetoed) would have increased 
the premium charged for Medicare Part B (physicians' services) to those at higher 
income levels. But measures such as this entail raising revenues. Social Security offices, 
which administer Social Security and Medicare, have no information on beneficiaries' 
current incomes. The only practical and efficient way to scale back benefits for high-
income beneficiaries is to use the tax system to recover a portion of the benefits. To 
attempt to do so without using the tax system would require hiring a legion of new 
bureaucrats to staff Social Security offices and collect information on beneficiaries' 
incomes. 

Indeed, when the Republican budget bill reached the House floor in the fall of 
1995, the House parliamentarian advised that its increase in Medicare premiums for 
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those at higher income levels could constitute a tax increase. Since House rules adopted 
in January 1995 required a three-fifths vote on the House floor for measures raising tax 
rates, the parliamentarian's advice meant the budget bill needed a three-fifths majority, 
unless the three-fifths rule was waived. The House Rules Committee provided a waiver 
of the three-fifths rule; the bill passed by majority vote but did not receive a three-fifths 
vote. If a supermajority requirement is enshrined in the Constitution, however, no such 
waivers will be possible. Measures to means-test the Medicare premium to strengthen 
Medicare's finances and simultaneously reduce the deficit will become far more difficult 
to pass. 

Still another example of the problems the constitutional amendment would cause 
can be seen by examining a measure recommended unanimously by the recent 
Advisory Council for Social Security. The Council called for covering all state and local 
government employees under the Social Security system. State and local government 
employees in certain states are the only substantial group of workers not now covered 
by Social Security. Expanding coverage to this group would likely benefit many 
workers who spend only part of their careers in the government sector and would 
improve the balance in the Social Security trust fund. But expanding coverage is a 
revenue increase because the newly covered employees and their state and local 
employers would become subject to the Social Security payroll tax. 

Requiring a two-thirds vote for measures such as these would make it far harder 
to address long-term Social Security and Medicare financing problems without 
imposing deep benefit cuts on low- and middle-income beneficiaries. 

The experience of the Entitlement Commission is instructive in another way as 
well. Mostly because of the trust fund imbalances and the growth of other federal 
health care entitlements, the Commission projected that by 2030, the deficit would 
exceed 15 percent of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP). In a more recent projection, 
the Congressional Budget Office has estimated the deficit will be about 12 percent of 
GDP in 2030 and rise further to more than 20 percent of GDP by 2050. By contrast, the 
current deficit is about 1.5 percent of GDP. 

To erase deficits of this magnitude, extraordinary actions will be needed in 
future decades. Achieving this goal entirely by cutting government programs is likely 
to require draconian changes deemed unacceptable by the public. Indeed, although 
Senators Kerrey and Danforth explicitly ruled out revenue increases at the first meeting 
of the Entitlement Commission, by the last meeting their view had changed. Their 
recommendations contained a number of proposals that would increase revenues to 
help tame the long-term deficit, along with very tough reductions in entitlement 
benefits. Their revenue proposals included: covering state and local employees in the 
Social Security system; capping the tax deduction for employer-paid health insurance; 
limiting the marginal tax rate against which itemized deductions may be taken to 28 
percent; and adjusting the indexing of tax brackets, the standard deduction, and other 
elements of the tax code for inflation based on an index other than the current CPI. 



TO: Hillary Rodham Clinton 4 ^ booWU^^* U 

FROM: Pauline Abernathy 
DATE: March?, 1997 
RE: Information on Reading Recovery 

Attached is the information I have gathered on Reading Recovery from the Department of 
Education, Reading Recovery and the Corporation for National Service, including a new 
evaluation I received today that is highly critical of the program (Grossen, Coulter, 2/97, 
attached). I have not yet read and analyzed all of the attached materials, but because it took me 
longer than expected to get these materials I am sending them to you now. 

White House, OMB, and Education Department staff are meeting on Wednesday to discuss 
Reading Recovery, evaluations of it, and its use in Title 1 and as part of America Reads — too 
late for your trip to Arkansas. Carol Rasco could not do it before then. 

Jean Bussell, the Executive Director of Reading Recovery, told me RR has programs in every 
state but Delaware. Between 1985, when the program started in Ohio, and 1996, more than 
300,000 children went through Reading Recovery in the U.S. and Canada. Last year, 14,000 
teachers in the U.S. were trained for Reading Recovery. As part of the volunteerism summit, 
Reading Recovery has pledged to reach another 300,000 children and to train 30,000 volunteers 
by the year 2000. Reading Recovery is one of the Education Department's 62 sponsors of 
Read*Write*Now. AmeriCorps has also participated in Reading Recovery, and attached is 
information on their involvement. 

The new and highly critical program evaluation, which the Department has not yet assessed and 
no one I spoke with knew the authors, concludes that the Reading Recovery data are flawed, far 
fewer students than claimed actually benefit, children not expected to be successful are removed 
and not counted, and that RR does not reduce the need for other compensatory reading services 
and does not save on other costs. 

The attached large green Education Department report. Urban unci Suburban Special Strategies 
for Educating Disadvantaged Children: Final Report, evaluates the evaluations of Reading 
Recovery. It concludes that RR schools have made moderate gains in reading across the board, 
although the number of students for whom three years of reading data are available are not large 
enough to support any statement about RR's effectiveness. It found some research to suggest 
that RR can be useful to disadvantaged students, but also found that schools were having 
difficulty moving students through the program in the suggested 12-16 weeks, providing cause 
for caution as to the program's true cost per student. RR's effectiveness is assessed beginning on 
page 13-49 (blue tab). This report has not yet been released, but the Department now plans to 
release it on Tuesday, the day of your Arkansas speech. 

cc: Melanne Verveer 



Attached are: 

From Reading Recovery: 
Reading Recovery Council of North America, Executive Summary, 1984-1996. 

Tables on numbers of participants from Reading Recovery. 

"Reading Recovery: A Review of Research," by Gay Su Pinnell for Reading Recovery, 
1996. 

Leadership for Literacy: A Guidebook for School-Based Planning. Reading Recovery. 

"Demonstrating the Cost-Effectiveness of Reading Recovery," RR Network News, 
Winter 1996. 

"Reading Recovery: A Literacy Program for At-Risk Children," by Gay Su Pinnell, in 
Language and literacy in Early Childhood Education. 1993. 

From Other Sources: 
One-page summary of RR from the Education Department. 

"Reading Recovery: An Evaluation of Benefits and Costs," by Grossen and Coulter, 
1997. This is the highly critical evaluation. 

AmeriCorps for Math and Literacy, description of AmeriCorps participation in RR. 

"Reading Recovery: A Cost-Effectiveness and Educational-Outcomes Analysis," ERS 
Spectrum, by Phillip Dyer, Winter 1992. This analysis found RR to be cost-effective. 

Reading Recovery section oi Research and Education Reform, National Research 
Council, 1992. It describes RR as highly effective. 

Research Brief on Reading Recovery, National Center to Improve the Tools of Educators, 
1995. 

"30 Years of NICHD Research: What We Know About How Children Leam to Read." 
Center for the Future of Teaching and Learning, 1997. 

"Effectiveness of Clinton Reading Plan Questioned," Education Week, 2/26/97. 

School Reform for Youth at Risk: Analysis of Six Change Models, US Dept. of Education, 
1994. The Department choose RR as one of six promising models. 

The Arkansas materials you lent me and I copied. 

Urban and Suburban Special Strategies for Educating Disadvantaged Children: Final 
Report. This Education Department report has not yet been released but will be sent to 
Congress next week. RR's effectiveness is assessed beginning on page 13-49 (blue tab). 
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fable I 
U.S. uniuersitq trainers, teacher leaders, teachers, school districts, 
and schools partinpatinq in Reading Becoueru from 1984-1996 

Vear Uniuersity 
Trainers 

Teacher 
Leaders 

Teachers School 
Districts 

Schools 

1984-85 2 8 16 1 6 

1985-86 2 3 58 23 35 

1986-87 3 27 280 108 255 

1987-88 3 45 531 143 227 

1988-89 6 43 732 265 623 

1989-98 11 54 1163 332 892 

1998-91 13 80 1850 508 1486 

1991-92 19 155 3164 798 2356 

1992-93 24 259 5343 1246 3731 

1993-94 33 388 8182 1985 5523 

1994-95 39 518 12084 2543 7784 

1995-96 39 625 14153 2939 9062 

Reading Recouery National Data Euafuation Center 
The Ohio State Uniuersity 
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Table 2 
U.S. Rqqtiitiq Rprmiprg children serued. proqram chUdren and 
percentage or children discontinued from 1984-1996 

Year Serued** Program*** Discontinued**** % 

1984-1985* 110 55 37 67% 

1985-1986 230 136 99 73% 

1986-1987 2848 1336 1859 79% 

1987-1988 3649 2648 2269 86% 

1988-1989 4772 3609 2994 83% 

1989-1998 7778 5848 4888 84% 

1998-1991 12605 9283 8126 88% 

1991-1992 21821 16826 13499 84% 

1992-1993 36443 26582 22189 83% 

1993-1994 56077 40493 33243 82% 

1994-1995 81220 57712 46637 81% 

1995-1996 99617 71193 59266 83% 

Totals 326,370 234,913 194,226 81% 

• Pilot year: RR teachers urere in training. 
** Serued: Children tutio entered RR but did not receiue a minimum of 68 lessons because 

they moued. were absent for extended periods or time, or the school year 
ended prior to their completion of lessons. 

** * Program: RR children ivho recelued a minimum of 68 lessons or mere discontinued prior to 
recetuing 68 lessons. 

• *« • Discontinued: RR children who were released from the RR program reading mithin the 
average reading leuel or their classmates. 

Reading Recouery National Data Cualuation Center 
The Ohio State Uniuersity 
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CHAPTER 6 

Reading Recovery: A Literacy 
Program for At-Risk Children 

Gay Su Pinnell 

Reading Recovery was designed exclusively for at-risk children. This early 
intervention, based on a robust theory of literacy learning, has had docu­
mented success in helping struggling young readers. This chapter describes 
the program and presents a summary of research results. 

A DEFINITION OF READING RECOVERY 

Reading Recovery is based on the premise that early, high-quality 
help has the greatest potential for lasting impact and for reducing the need 
for continued compensatory help. Originally developed by New Zealand 
psychologist Marie M. Clay, the program has been adapted and tested for 
eight years in the United States and Canada. It now exists in 42 U.S. states 
and 4 Canadian provinces. 

The theoretical base for Reading Recovery was developed through 
Clay's observational studies of young children learning to read. In Reading 
Recovery, reading is viewed as a complex process involving internal opera­
tions such as using information from a range of sources (including world 
knowledge, the syntactic structure of language, and visual information 
contained in the print) to monitor, search, and check. As they encounter 
written text, readers construct meaning by bringing their own knowledge 
to the process. Learning to read involves learning to use all sources of 
information in an orchestrated way. Clay (1991) suggests that "out of 
early reading and writing experiences the young learner creates a network 
of competencies which power subsequent independent literacy learning 
(p. 1). Using meaning to control the process, children use in-the-head 
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problem-solving strategies while working on print; eventually, they de­
velop what Clay has called a self-extending system for reading, one that 
allows them to continue to leam. 

Significant in the process is an adult (parent, teacher, or other care­
giver) who interacts with the child during literacy events. Children leam 
within social contexts. The meaningful literacy events they experience— 
such as early writing for different purposes, hearing stories read, or trying 
to "read" themselves — help them buUd the knowledge they need. They 
receive feedback and observe demonstrations from more knowledgeable 
adults; conversations surrounding reading events illustrate processes. 
Adults share the task; with help, the children can do more reading and 
writing than they can alone, and they can engage in the searching and 
checking operations that will build the system. The adult helps the child 
work in what has been called the "zone of proximal development" (see 
Clay & Cazden, 1990; Wood, 1988). 

Reading Recovery teachers work specifically with children who are 
having difficulty. They see their role as engaging children in rich literacy 
events and providing the kind of support necessary to help even those 
having difficulty to bring their own knowledge to this problem-solving 
event and to construct the internal operations they need to become inde­
pendent readers. 

The intensive one-to-one intervention is designed for children who 
are having difficulty in reading and writing after one year of school. In 
New Zealand, where children enter school on their fifth birthday, the 
poorest readers are identified at age 6. In the United States, Reading 
Recovery is recommended for the lowest-achieving 15% to 20% of a first-
grade classroom. As to need and timing of the intervention, local judgment 
is required because of differences in policy and curriculum. 

Children are selected using multiple indicators, including teacher 
judgment and individually applied observational measures, that are de­
scribed later in this chapter. The primary goals of Reading Recovery are 
to reduce the instance of reading failure and to help children become 
independent readers. The goals are accomplished by 

1. Bringing children who are considered at risk of failing up to aver­
age range in their classes so that they profit from ongoing class­
room instruction 

2. Providing an instructional context that makes accelerated progress 
possible so that children can catch up rather than just make prog­
ress 

3. Helping each child develop a self-extending system that allows for 
continued progress without help beyond good classroom teaching. 
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In other words, Reading Recovery's purpose is not only to help or serve 
at-risk children; it is to remove the conditions that place these students in 
risky situations. It modifies the school environment and the school support 
system to provide the level and kind of help each child needs. 

AT-RISK CHILDREN IN TODAY'S SCHOOLS 

The term at risk can have several meanings, but the most general 
educational definition refers to children not profiting from the schooling 
they receive. The term usually refers to characteristics in the students 
themselves, a misleading designation because it suggests that the fault or 
deficiency lies within the individuals or families rather than in the interac­
tion of home and school factors. At-risk characteristics are not necessarily 
problematic. They become so only if circumstances in the school interact 
with the characteristics to create risky situations. 

Any child, whatever the economic circumstances, could be considered 
to be in a risky situation if he or she is not making steady progress toward 
the development of school-based literacy. For economic and social rea­
sons, whole populations of children are considered to be more likely to be 
inadequately served by our educational system. Natriello, McDill, and 
Pallas (1990) have provided a thorough discussion of the term, which they 
say implies a look to the future, a suggestion that such students may have 
certain characteristics that make them more vulnerable to difficulty. They 
cite poverty, family composition, mother's education, racial and ethnic 
identity, and language background as factors that have high correlation 
with poor performance in school. They estimate that approximately 40% 
of the population under 18 possesses at least one of these characteristics; 
and, while many children are resilient enough to succeed in spite of vul­
nerability, there is the potential for large proportions of children to have 
problems in school. 

The population of children with at-risk characteristics is increasing 
dramatically. Over the next 40 years, the number and proportion of mi­
nority-group children wilTincrease; by 2020, the number of children in 
poverty is expected to rise to 16.5 million, an increase of 33%. Both the 
number and the proportion of children with a primary language other 
than English, with mothers who have not completed high school, or who 
are not living with both parents will also increase dramatically (see Hodg-
kinson, 1985, 1988). Clearly, these social problems are relevant to educa­
tional planning. 

Even children without obvious difficulties may be considered at risk 
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in certain educational contexts. In the 1960s Fantini and Weinstein (1968) 
suggested that being at a disadvantage simply means being blocked from 
attaining human potential and that such failure is actually a reflection of 
institutional failure. jga 

Failure to learn to read in a timely enough manner to enable the use 
of reading in other learning creates a gap that is increasingly difficult to 
surmount during the following years. Furthermore, as Clay (1985) says, 
"there are consequences for the child's personality and confidence" (p. 
11). School literacy instruction must be based on the knowledge and ways 
to learning that children have acquired through their preschool experi­
ences. Children entering school have had very different prior experiences; 
and, according to Clay (1991), these differences may be traced not only to 
different home backgrounds but to the fact that children have selectively 
attended to their home and community learning experiences. 

For most children, a rich literacy environment, with good teaching 
in the first year, will provide the support necessary to make the transition 
between home and school literacy learning. Some, however, seem to oper­
ate marginally in classroom situations. However hard they try, they can­
not fully participate in the ongoing activities. Even if the environment is 
accepting and benevolent, they ultimately realize that they are not fully 
part of the culture that surrounds them daily. 

They may listen to and delight in stories but pay little attention to 
print; they may not initiate the problem solving that moves a child from 
approximated versions of a story to actually reading for a precise message. 
Or, as a response to instruction, they may look hard at the letters and 
words but treat them as isolated items unrelated to their existing knowl­
edge of language. If such circumstances exist, there is the potential that 
reading and reading instruction may be empty exercises that make little 
sense. 

Extra time and extra help are the two most common approaches to 
reading problems. Perhaps children need more time either to mature or to 
build the appropriate foundation of knowledge that would make literacy 
learning easy. Wouldn't it make sense just to allow children to spend an 
extra year or two in school? The research on retention, however, does not 
support this view (Johnson, 1984; Walker & Madhere, 1987). A history of 
research (Arthur, 1936; Coeffield & Bloomers, 1956; Farley, 1936; Good-
lad, 1954; Hall & Demarest, 1958) suggest that retention does not work 
to students' advantage. Special "transition rooms" designed to disguise 
retention by placing slower-moving children in one room, sometimes with 
decreased class size, also are problematic, leading to labeling and low 
expectations. 
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A pragmatic approach would suggest that these children need some 
extra help. Classroom teachers can adjust their plans to provide some 
individual assistance, but this minimal help may be inadequate for those 
having the most difficulty. Traditional solutions to providing extra help 
have brought their own problems. Remedial programs, both pull-out (see 
Johnston, Allington, & Afflerbach, 1985) and in-class (Slavin & Madden, 
1987) models, do not fully meet children's needs. Such programs have the 
disadvantage of labeling children and entering them into a long-term 
compensatory education situation. Typically, learning tends to be slowed 
down, with drill and piecemeal learning being the norm (see Astrein, 
Fraser, & Steinberg, 1984). Meanwhile, usually on a long-term basis, stu­
dents are missing classroom instruction, which puts them at a further 
disadvantage (Allington, McGill-Franzen, 1989; Good, 1986). Further, 
there is no evidence of long-term gains from the typical compensatory 
programs provided for high-risk students (Carter, 1984; Savage, 1987; 
Slavin, 1987). 

Educators also have chosen to wait for maturity to solve the child's 
problems. However sensible the "wait and see" approach may appear on 
the surface, the evidence suggests that the issues are more complex. Stu­
dents who have not had the literacy experiences necessary to provide a 
framework for the instruction they receive in school may find the class­
room literacy activities confusing no matter what kind of curriculum they 
encounter (Heath, 1983; Mason, 1984; Teale& Sulzby, 1986; Wells, 1985). 
For example, high-risk children in a systematic, structured phonics pro­
gram may find such a curriculum bewildering. They are required simulta­
neously to leam to distinguish the visual features of print and to link this 
knowledge to the systems of oral language they have learned. They may 
memorize items of knowledge but not know how to use these bits in orches­
trated ways while problem solving on text. In more holistic curricula, 
children may focus on meaning but neglect detail and move along trying 
to "remember" texts or construct them solely from pictures. Whatever the 
situation, children cannot be expected to sort out confusions alone, and 
they do not remain "on hold." 

In fact, they are learning within their social world. They listen to 
and notice what the teacher emphasizes; they watch others write and 
read. They construct new knowledge in the light of what they already 
understand, and for some, the process goes wrong. In Clay's (1985) view, 
there is a period, around the second year of schooling, when it is necessary 
for some children to have individual time with a teacher who tries to see 
from their point of view and then engages them in ways that will help to 
untangle confusions and recover the trajectory of progress toward effective, 
strategic reading. Reading Recovery is this kind of temporary extra help. 
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READING RECOVERY AS A SYSTEM INTERVENTION 

* In terms of the system, Reading Recovery is a "first net." Children 
selected for the program are the lowest achievers in reading. The idea is 
to identify young readers so that they can be helped but not to unnecessar­
ily label and categorize them for long-term services. Daily, children are 
engaged in intensive reading and writing activities. Through careful selec­
tion from a repertoire of interactional procedures, the Reading Recovery 
teacher provides an individual program for each child. Designed to be 
supplementary to the classroom reading instruction, the program should 
exist "against the backdrop of a sound general programme" (Clay, 1985, 
p. 48). 

Implementers of Reading Recovery are required to take a systemic 
view of change. Clay (1987) has said that "an innovation cannot move 
into an educational system merely on the merits of what it can do for 
children" (p. 38). The innovation must be designed to take into account 
the preexisting organization as it interacts in complex ways with the new 
model (see Sarason, 1991). Reading Recovery is designed as a series of 
interlocking interventions that support one another. The program design 
includes specified roles for administrators and the training and support of 
a special staff developer, called a teacher leader in the United States and 
Canada and a tutor in New Zealand, Australia, and England. To succeed, 
innovation designs must have a redirecting system that continually solves 
the problems that inevitably arise during the process of change. For Read­
ing Recovery, the key person in the redirecting system is the teacher 
leader. The leader receives special preparation for one year in an inten­
sive, university-based course that includes learning to teach children as 
well as how to work with adults and teach the teacher course. 

Implementing Reading Recovery depends on three tiers of educa­
tional programs: 

1. The daily tutorial program for children 
2. The year-long inservice course for teachers, held at school district, 

regional, or university sites 
3. The year-long course for teacher leaders held at university sites 

Teachers, teacher leaders, and university personnel work together, each 
with different roles and responsibilities. They have in common their daily 
teaching of children; leaders in Reading Recovery are required to remain 
daily practitioners. They are also required to participate in ongoing staff 
development as long as they remain associated with the program. 

Surrounding these educational programs is a network of communica-

1 
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tion and support that provides for continual renewal of the educational 
programs. For example, a newsletter containing theoretical articles and 
new research as well as notices of common events is circulated to all 
Reading Recovery teachers. Conferences provide updates on research and 
refinements or changes in instructional techniques. Teacher leaders attend 
annual institutes; people at all levels participate in collegia! visits with 
one another to refine their skills. 

A final element is the rigorous data-collection procedures that provide 
a way of accounting for every child served in the program. Data are 
collected at sites, sent to a central university location for analysis, and 
then returned to sites so that teacher leaders can prepare a yearly research 
report. Reading Recovery is a developer/demonstrator project of the Na­
tional Diffusion Network (NDN), a division of the U.S. Department of 
Education that works to disseminate excellent programs. Aggregated data 
are reported each year to NDN. 

THE READING RECOVERY PROCESS 

For each child, participation in Reading Recovery represents a tem­
porary adjustment in his or her educational process. Individual help is 
provided for a relatively short period of time, between 12 and 20 weeks. 
A specially trained teacher works with the child outside the classroom 
environment for 30 minutes each day. Accelerated learning is the goal. 
When the child shows behavioral evidence of an independent system of 
strategies that will result in further learning and can read and write within 
average range for the school or classroom, the extra help is withdrawn. 
An independent assessor helps the teacher make the decision to discontinue 
extra help. 

Accelerated Progress 

The theoretical concept of accelerated progress is basic to the process 
described above. Acceleration is achieved not by pushing the young stu­
dent through levels of skills to "mastery." Instead, children are involved 
in successful reading and writing while a knowledgeable adult supports 
the process. Through carefully selected teacher-child interactions, chil­
dren are assisted in constructing the networks of understandings that they 
need to develop effective reading strategies. They leam to use their knowl­
edge of the world and of language as they check it against the visual 
information contained in print. The teacher carefully observes the child's 
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behavior, noting evidence of such strategies as searchjjpt and, checking; 
often the teacher complements the reader's moves or engages the child in 
conversation that makes processes more explicit. This productive conversa­
tion helps the young reader do much more than could be accomplished 
alone; it supports independent problem solving. Reading Recovery teach­
ers call this process teaching for strategies. 

Strategies 

Clay (1985) says that strategies are in-the-head operations that cannot 
be directly observed or taught. Good readers apparently orchestrate a 
range of effective strategies (see Bussis, Chittenden, Amarel, & Klausner, 
1985; Clay, 1991). They are flexible, using information from any level of 
language (the meaning system, the syntactic system, or the phonemic sys­
tem) in concert with perceptual information. They have learned to attend 
to and use information efficiently as needed. Poor readers, on the other 
hand, seem to operate in more rigid ways. Initially, they may try to use 
what they know but find the task so complex that they have little success 
and resultantly become passive. Such children may be vulnerable to in­
struction (see Board, 1982) in that they follow instructions but do not 
actively work to fill in the gaps for themselves and use information other 
than that provided by the teacher. They may continue to invent text long 
beyond the emergent literacy period, neglecting to check their language 
predictions with visual information. They may take on some of the direc­
tions of their teachers (such as "sounding out" by using the first letter) but 
not use this information in orchestrated ways. They are content to produce 
what Smith (1978) called "nonsense" instead of constructed renditions of 
meaningful text. 

The children I have described above are highly dependent on school 
for their literacy learning experiences. They need expert help embedded 
within meaningful reading and writing. Reading Recovery teachers talk 
about "teaching for strategies" because they realize that they cannot di­
rectly communicate the kind of in-the-head operations that good readers 
use. They can, however, watch carefully for evidence of productive strate­
gies and encourage the significant behaviors. The feedback from sensitive 
and systematic observation helps teachers shape their teaching moves. 
They decide, as a result of analyzing observational data, what they will 
attend to and point out to children. They can provide demonstrations and 
suggest actions that might be productive. Teaching, for Reading Recovery 
teachers, "can be likened to a conversation in which you listen to the 
speaker carefully before you reply" (Clay, 1985, p. 6). 
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Observing and Analyzing Children's Behavior 

At the heart of Reading Recovery is observing children while they 
read, talk, and write. An observational survey, consisting of six individu­
ally applied instruments, has been developed to provide an initial assess­
ment of children's literacy knowledge. These assessments, along with the 
judgment of the classroom teacher, are used as criteria for admitting chil­
dren to the program. The observational procedures are also helpful to 
classroom teachers and are extensively used in New Zealand to assess the 
progress of primary school children. They offer a useful, systematic way 
of inventorying students' strengths. On each measure, the student receives 
a score; however, Reading Recovery teachers interpret the results based 
on all the evidence, including observation of behavior during the tasks. 
The six measures are described below: 

1. Letter identification. Children are asked to identify, in any way they 
can, the 54 characters [upper- and lowercase letters, including two 
varieties of two letters, a/a and gig) of the alphabet. Teachers notice 
students' attempts and substitutions as signs of growing ability to distin­
guish features of letters. 

2. Word test. Children are asked to identify a list of words drawn from a 
basic word list. The assessment provides important information about 
how children approach this most difficult task. Teachers note not only 
words identified but also important attempts. Even children who re­
fuse to attempt some words are displaying knowledge; they know that 
they do not know. 

3. Concepts about print. Teachers read a short storybook and ask children 
to interact with the print in various ways. This observational task mea­
sures children's knowledge of the print conventions; for example, 
knowing which way to go, that print (rather than pictures) carries the 
primary message, or that space is used to designate words. 

4. Wrifing vocabulary. Children are asked to write all the words they 
can within a 10-minute maximum limit. Accurately spelled words are 
scored; teachers also note strengths and knowledge revealed by approx­
imations. 

5. Dictation task. The teacher reads a sentence containing 37 phonemes 
and asks the child to try to write it. The objective is to determine how 
many phonemes the child can represent with an appropriate letter. 

6. Running record of text reading. The running record, a way of record­
ing reading behavior, is a powerful tool for guiding instruction. To 
take a running record, the teacher sits beside the student, who is read­
ing orally from a selected text. Both teacher and student can view the 
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material being read. The teacher acts as a neutral observer, helping 
the student only when necessary to move the reading along. While the 
student reads, the teacher records significant reading behavior (for 
example, words read accurately, substitutions, omissions, repetitions) 
using a coding system. In the initial assessment, the running record 
provides an estimate of the level of text difficulty a student can read 
with 90% or greater accuracy. More important, it provides a precise 
description of reading behavior that the teacher can use as evidence of 
knowledge. Besides the beginning assessment with reading level, the 
running record is used every day to analyze the child's progress in the 
program. 

Roaming Around the Known 

Data from all assessments provide information that establishes a be­
ginning point for the teacher and child. Reading Recovery teachers are 
required to conduct an ongoing quest for information about each of 
the children they teach. The first 10 days of the students' programs in­
volve reading, writing, and language activities that allow exploration of 
the individual's knowledge base. During this period, in which the teacher 
does not try to introduce new learning, children become fluent and flexi­
ble with what they already know. Teachers discover strengths that were 
not evident in responses to the original assessments. A typical activity 
might be collaboratively writing books, with children providing the words 
or letters they can write and teachers writing the rest. 

Reading Recovery Lessons 

Reading Recovery procedures specify a lesson framework that assures 
a combination of oral reading and writing activities during the 30-minute 
period. These components are: 

1. Rereading books that the student has previously read 
2. Reading a book that was new the previous day while the teacher 

takes a running record 
3. Composing and then writing a brief story or message 
4. Putting together a cut-up version of that same message 
5. Attempting, with support, a new book that has been introduced 

by the teacher 

What is read and written and the types of teacher-child conversations 
that take place are not specified. Those factors are shaped by the teacher's 
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analysis of the individual child's strengths and his or her predictions con­
cerning where the young learner needs to go next. The teacher follows a 
recommended framework and sequence of activities but within that must 
adjust to each child. Following the child means that the teacher makes 
choices that are most productive for that learner and that allow the child 
to engage in problem-solving work while maintaining comprehension and 
fluency. To illustrate this process, and also to display the lesson frame­
work, a sample lesson, with typical examples drawn from our experiences 
in Reading Recovery, is presented below. 

Jon's Reading Recouery Lesson 

When Jon entered the Reading Recovery program, he could recognize 39 
letters and could write his name and the words a and /. He knew that print 
contained the message and that readers move left to right across the line 
of print. He did not have control of word-by-word matching but could 
distinguish words and letters. On the dictation task, he could represent k 
with the appropriate letter. When faced with a reading task, he could 
invent stories that were consistent with the pictures but did not attempt to 
check with the visual information. By his thirty-fifth lesson, Jon had full 
control of word-by-word matching and was reading most material without 
using his finger to point. He could write 36 words and was reading books 
on Reading Recovery level 11 (roughly equivalent to a third preprimer). 

Jon's thirty-sixth lesson began with familiar reading. All reading in 
Reading Recovery lessons is oral. He first read When Lana Was Absent 
(1984), a book at about preprimer level that he could easily read without 
using his finger. He read fluently, with phrasing, and then quickly read 
another at about the same level of difficulty about what animals wear on a 
cold day. In this book, he noticed that goats and coats looked alike. On 
another page, the text said, "On a cold, cold day, kittens wear mittens." 
Jon noticed the word mttten, saying, "If that was a fc it would be 'kittens 
wear kittens.'" Finally, he read Oh /Vo (Cairns, 1987), a book at about the 
same level that he had read twice before. His teacher helped him use 
magnetic letters to work <5ut there and there's from the, a word he knew 
well. Throughout the reading, his teacher talked with him about the stories 
and praised his efforts. She especially commented on his fluency and 
noticed that he was discovering aspects of print and beginning to analyze 
words. An ongoing conversation surrounded the reading. 

Next, Jon read Ten Little Bears (Ruwe, 1976), a more difficult book 
that had been introduced the day before, while his teacher took a running 
record. A segment from the record illustrates the productive problem 
solving this child was doing (see Figure 6.1). 
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Page Text and Jason's Reading 

^ ^ ^ ^ L--
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They wanted something to do. 
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told 

Figure 6.1. Jon's reading of Ten Little Bears (Ruwe, 1976). 

Jon operated independently during the reading, allowing his teacher 
to observe. She noticed that he made predictions based on meaning and 
knowledge of language syntax and consistently checked his attempts with 
visual information. He read the book at 96% accuracy with a self-
correction ratio of 1 : 2. More important, it was evident that he was moni­
toring his own reading. For example, on line five, he read, "Then there . . . 
then nine little bears left." Then, he returned to the beginning of the line, 
reading accurately to the end. His teacher commented on Jon's ability to 
check on himself, pointing out places where he had worked to make it 
sound right." 

Jon decided to write a story based on Oh No, currently his favorite 
book. His writing is shown in Figure 6.2. The writing book is a blank book 
turned sideways so that a "practice page" is available at the top and a 
story page" is below. The child and teacher collaboratively write the 
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Figure 6.2. Jons writing. 
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adding an exclamation point for emphasis. Then, he worked out there's on 
the practice page. First, he wrote the known word the and then added r 
and s by linking sound to letters. The teacher added the e, and Jon wrote 
[here's on the story page. 

A technique called hearing sounds in words helps young writers leam 
to construct words by accessing their knowledge of sound-letter relation­
ships. The teacher draws a series of boxes, one for every phoneme, and 
asks the child to say the word slowly while pushing a marker into the 
visual frame provided by the drawn boxes. The practice page is used to 
work out words using this technique. With the teacher's help, Jon used 
boxes to write Spot and on. He surprised his teacher by writing the c for 
car and then saying, "Oh, that has ar." As Clay (1985) says, "The child will 
want to hurriedly write down the clusters he knows, resisting a teacher's 
attempts to get him to work letter by letter. And rightly so" (p. 78). At his 
teacher's suggestion, he wrote jar and bar. No further practice will be 
needed because the substitution principle is well established. 

Jon read the sentence several times during its construction and when 
it was finished. Then, the teacher quickly wrote it on a sentence strip that 
was cut apart for him to reconstruct. He was ready for some words—for 
example, car and there's—to be cut apart for reconstruction. The sentence 
was read again in its entirety and then placed in an envelope for Jon to 
take home and remake. 

His new book was Saturday Moming (Moyes, 1983). The teacher 
talked through the pictures of the book and used some of the language, 
for example, hosed the car. She was careful to leave some problem solving 
for Jon to do, though, because one of her goals was to help him become 
more independent.'On his first attempt, Jon needed little help. He did not 
pause or self-correct on errors that made no difference, but he consistently 
checked on his reading, repeating lines when necessary to work out a line 
of text. He used cues from pictures and print in a orchestrated way, and 
his teacher kept up a supportive conversation during the reading. Tomor­
row, he will read this book independently, while the teacher takes a run­
ning record. At the end of the lesson, Jon chose Oh No to take home. 

The lesson framework includes writing and reading at several levels 
of difficulty. The idea is to make it possible for the student to do "reading 
work" as independently as possible. We could describe the teacher's role 
as helping the child to work at a level difficult enough to present opportu­
nities for problem solving but not so difficult that meaning is lost. 

Studies of Reading Recovery lessons (see Pinnell, DeFord, Lyons, 
Bryk, and Seltzer, 1991) indicate that almost every minute of the lesson is 
engaged time; the student is involved in reading and writing extended 



116 LANGUAGE AND UTERACY IN EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 

text. The lesson framework is a powerful combination of activities, but 
teacher decision making on a moment-to-moment basis is the most power­
ful component in the lesson. 

RESEARCH OM STUDENT OUTCOMES 

Research supports the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery model. 
This research includes replications of the program in New Zealand, Aus­
tralia, and the United States. It also includes a statewide experimental 
study. 

Studies and Replications 

Studies of Reading Recovery represent 16 years of research, beginning 
with Clay's six projects between 1976 and 1981 (see Clay, 1985, 1990) and 
also including Australian studies (Wheeler, 1984) and the Ohio State stud­
ies beginning in 1984 (see DeFord, Lyons, & Pinnell, 1991; Pinnell, 1989). 
In addition, Reading Recovery has been implemented at 137 sites. Each 
site represents replication of the process with different teachers, different 
leaders, and different children. In 1990-1991, an average of 87% of stu­
dents were successfully discontinued at U.S. and Canadian sites. The 
9,486 students who received Reading Recovery lessons for at least 60 days 
were used as a basis for that figure. 

A Statewide Study 

A statewide study1 (see Pinnell, Deford, et al., 1991) addressed some 
specific questions about Reading Recovery, for example: 

1. Wouldn't any one-to-one program work just as well? 
2. Is the year-long training program really necessary or would a sum­

mer workshop do as well? 
3. Can you do Reading Recovery in groups and achieve the same 

results? 

Reading Recovery seemed to work; practitioners were interested in finding 
out what it was that was effective and what could be changed to adapt it 

'This research was conducted at The Ohio State University through a grant from the 
John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation. 
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t 0 local conditions or to make the program less costly or less troublesome 
to implement. For this study, researchers looked at the various program 
characteristics, for example, the individual nature of the program and 
the long-term training. They examined the relative effectiveness of these 
components when used together and separately. 

From 33 schools serving low-income populations, first-grade low 
readers (n = 403) were selected and assigned to one of four intervention 
programs or to a control group that represented traditional extra help. 
The first intervention program was traditional Reading Recovery with a 
fully trained teacher. The second method, called Reading Success, was 
modeled on Reading Recovery; however, Reading Success teachers were 
provided with a condensed version of the training. Another one-to-one 
mtervention. Direct Instruction Skills Plan, was provided by experienced 
reading teachers who did not use Reading Recovery's procedures. In the 
fourth, called Reading Writing Group, trained Reading Recovery teachers 
led group sessions instead of private lessons. The fifth, the control group, 
represented typical group remediation classes in the state. 

Each of the four interventions was compared with its own control 
tiroup in one of the project schools. The lowest-achieving first-grade stu­
dents (N = 324) were randomly assigned either to a treatment or a control 
viroup; thus the study controlled for the variation in students that exists 
across schools and school districts. Remedial instruction lasted 70 days for 
i ach of the first four groups and throughout the entire school year for the 
control classes. At the end of their special classes, students took five tests 
covering a range of literacy skills. To measure the lasting powers of the 
different forms of instruction, the students repeated some of the tests at 
ihe end of their first-grade year and again at the beginning of second 
iirade. 

Analysis of the data showed that Reading Recovery children per-
furmed significantly better than an equivalent control group and three 
"ther special-treatment groups. Reading Recovery was the only group that 
uus better on all tests, showing long-term effects in reading. Reading 
Kecovery children were reading the equivalent of the primer in February 
md were independently and comfortably reading the first-grade reader at 
'lie beginning of second grade. Children receiving other treatments, on 
average, were lagging far behind in reading level. An interesting follow-
'ip to this research project was found in the children who received Reading 
Kecovery services after the experiment was over (in February, March, or 
^pril). These children were three reading levels ahead of children who 
!'ad received regular remedial reading after they were tested in the au-
"imn. So they, too, were reading within the average as beginning second 
-raders. 
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t 0 local conditions or to make the program less costly or less troublesome 
to implement. For this study, researchers looked at the various program 
characteristics, for example, the individual nature of the program and 
the long-term training. They examined the relative effectiveness of these 
components when used together and separately. 

From 33 schools serving low-income populations, first-grade low 
readers (n = 403) were selected and assigned to one of four intervention 
programs or to a control group that represented traditional extra help. 
The first intervention program was traditional Reading Recovery with a 
fully trained teacher. The second method, called Reading Success, was 
modeled on Reading Recovery; however, Reading Success teachers were 
provided with a condensed version of the training. Another one-to-one 
intervention, Direct Instruction Skills Plan, was provided by experienced 
reading teachers who did not use Reading Recovery's procedures. In the 
fourth, called Reading Writing Group, trained Reading Recovery teachers 
led group sessions instead of private lessons. The fifth, the control group, 
represented typical group remediation classes in the state. 

Each of the four interventions was compared with its own control 
group in one of the project schools. The lowest-achieving first-grade stu­
dents (N = 324) were randomly assigned either to a treatment or a control 
group; thus the study controlled for the variation in students that exists 
across schools and school districts. Remedial instruction lasted 70 days for 
each of the first four groups and throughout the entire school year for the 
control classes. At the end of their special classes, students took five tests 
covering a range of literacy skills. To measure the lasting powers of the 
different forms of .instruction, the students repeated some of the tests at 
the end of their first-grade year and again at the beginning of second 
grade. 

Analysis of the data showed that Reading Recovery children per­
formed significantly better than an equivalent control group and three 
other special-treatment groups. Reading Recovery was the only group that 
was better on all tests, showing long-term effects in reading. Reading 
Recovery children were reading the equivalent of the primer in February 
and were independently and comfortably reading the first-grade reader at 
the beginning of second grade. Children receiving other treatments, on 
average, were lagging far behind in reading level. An interesting follow-
up to this research project was found in the children who received Reading 
Recovery services after the experiment was over (in February, March, or 
April). These children were three reading levels ahead of children who 
had received regular remedial reading after they were tested in the au­
tumn. So they, too, were reading within the average as beginning second 
graders. 
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This study supported several program components that apparently 
strengthen one another: (1) individual lessons, (2) the instructional ap­
proach, and (3) long-term teacher development. The results suggest, how­
ever, that the success of Reading Recovery goes beyond the individual 
factor and the instructional emphasis factor. The time allocations for 
Reading Recovery and Reading Success were quite similar, and they used 
the same framework for instruction; but as a group, the Reading Recovery 
teachers had higher student outcomes. It is clear that another factor made 
the difference: the intensity and effectiveness of teaching within the Read­
ing Recovery framework. This research suggests that the training program 
has an impact. 

A PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM FOR TEACHERS 

The professional development course for teachers is one academic 
year in length (see Alverman, 1990; Clay & Watson, 1982; Pinnell, Fried, 
& Estice, 1990; Pinnell, DeFord, & Lyons, 1988; Pinnell, Fried, Estice, & 
Powell, 1991). Teachers begin immediately to work with children. First, 
they leam to use the observational survey to select children for the pro­
gram. Then, after writing an observational summary that synthesizes their 
beginning observations, they begin seeing children for 30 minutes daily 
and to meet weekly, usually in after-school sessions, for the Reading Re­
covery training class. In the United States, the course is nine quarter hours 
(six semester hours) of graduate credit. Teachers must be able to teach 
four Reading Recovery children daily at a school site. Typically, they 
work one half-day in Reading Recovery and the other half-day at another 
assignment, such as teaching remedial reading or classroom teaching. The 
course is conducted by a teacher leader who has received a full-time train­
ing course for one year at one of the national training sites. 

After the assessment training, getting underway with the lesson 
framework, that is, with the activities, is the first task for teachers. They 
quickly learn to efficiently apply the framework of the 30-minute lesson. 
The real challenge for teachers is to reflect on and analyze their interac­
tions with students so that they can select and attend to the kind of memo­
rable examples that will help children increase their power over the tasks 
of reading. The teacher leader's job is to assist teachers in learning this 
complex teaching process. 

Each week, two members of the class teach their students in regular 
lessons behind a one-way glass. The rest of the group observe closely, 
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developing the ability to notice minute shifts in children's behavior and to 
quickly make inferences about the internal processing that the behaviors 
might signal. The observation is not silent. While they observe, teachers 
in the class engage in an extended conversation during which they are 
encouraged to think out loud, describe behavior, and try out their infer­
ences and generalizations about instruction. They intimately participate 
in the lesson and the inherent instructional decisions without having 
to assume the responsibility for acting; thus they can concentrate on 
the development of their thinking as teachers. The idea is to describe 
what is going on in the lesson and to engage in ongoing analysis while 
the lesson proceeds. The leader guides the process by questioning and 
challenging group members to formulate hypotheses and back them up 
with evidence. 

Afterwards, the group meets with the teachers who provided the two 
demonstration lessons. The purpose of this reflective discussion is to pro-
vide cases for group discussions. The model helps teachers build a system 
of understandings out of which they act. This system is generative in that 
it helps them leam more about teaching with each student they encounter. 
At every level in Reading Recovery, educators participate in behind-the-
glass sessions, working to build their theories of how children learn and 
strengthening their observational and decision-making power. 

SUMMARY 

Reading Recovery goes beyond the piecemeal approaches of the past 
by providing a program designed to meet the complexity of human learn­
ing and of system change. The program for children immerses individual 
learners in reading and writing experiences and allows them to engage at 
the level of their own knowledge. Teachers must learn to analyze behavior 
and to follow the child's lead in order to help young learners attend to 
productive demonstrations of processes. This powerful teaching is devel­
oped through a staff development program that recognizes the complexity 
of instructional decision making. Teachers develop the theoretical base 
for instruction in a setting that is close to their daily work. From their 
observation of ongoing lessons, they develop analytic skills. At the system 
level, structures are in place to assure continuing quality and a network of 
communication that both supports and challenges. Research indicates that 
Reading Recovery has promise for reducing reading failure. As a coordi­
nated set of innovations, Reading Recovery provides a powerful demon­
stration of new possibilities in meeting the needs of at-risk children. 
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Reading Recovery 

Overview: Reading Recovery is an intensive early intervention program for first grade children 
having difficulty with beginning reading. It was based on years of research in New Zealand. The 
program is designed to promote good reading by teaching reading strategies before a pattern of failure 
develops. The program includes procedures for teaching reading, a staff development program 
directed by a specifically prepared "teacher leader,* and a set of administrative systems that work 
together for quality control. Currently, Reading Recovery programs can be found in 47 states in the 
U.S. 

Reading Recovery is not a packaged program; it relies heavily on training teachers to deliver highly 
focused lessons in which students leam to monitor and correct their own reading and to use many 
kinds of information (background experience, knowledge of language, letter-sound correspondence) as 
they read. 

To fully implement Reading Recovery, the district or school must have a person designated as teacher 
leader. The responsibilities of the teacher leader are to design and implement the teacher training at 
each site. To become a teacher leader requires a teacher to spend a full year being trained at one of 
the Reading Recovery Training sites-in the United States, Ohio State University is a designated 
training site. The teacher leader then trains "Reading Recovery Teachers. 

Features of the Program: In most cases, Reading Recovery teachers select the lowest achieving 
students in the first grade to provide intensive one-on-one tutoring for 30 minutes each day. This 
tutoring is in addition to regular classroom reading instruction. It includes both reading and writing 
activities as well as strategies to develop children's thinking and reasoning skills. When the Reading 
Recovery teacher considers the child has become a proficient independent reader, the treatment is 
discontinued. This normally takes around 16 weeks. The success of individual programs is often 
measured by the discontinuing rate. 

Evidence of Success: Ohio State University collects and analyzes data from Reading Recovery sites 
nationwide. The program is successful with most of its students. In 1995-96, 83 percent of the 
students (59,266) in the program were "discontinued" from the program after 60 days. Students are 
"discontinued" when they are judged to be independent readers. Eighty-six percent of the children 
scored at or above average on reading tests at the end of the school year. 

Costs: The primary costs are for the training required by the teacher leader (1 full academic year). 
Additional costs include the periodic in-service that is required. 

Contacts: Gay Su Pinnell or Carol Lyons 
Ohio State University 
1929 Kenny Road 
Columbus, OH 43210 
(614) 292-7875 

• (614) 292-7879 
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READING RECOVERY: 
AN EVALUATION OF BENEFITS AND COSTS 

Bonnie Grossen and Gail Coulter 
University of Oregon 

Barbara Rugglcs 
Beacon Hill Elementary, Park Forest, Illinois 

Executive Summary 

Reading Recoveiy is being widely adopted in North America: 

"Reading Recovery sites operated in four Canadian provinces, 48 U.S. States, 
and the District of Columbia. Approximately 60,000 North American children 
were served by Reading Recovery educators during the J993-94 school year. Tn 
California alone, more than 500 school districts served approximately 5000 
children." (Schwartz & Klein, 1996) 

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

In Reading Recovery, program-trained teachers provide one-to-one tutoring in 30-
minute daily sessions to the lowest 10 to 20% of a first-grade class who have the 
prerequisite skills for Reading Recovery. 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 student into the 30-minute slot. Each Reading 
Recovery-trained teacher, working a half-day with Reading Recovery, is expected to be 
able to tutor 8 students in one year, though actual figures from the national data set 
indicate that the average number of students per teacher is much lower—5.5, or 11 
students for a full-time equivalent teacher, according to Hiebert (1994). 

Because of Reading Recovery's increasing popularity, and its expense, more 
independent evaluators are raising questions and reviewing the research that is cited to 
support claims regarding its effectiveness. Following is a summary of the findings 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. 
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The Reading Recovery data reporting system is flawed. 

The in-house Reading Recovery evaluation system results in considerable bias in 
the data collected through that system. Persons responsible for success collect the data on 
success. Without explanation, about half the data on children eligible for Reading 
Recovery are omitted from final analyses (Shanahan & Barr, 1995). In addition, the 
measures used to evaluate Reading Recovery (Clay Diagnostic Measures) emphasize 
tasks that align with the specific 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 patterns. Children 
who have learned the prediction strategies of Reading Recovery will score better reading 
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 pupils 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 of a class 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 do not learn to read, only a few students can be 
served with Reading Recovery. Some of the lowest children will be brought up to only 
the 20* percentile and many children performing below the 20* percentile will not be 
served. As a statewide intervention Reading Recovery would result in allocating the same 
resources to the goal of raising a few children in a low income school to the 20th percentile 
that it would allocate to a high income school raising children scoring below the 80* 
percentile to the 80th percentile. This inequity 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 achiei'ement 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 pomt (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 
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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 accounted 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 who were 
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). 

Figure 1. National Reading Recovery Data 
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Figure 2. Outcomes In Columbus, Ohio 1995-96 
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Both evaluations omitted the number of children who are eligible but never 
served—often because they lacked prerequisite skills or were already identified 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 
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(shown in grey). Children served but who do not complete Reading Recoveiy include 
children who are removed because they do not make adequate progress. These children 
are 770/ counted in the calculation of Reading Recovery success rates. Excluding eligible 
children 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 
program. Those the teacher predicted would not succeed, s/he should have removed from 
the program prior to completion. 

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

Reading Recovery does not eliminate the need for Title I. Pollack (1996) reports 
that in Columbus, Ohio, in the 1995-6 school year, only 14.7% of the children who 
completed the program reached national norms, and 81% of those completing the program 
still remained eligible for Title I services. 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 Title I services also.) Even 
among the smaller portion of children counted as successful over an eight-year period by 
Reading Recovery standards, 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 & Barr, 1995). 
Wake County Public School System (WCPPS) in North Carolina found that Reading 
Recovery students, "compared to a control group, were just as likely to be retained, 
placed tn special education, or served in [Title] I a year later" (1995, p. ii). Reading 
Recovery does not serve the lowest performing children. The average entry level 
percentile score of children who complete Reading Recovery is 34.5 (Hiebert, 1994). 

ChUdren successful in Reading Recovery are often not successful later. 

Other research has documented that children who complete Reading Recovery and 
return to the class do not continue to leam at the same rate as average children in the 
class, but seem to immediately begin foiling 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 Reading Recovery with other common 
compensatory programs (Battelle, 1995; Fincher, 1991; WCPPS, 1995) and found no 
advantage for Reading Recovery on measures using authentic text (the natural text used in 
the reading comprehension passages of standardized measures). One frequently cited 
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Study found Reading Recovery superior to other interventions (Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, 
Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994). Pinnell et al. compared specific variations of Reading Recovery 
and found approximately equal results regardless of whether the teachers had less training 
or the instruction was delivered in groups of four. Rasinski (1995) found serious 
methodological flaws in the Pinnell et al. study. He adjusted the scores to hold 
instructional time equal and found that the effect of Reading Recoveiy was at best only 
equivalent to the other treatments on measures of authentic text (Gates-McGinitie). 
Fincher (1991) compared the performance of children in Reading Recovery with that of 
children in other compensatoiy programs in Canton City Schools. Ohio, over a five-year 
period and found that common Title I programs resulted in better performance on 
measures using authentic text and other standardized measures. 

"Teaching Assistants with almost no training and minimal teaching materials 
with which to teach and working in less than desirable conditions, outperformed 
the Reading Recovery teachers when their students' overall achievement was 
compared Also, Reading Recovery teachers, when their Reading Recovery 
students are compared with their Chapter I students, tend to get better results with 
the regular Chapter I program than with Reading Recovery. This has been the 
case every year since J985-86, the year Reading Recovery was implemented in 
Canton." (Fincher, 1991) 

Research shows that explicit instruction in phonemic awareness beginning in 
kindergarten followed by explicit systematic instruction in phonics combined with 
extensive practice reading decodable text are emerging as important factors in the 
effective treatment of reading disabilities. Iversen 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 the relative effect sizes 
achieved by five treatments for reading problems. Reading Recovery was not nearly 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. 



03/07/97 16:32 ©202 401 3036 OPP/PES 1007 

02/12/97 10:05 AM Reading Recoveiy 

Figure 3. Relative Effect Size of Various Compensatory Programs 
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Very recently the research program of the National Institute of Child Health and 
Human Development (Foonnan, Francis, Beeler, Winikates, and Fletcher, in press) has 
found that changing the regular classroom program from whole language to incorporate 
explicit instrurtion in phonemic awareness and systematic phonics with decodable text is 
more effective than tutorial programs in reducing the occurrence of reading disabilities. 
Foonnan et al. (in press) compared (a) whole language combined with an unlicensed 
Reading Recovery model, (b) embedded phonics, a semi-systematic program, and (c) 
explicit phonemic awareness with systematic explicit phonics and decodable text. All 
these treatments were delivered in the regular classroom. The explicit systematic phonic 
approach was more than 1 Vi times as effective in preventing reading disabilities as whole 
language combined with the unlicensed Reading Recovery program (see Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. Relative Effect Size of Classwide 
interventions 
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Reading Recovery is extremely expensive and does not save other costs. 

Thirty hours of instruction for one child in Reading 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 educational 
costs of special education and Title I are saved, as are the social costs of letting children 
fail to leam to read. However, best estimates indicate that approximately 90% of the 
children eligible for Reading Recovery services continue to need other compensatory 
services. Other alternative models are more effective. Many of these models are 
classwide and actually cost much less, affect more students, produce higher performance, 
and, most importantly, change school and classroom practices so that the need for costly 
after-the-fact interventions are minimized. 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 redesigned. 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. 



•M^---: 
0 i . : 0 7 / 9 7 16:33 O202 401 3036 OPP/PES 

02/12/97 10,05 AM Reading Recovery 8 

READING RECOVERY: 
AN EVALUATION OF BENEFITS AND COSTS 

Research Methodology 

Does the Reading Recovery research design allow conclusions regarding program 
effectiveness? 

Reading Recoveiy includes not only an instructional program but also its own 
evaluation system that aligns with the program. Most of the data cited regarding the 
effectiveness of Reading Recoveiy 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 developer. Close alignment of the research design, the measures, and 
the program, along with data collection procedures that are controlled within the Reading 
Recovery implementation system creates an increased potential for bias in the results of an 
evaluation. Because most of the data available regarding the success of Reading Recovery 
come from its own evaluation system, the research design and the measures used in this 
system are discussed first. 

The Reading Recoveiy Research Design 

The Reading Recovery research design is not adequate 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 
classrooms. 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 Recoveiy children with that of the comparison group. First, 
the achievement of the comparison group is used to establish a band 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 Diagnostic measures. If a 
Reading Recovery student's scores end up within this band, then the child is considered 
successful and 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 children in Reading Recoveiy gained at a faster than normal rate while 
in Reading Recoveiy. 

This design is similar to that used in curriculum-based measurement (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 determine when a 
child is ready to be returned to the classroom; in Reading Recovery the measures sample 
the pull-out curriculum, and (b) in CBM conclusions are made regarding individual 
students so local norms are appropriate; in Reading Recovery local norms are used to 
evaluate the effectiveness of Reading Recovery for a whole group of students. Local 
norms are not appropriate for program evaluation without reference to national norms. 

El 009 
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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 comparison 
group. 

The Measures 

The Clay Diagnostic measures are used in the Reading Recovery evaluation 
system. Results obtained with these measures are somewhat misleading for two reasons: 
(a) content bias, 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 
program and the measures used lo evaluate the program, 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 reading tasks and skills 
that are unique to Reading Recovery. The comparison children may have no experience 
with the kinds of tasks evaluated by these measures, while Reading Recovery children 
have extensive experience. Comparisons on these measures are likely to exaggerate the 
amount of learning for Reading Recovery children. 

The primary evaluation tool in the Clay Diagnostic measures is the book-level 
measure, which is used to determine where a child places in the 20 levels of the 
instructional program booklets. It is the only measure in the battery that requires the 
children to read connected text. Though the text is connected, it is not authentic text. It 
is "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 20th level the text is least predictable, but it still has 
predictable features limiting its authenticity. Children generally 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 Recoveiy 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 illustrations 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 classroom as "successful." 

Stanovich and Stanovich (1995) report that many studies have found that authentic 
text is not very predictable: 
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"// is often incorrectly assumed that predicting upcoming words in sentences is a 
relatively easy and highly accurate activity. Actually, many different empirical 
studies have indicated 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 
underestimate). Across a variety of subject populations and texts, a reader's 
probability of predicting the next word in a passage is usually between .20 and 
.35 (Abom, Rubenstein, & Sterling, 1959; Gough, 1983; Miller & Coleman. 
1967; Perfetti, Goldman, &Hogaboam, 1979; Rubenstein & Abom, 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 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 strategies they have learned for 
reading may not generalize to real reading. These are important research questions that 
will be discussed in the review of empirical findings below. 

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

"Data reported by Glynn et al. (1989) indicated that the relationship between the 
amount of instruction and reading performance was not linear with respect to text 
level. 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)." 
(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, 
J 992). A lower-performing Reading Recovery child learns much less to move from level 
1 to level 2 than an average performing child must leam to move from level 11 to 12. 
Even though these inteivals 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 Reading Recovery success data have high stakes invested in the success of 
Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery 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 respective university training centers who use the data to 
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evaluate the supervisors' performance. The national Reading Recovery directors at Ohio 
State University have collated the data from all the university 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 around the known," or on other 
unspecified indicators. These excluded children are not counted among the children 
"served" by Reading Recovery, and, therefore, are not included 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 children 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 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 reported 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 Recovery and the built-in biases contained in the in-house 
evaluation system, the following review emphasizes the findings of independent 
evaluations. Two types of independent evaluations are available: (a) independent reviews 
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 collected through the Reading Recovery in-
house evaluation system simply because the other data are extremely limited. Hiebert 
(1994) and Shanahan and Barr (1995), for example, did not collect their own data on 
Reading Recovery but critiqued 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 Recoveiy program nationally from Ohio State University. Independent 
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evaluators include Battelle (1995) for the Ohio Department of Education, the Wake 
County Public School System in North Carolina (1995), Pollock (1996) for the Columbus 
Ohio Public Schools, and Fincher (1991) for the Canton Ohio 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 Laboratory (NCREL), a federally 
supported educational laboratory responsible for interpreting educational research for the 
midwestem states, hired two scholars to review all the existing empirical research 
regarding the effectiveness of Reading Recovery. NCREL selected Rebecca Barr and 
Timothy Shanahan because they had articulated two opposing viewpoints regarding 
Reading Recovery. Barr is 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, Shanahan is a noted critic of Reading 
Recovery, having written the first published critique of Reading Recovery research (1987). 

By considering the perspectives of both sides, Shanahan and Barfs 1995 review 
Reading Recovery: An Independent Evaluation of the Effects of an Early Instructional 
Intervention for At Risk learners, provides perhaps the most thorough analysis available 
of the data collected through the Reading Recoveiy evaluation system described above. 
Their basic finding was: 

"...that Reading Recovery leads to learning....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 misleading, Shanahan and Barr 
(1995) found unorthodox research procedures. For example, most of the Reading 
Recovery system data was located in unpublished technical reports produced by Reading 
Recovery leaders, Pinnell, Huck and others, at Ohio State University and had not 
undergone the peer review that is necessary to publish a study in scientific journals. A 
recent example of an unpublished technical report is an evaluation of Reading Recovery in 
Arkansas distributed by the Southern Regional Education Board (1996). This evaluation 
presents 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 suffered methodological problems: "We 
found no studies 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: 
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[The reported learning gain] most certainly is an overestimate of typical amounts 
of learning from Reading Recovery for several reasons: (a) test score 
improvements not linked to learning are likely to occur when students with 
extreme scores are selected for participation; (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 who are not 
having success in Reading Recovery, (p. 969) 

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

Probably the most serious flaw in Reading Recovery research has to do with who 
is included in the experimental sample. In some analyses, only discontinued 
students were examined making the program appear more effective than tt really 
is. In most of the studies, students were omittedfrom analysis because of serious 
learning problems, poor school attendance, or other similar difficulties. These 
omissions were often made 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.... Unfortunately, even two of the 
more sophisticated studies (Center, Wheldall, Freeman, Outhred, &McNaught, 
1995; Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994) that we analysed have lost 
as much as half of their data, without any empirical estimate or control of the 
effects of these missing data, (p. 991 -2) 

"The Ohio State programs have routinely collected information on those who are 
dropped for various reasons, but these data have not been taken account of in 
their studies or technical reports, nor have they been available to the public. 
Depending on the proportion ofparticipants omitted in this fashion, this creates a 
substantial bias in favor cf Reading Recovery gains, and there is no sound way to 
adjust the scores that are reported on this basts." (Shanahan & Barr, 1995, p. 
966) 

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

I "Overall, our consideration of the existing research and evaluation studies of 
j Reading Recovery is largefy qualitative. It would be difficult or impossible to 
| conduct a thorough empirical examination of this work using procedures such as 
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meta-analysis because there are so few studies, and those that exist usually 
provide insufficient 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 achieving 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 standard. The average level of performance 
of children in low income areas is approximately the 20* percentile, 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* percentile in first grade are generally 
nonreaders and are likely to remain unsuccessful in school, while children reading at the 
80th 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 reading 
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 successfully. (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 Recovery does not make children 
readers. "Success" in Reading Recovery rarely means the children read. Second, low 
income schools with heavy concentrations of nonreaders need a school-wide mtervention, 
not a tutorial that works with 10 to 20% of the children. Reading Recovery is least 
effective in the lowest performing schools because of the high proportion of students who 
are reading below the 25* percentile. In this case Reading Recovery can serve only a 
small percentage of students who are significantly behind. A large number of children who 
need services are left without assistance: 

When there are such large proportions of low îchieving 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 
constitutional law by holding lower expectations for minority children. At least one . 
site seems to have recognized this as a potential problem: 

121015 
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In New York City Reading Recovery programs, children are not discontinued until 
they reach national rather than local averages. (Shanahan & Bair, 1995, p. 995) 

Results 

Witt Reading Recovery 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. Both Reading Recoveiy 
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 1984-1993 in 
the United States, data from the three primary Reading Recovery sites and from 
the longitudinal study (DeFord et al, 1990) produce an unconvincing scenario of 
the effects of Reading Recovery on an age cohort, (p. 23) 

In a response to Hieberr, Reading Recovery promoters, Pinnell and Lyons (1995) 
agreed that they do not expect Reading Recoveiy to have an effect on overall 
achievement: 

"Implementation of the program ...in a given school does not necessarily mem 
an increase in mean scores but an increase of actual numbers of children at 
average levels.... [Reading Recovery] will not have lifted the scores of the entire 
age cohort! It never 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 Recoveiy advocates claim a very high success rate with problem children: 

"Approximately 75-85percent of the lowest 20 percent of children served by . 
Reading Recovery 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. & Pinnell, 1993; Swartz, Shook, & 
Hoffman, 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 20̂  percentile, but was 34.5 on the comprehension subscale of 
the Metropolitan Achievement Test (Hiebert, 1994). Hiebert interpreted this to mean that 
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the children selected for Reading Recovery come from the 4,h quintile (20th to 40th 

percentile) rather than the bottom quintile (0 to 20th percentile) as claimed. This 
higher entry level can be explained in three possible ways: (a) Children 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 percentage of children in each school arc served, 
regardless of the overall level of performance of children in the school. 

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

Even with these tests and teachers' subjective observations, the potential of 
children beginning first grade is very difficult to judge. Reading Recovery 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 chUdren who are judged unlikely to benefit firom 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) included 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 number 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 Reading Recovery policy is to 
anticipate which children will not be successful in Reading Recoveiy 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 special 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 performing children 
who make little or no progress in the first several lessons increases the average 
performance of the remaining group of children. Those children who complete the 
Reading Recovery program are those children that the Reading Recovery teacher 
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predicted would be able to match the classroom average on the Clay Diagnostic Measures 
upon completion of the program. 

Reading Recovery can serve only a fraction 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 Recoveiy could only serve the lowest 20% of that bottom quintile, 
leaving 80% of the bottom quintile unserved. On the other hand, when few children are in 
the bottom quintile, Reading Recoveiy will serve children performing at higher levels. 
Because of the greater availability of Title I funds in low income schools Reading 
Recovery is more common in those schools. 

Haw successful is Reading Recovery? 

Children who achieve at the average level of their first-grade class on the book-
level measures developed 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 Recoveiy is level 10 (Shanahan & Barr, 199S). 
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 the book-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 Diffusion Network (DeFord, Estice, Fried, 
Lyons, & PinneU, 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 calculated 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 example, 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 additional group of children who 
were eligible, but were never served (Shanahan and Barr, 1995). As noted earlier, 
Battelle's (1995) evaluation for the Ohio Department of Education found that this group 
represented 19% of the children found eligible for Reading 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 Recovery scored at the classroom average on the book-
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level measures at the end of first grade. (19% were not served; 28% were served but 
did not meet program objectives.): 

Slightly more than 200 students in 36 Ohio school districts were determined to be 
eligible to receive Reading Recovery services in 1990-9J, 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) 

Many reports of Reading Recovery success use the in-house evaluation system and 
suffer the methodological 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 independent measures were used to 
evaluate children's reading performance. Only the Clay Diagnostic measures were used. 
The report claims an 86% success 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 eligible but not served 
was not reported, nor were the numbers of children referred to special education or 
otherwise dropped from Reading Recovery because of inadequate progress. 

In contrast to the high success rates reported for Arkansas from the in-house 
evaluation system. Pollock (1996), an independent evaluator, found that only 14.7% of the 
children completing the program reached national norms pn 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 level due 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 needfor other compensatory services? 

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

The data indicate this assumption is false. As noted earlier, special education 
chUdren 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 special education, as the program itself makes many such referrals " 
(Shanahan & Ban, 1995, p.987). 

Reading Recovery does not do away with the need for Title I services either. 
Children who successfully complete Reading Recoveiy often need additional assistance. 
Pollock (1996) reported that 81% of the children who completed Reading Recovery were 
still eligible for Title I services in Columbus in the 1995-6 school year. This means that 
among all children eligible for Title I before Reading Recovery, 92% were still eligible 
after Reading Recoveiy. 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 
(Pollock, 1994). 

Are the effects of Reading Recovery sustained over time? 

Advocates also claim that Reading Recovery enables 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 children 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 begin falling behind. 
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 Recoveiy 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 indicate that Reading Recovery children did 
not leam at a rale comparable to the average children in 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 results suggest that by third grade, the Reading Recovery instructed groups 
may not be significantly different from the comparison groups as indicated by measures 
of text reading" (Shanahan & Barr, 1995, p.980). Hiebert (1994) found the same pattern 
of results at fourth grade: 

Although Reading Recovery-tutored students perform better than Achievement 
Comparison students on an oral reading task, this difference disappears when 
the task is a standardized one, even one that has the limited passages of the 
Woodcock Reading Mastery Test—Revised (p. 23) 

©020 
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Is Reading Recovery more effective than common Title I programs? 

Reading Recovery advocates claim that Reading Recovery is more effective than 
other reading programs: 

"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 interventions. Separate studies have found that measures 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 performance of children in Reading 
Recoveiy 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 lo teach and working in less than desirable 
conditions, outperformed 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 administer and submit the results of the independent 
standardized measures. From the submitted data, Battelle found that at the end of the first 
year, Reading Recoveiy students scored only 3.4 percentile points higher than children 
receiving other common nonindividualized compensatory services in comparison schools. 
(These services varied considerably from pull-out programs to occasional assistance 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 Recovery more effective than four alternative methods: (a) group delivered 
Reading Recovery, (b) Reading Recovery delivered by teachers with less training, (c) 
skills-based instruction without the Reading Recovery framework, and (d) a control. 
These were the four treatments compared: 
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1. Reading and Writing was a small-group tutorial program taught by certified 
teachers trained in Reading Recoveiy. 

2. Reading Success was an individualized tutoring program modeled on 
Reading Recovery. It was taught by substitute certified teachers who had only 
some Reading Recovery 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 intensive training program 
and were encouraged to use creativity to explore skills in different 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 methodological flaws in the Pinnell et al. study 
(1994): 

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

2. The instructional time varied across treatment conditions, with Reading 
Recoveiy children receiving significantly more instruction. Rasinski adjusted the 
posttest scores by the instructional time factor and found that 5 out of 6 mean 
scores for children in the comparison treatments were higher than the mean scores 
of the Reading Recovery group. This means that when the scores were 
adjusted to equalize instructional time, the other interventions obtained 
better results than Reading Recovery. (See Figure 3 in the Executive 
Summary.) Only the book-level measures showed consistently better results for 
Reading Recovery after this adjustment. 

3. The comparison of individualized Reading Recovery with small group 
Reading Recovery did not equalize the teacher time. Two hours of instructional 
time for teaching 4 students in the individualized format was compared with only 
1/2 hour for teaching 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 
Recovery 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. 
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Hw does Reading Recovery compare with other research-based interventions? 

None of the interventions compared in the Pinnell et al. study incorporated features 
of effective instruction 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. 
Iversen and Tunmer (1993) found that when Reading Recovery was modified to be more 
systematic, it was 37% more effective. Subsequently, Torgesen, Wagner, Rashotte, and 
Alexander (in press) found that an explicit systematic approach combined with decodable 
text was more effective than instruction similar to Iversen and Tunmer's modified Reading 
Recovery treatment. 

Wasik and Slavin (1993) compared the relative effect sizes achieved by five 
treatments for reading problems in five separate meta-analyses. Two programs had much 
larger effect sizes than Reading Recovery. Conclusions from such meta-analyses may not 
be as dependable because of possible differences 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 treatments identified 
as superior by Wasik and Slavin are indeed superior to Reading Recovery. Reading 
Recovery was not nearly 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). 

Foonnan, 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 
support 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 was not particularly strong, given 
the weak association between growth in word reading and number of days tn 
tutorial." (Foorman, Francis, Beerly, Winikates, & Fletcher, in press, p. 16) 

These findings support Nicholson's recommendation: 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 techniques supported by evidence from scientific intervention 
research. The findings of the NICHD research (Center for the Future of Teaching and 
Learning, 1996) emphasize the value of systematic instruction in phonological skills and 
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the alphabetic principle. The key features of systematic instruction are the following: (a) 
the lessons are logically organized 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 alphabetic principle). Reading Recovery's own document, Reading 
Recovery Executive Summary, 1984-1995 describes the unsystematic nature of the 
instruction in letter-sound relationships: 

"Our approach to phonics does not involve following some prescribed 
predefined logical sequence for every student....Many children learn all they need 
about letter/sound relationships in the process of writing messages, 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 letter-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 out unknown words, in 
fact, "hampers" reading acquisition (Lyon & Chhabra, 1996). 

Costs 

75 Reading Recovery cost-effective? 

Reading Recovery advocates argue that even 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 leam 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 feet. 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 I and special 
education are completely inefFecuve (Hiebert, 1994) and (b) Reading Recoveiy 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 recommended number of children and that the success rate is 
perfect with these children. 
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Hiebert (1994) and Shanahan & Barr (1995) critiqued Dyer for using hypothetical 
information and not actual data from the Reading Recovery evaluation 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 per successful child ($4625-58333). Dyer's figures and the revisions of those 
cost estimates are summarized below (see Table 1). Niether Hiebert nor Shanahan and 
Bair 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 materials the teacher uses, and the set-up of the Reading Recovery teaching 
area. Shanahan and Barr obtained only some of these additional costs from Reading 
Recovery sponsors. 

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 Recoveiy sponsors. "The training for teacher leaders costs 
approximatety $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 District reported per pupil costs of $7000, which 
included teacher salaries in the overall cost calculation but did "not include the $112,000 
paid to the foundation at CSU San Bernardino for teacher training" (pp. 3-4). 

Dyer, 1992 Hiebert, 1994 Shanahan 
& Ban. 1995 

California audit, 
1996 

COSTS 
Teacher salary $33,015 $33,015 $35,104 

(1992-3 ave,AFD 
omitted 

Benefits omitted omitted $8425 
(26% inl992, Bureau 
of Labor Statistics) 

omitted 

Initial Training per 
teacher 

omitted omitted $325* $2000+ 

Teacher Leader omitted omitted $2042+ $4575+ 
Training room set­
up 

omitted omitted omined omitted 

Yearly conference omitted omitted omined omitted 
Travel omitted _, omitted omitted omitted 
On-going support omitted omined omined omined 
Substitutes during 
training 

omitted 

Instructional 
materials 

$350+ $375+ 

Cost per teacher $33,015 $33,015 $46,246 
No. of children' 
served 

16 (the number 
recomoi ended) 

11 (actual 
number served) 

8 (number 
discontinued) 

Cost per child $2063 $3000 $4625 
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Cost per successful 
child ai end of grade 
1 

$3488 
(86% success) 

Cost per successful 
child at end of grade 
4 

$8333 
(36% success) 

SAVINGS per 
teacher 
Retentioiis 4 (2; $5208 Dyer's figures 

assume that all 
these programs 
are completely 
ineffective. 

Chapter 1 children 4 @ $4715 
Dyer's figures 
assume that all 
these programs 
are completely 
ineffective. 

Special education 
placements 

2@$09O6 

Dyer's figures 
assume that all 
these programs 
are completely 
ineffective. 

The Wake County Public School System (WCPSS, 1996) gathered their own data 
and calculated a cost of $9,21 i per successful child: 

The average 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 student for all students served in Reading 
Recovery in WCPSS during 1993-94 was approximaiely $2,947.50 beyond the 
regular instructional program. Current evaluation data suggests that by the end 
of third grade only about two of the students served by a Reading Recovery 
teacher read at a 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. 

Taken together, the data indicate that the cost for Reading Recoveiy (30 
hours of Instruction for one child) exceeds the national average per pupil 
expenditure for one full year of schooling. 

"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 an additional year of schooling for the children who participate—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 discussing how funds can be better allocated to meet the goal of making 
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every child a reader. Assuming a K-S elementary school population of 600 and a first-
grade population of 100, a Reading Recovery program might work with 20 children a 
year. This requires nearly 4 Reading Recovery teachers or 2 full-time-equivalent teachers. 
(Each Reading Recovery teacher serves a national average of S.S children, 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 reallocated to achieve much greater 
effectiveness. Foorman et al. (in press) found that the expenditures of huge sums on 
tutorial programs very similar to Reading Recoveiy 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 minimize the number of students needing individual attention. 

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 be 
more effective using research-based instruction for children 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 Foonnan et al., a school could expect overall 
achievement levels tb increase more than 1 Vi times by this change alond Retraining the 
classroom teachers could be easily accomplished with a one-time investment of $25,000. 
Retooling a school to use explicit instruction in phonological skills with systematic phonics 
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 effective 
instruction. 
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Summary 

The Reading Recovery data reporting system is flawed. 
The standard for successful completion of Reading Recovery is not equitable. 
Reading Recovery does not raise overall school achievement levels. 
Far fewer students than claimed actually benefit from Reading Recovery 
Children who are not expected to be successful are removed from the program 
and from the calculation of the success rate. 

services8 R e C 0 V e r y d o e S n o t r e d u c e t h e n e e d f o r o t h e r compensatory reading 

Research-based alternative interventions are more efTective than Readine 
Recovery. 5 

Reading Recovery is extremely expensive and does not save other costs. 
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AMERICORPS 
for 

Math and Literacy 

A collaborative project 
of 

The Reading Recovery Program at The Ohio State University 

The Charles Dana Center for Mathematics and Science at The University of Texas 

The Reading Recovery Program at California State University-San Bernardino 
and 

The Public Schools of Columbus, Ohio 
Austin, Texas 

and 
Colton, California 

The purpose of this project is to prepare an. AmeriCorps whose service substantially 
contributes to enabling children to succeed in reading, writing, and math at an early age. 

as;. 
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WHO is involved? The Ohio State University, The University of Texas, and for the 
95-96 project year. California State University-San Bernardino. All are universities in the 
Reading Recovery network, working in collaborition with selected school districts and 
community agencies to implement the program. 

READING RECOVERY, developed in New Zealand and implemented 
in the United States by The Ohio State University, helps the lowest 
achieving first grade children make accelerated progress by developing 
effective reading strategies. They then become independent readers and 
writers. Reading Recovery gives at-risk children a chance to succeed before 
they enter a cycle of failure. The great majority of children served by 
Reading Recovery become independent readers able to function at their 
appropriate grade level. Over 150,000 children have benefited from Reading 
Recovery 

HOW do we b u i l d on success? To meet our goals, we draw upon the successful 
national program, Reading Recovery, combined with research-based approaches in 
mathematics education. A new model has been constructed to enable children, especially 
those from the poorest communities, to experience success in reading and maihematics at 
an early age, thereby positively influencing the course of their school lives and, thus, their 
later lives. 

WHO are AmeriCorps members? Corps members are selected volunteers who have 
completed high school and wish to further their education. They represent a variety of 
backgrounds, ages, and educational levels. These adults will be a future resource for the 
communities they serve as productive citizens, civic contributors, and as parents. The 
program is designed to enhance their skills in all area.s. 

WHAT do AmeriCorps members do? Members work pan time in local elementary 
schools providing direct service in literacy and math to kindergarten, first and second grade 
children, individually and in small groups. Additionally, they provide assistance to the 
teacher in the assessment of children's progress in reading and writing. Their schedules 
include service during the school day along with some after-school and weekend 
community service. 

HOW are members trained? Corps members receive an intensive two-week training 
to start each program year. Training introduces them to dieir responsibilities and prepares 
ihcm to implement the integrated reading, writing and math activities they will perform. 
Training is jointly provided by personnel from the Reading Recovery project and by 
nationally recognized experts in maihematics. Following the initial training Coips members 
receive regularly scheduled training sessions as well as on-site assistance and supervision 
from university personnel. 
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WHERE do they serve? The project serves in schools willing to enter into a 
collaborative arrangement to use the services of AmeriCorps members. Corps members arc 
placed, in pairs, in kindergarten, first and second grade classrooms in the school. They 
may not be in the classroom all day however; their schedule depends on the opportunity to 
provide after-school and/or evening service. 

WHAT are the benefits to participating schools? 

• specially trained free service to at-risk children (up to 50% of children could receive 
extra help) 

• introduction to a new integrated literacy and math program based on research and tested 
in real life settings 

• a donation of books and materials for each AmeriCorps classroom to provide children'N 
literature and facilitate guided reading 

• a KEEP BOOK program that provides inexpensive books for primary grade children to 
take home 

• a technological station, including computer for desktop publishing and modem 
communication, in each school 

• professional development for classroom teachers who work with AmeriCorps members 

• close collaboration with the Reading Recovery network 

WHAT do the collaborating schools provide? 

To be selected for participation, schools must agree that: 
• the school will provide Reading Recovery 
• five classroom teachers and one Reading Recovery teacher will volunteer to act as 

collaborators for the AmeriCorps participants 
• administrator and staff will work together to develop parent programs. 
• space will be available for a technological station with a telephone line to facilitate 

communication 
• AmeriCorps members will be provided storage and meeting space 
• the collaborating teachers will attend seminars to prepare them for the literacy and math 

program and to work with AmeriCorps members. 
• collaborating teachers meet regularly with the project supervisor to monitor the program 
• school personnel will facilitate date collection to assess the effectiveness of the program 
• create a steering group made up of key staff members, the principal, and university 

personnel to support the AmeriCorps program in the school and in the district. 

"National service is nothing less than the American way to change America... the concept 
of community and the idea of service are as old as our history. " 

President Clinton 

rev: ViaSjn 
prgovr.doc 
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i n c. 

OHIO 
UNIVERSITY 

Department of Educational 
Theory and Practice 
Reading Recovery™ Program 
National Diffusion Network 

200 Ramscycr Hall 
29 Wesk Woodruff Avenue 
Columbus. OH 43210-1177 
Phone 614-292-7B07 
FAX 614-292-4260 

Thank you for your inquiry about Reading Recovery, a developer/demonstrator 
project funded by the National Diffusion Network. We hope that the enclosed 
awareness materials will answer your questions about the program. 

Reading Recovery was developed in New Zealand by Dr. Marie Clay. It is an 
early intervention program that enables the lowest 20% of first graders "at risk" of 
reading failure to develop effective strategies to read at average classroom levels. 
Once children are released from the program, they need no further remediation in 
reading. 

Kev Elements 

Five key elements are essential to Reading Recovery, which operates within an 
entire educational system. 

1. Program for Children 

Children are selected through a battery of individually administered diagnostic 
tests. They receive a daily 30 minute lesson That incorporates a variety of reading 
and writing experiences designed to help them develop effective strategies for 
reading and writing. Each day, children move through a lesson sequence that 
involves the reading of familiar materials, the composing and writing of a story, 
and the introduction and reading of a new book. 

Although Reading Recovery lessons follow a framework, every lesson is unique 
because the teacher closely monitors each student's progress and makes 
ongoing teaching decisions based on that student's current use of reading and 
writing strategies. Materials used in Reading Recovery lessons are many "little 
books" which provide suppon for readers using familiar language patterns within 
the framework of a predictable story. This pullout program lasts approximately 15-
20 weeks and supplements regular classroom reading instruction. 

2. Teacher Fducation Manual 

Two levels of training are provided at The Ohio State University: 

a) The year-long teacher leader academic course work (available at 
universities listed at the end of the document) prepares qualified individuals 
to teach Reading Recovery teachers at a district site. 

1 
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b) The instructor of teacher leaders year-long academic course (available at 
OSU. the University of Illinois, or the University of Auckland, in Auckland, 
New Zealand) prepares qualified individuals to teach Reading Recovery 
teacher leaders. All teacher leaders and instructors of teacher leaders are 
involved in a year-long training program for which they receive universjty 
credit. Their coursework includes working with four students on a daily basis, 
learning the Reading Recovery procedures, and learning how to provide 
training, technical and clinical support tor Reading Recovery teachers. In 
addition instructors of teacher leaders are prepared to establish a state 
university Reading Recovery instructional center. 

Every week during the training year, two teachers individually work with their 
students behind a one-way mirror with the remaining teachers-in-training 
carrying on a discussion behind the glass. After the lessons, participants 
come together for a critique session. In this way. teachers are led to be 
careful observers of a student's reading and writing behaviors and they 
learn to build a coherent rationale for the decisions they make. These 
teaching decisions are the key to student's accelerative learning and 
release from the program. An academic year is necessary in order to 
understand the complexity of this process. 

The coursework for teacher leaders and instructors of teacher leaders begins with 
learning about the procedures for Reading Recovery, but rapidly shifts to 
theoretical issues and research in language acquisition, cognition, literacy 
learning, and instruction. 

3. Materials 

All teachers and teacher leaders use a set of professional books and a set of 
approximately 600 "little books" for children. The "little books" are selected from 
many early reading series and from children's literature trade books. All 
materials are nonconsumable and can be used by the same teacher in 
subsequent years. 

4. Monitoring and Continuino Education 

Two follow-up programs ensure the continued quality of the implementation of 
the program. 

Continuing Education After the completion of the training year, the teacher 
leader maintains continuing contact with teachers and continues to monitor 
student progress. Teachers meet several times each year for inservice sessions 
in order to continue to develop critical knowledge and refine their skills. Teacher 
leaders and instructors of teacher leaders attend two annual Ohio conferences: 
a three-day winter conference and a four-day teacher leader summer institute. 
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Monitoring Reading Recovery teachers are monitored and supported by teacher 
leaders; teacher leaders are monitored and supported by the university 
faculty/staff from which they received their course work. 

Research and Evaluation A program of research and evaluation ensures the long 
range effectiveness of Reading Recovery. Teachers and teacher leaders keep 
accurate records of each student's progress and send this data for analysis to the 
National Data Evaluation Center which is housed at The Ohio State University. 
Each teacher leader uses the results of the OSU data analysis in writing a 
research report that documents the results of implementing Reading Recovery at 
their site. The Ohio State University prepares national research results in an 
Executive Summary published yearly. 

Adppt'on Requlremenis 

Effective implementation of the Reading Recovery Program requires school 
systems and/or universities to release one or two experienced individuals to 
attend a one-year academic course of study. Audio and video tapes, books of 
professional readings and research, program evaluation assessments, and 600 
"little books' which comprise the Reading Recovery booklist have been 
developed to successfully transport the program to other sites. 

Once instructors of teacher leaders and/or teacher leaders have completed 
university course work, the Reading Recovery Program can be implemented at 
another site or university. In order to establish a regional staff development 
training center the school district and/or university must agree to: 

1. Establish an area for one-to-one instruction that contains a one-way glass 
screen designed to meet specifications so that observers can assess the 
one-to-one instruction without disturbing the lesson. 

2. Recruit and select 10-12 individuals to participate in a one-year Reading 
Recovery teacher or teacher leader instructional program to be held at the 
regional or university training center. 

3. Arrange for the release of certified teacher leader(s) to teach and supervise 
the Reading Recovery Program at the regional site. 

4. Arrange for Reading Recovery teachers-in-training to receive either 6 
semester hours or 9 quarter hours of graduate credit from the university with 
whom a partnership has been established. 

5. Arrange for a weekly two-and-one-half-hour class to be held after school 
hours at the regional center. 



02/27/97 THU 15:34 FAX 2025652781 CNS ®008 
F G b - ^ 7 - 9 7 0 2 : 5 9 P O S U - R R / E L L I / A m e r - i C o r - p s 6 1 4 2 9 2 7 5 4 7 P - O S 

6. Make the necessary arrangements enabling Reading Recovery teachers to 
spend a portion (minimum of 2 hours) of each day teaching Reading 
Recovery children (services begin immediately during the training year). 

Costs 

Reading Recovery is a cost effective program because it is a one-time 
intervention that enables the poorest readers to become independent readers 
without need of further remediation. The major costs to the adopter occur in 
acquiring initial training for the teacher leader or instructor of teacher leaders . 

During the first year of site implementation (when the teacher leader returns to the 
home site) school districts will incur the following costs ot implementation: 
additional teaching staff when the classroom sharing model is adopted, suppon 
services (duplicating; mailing; phones; mileage), additional salary/release time for 
the teacher leader and tuition payments for the teacher enrolled in the Reading 
Recovery class (6 semester hours, 9 quarter hours) at the local university that 
formed a partnership with the Reading Recovery site. 

Expenses during the second and subsequent years include providing teachers 
and teacher leaders with release time for continuing contact and teaching four 
students 30 minutes per day . 

Additional expenses involve the installation of a one-way glass and sound system 
at each training site (approximately $3,000). Each teacher also requires a set of 
books at an estimated cost of $1,000. This is a one time purchase, and can be 
used by the same teacher in subsequent years. The site must also purchase 
professional readings for teacher leaders, audio/visual tapes and scan sheets for 
data collection and analysis. 

Fegppnsifrilitie? pf ,the_EdLigatipnal System 

Effective implementation of Reading Recovery depends upon extensive support 
from all educational agencies within the school district. It is an intensive, 
demanding program that requires understanding and long term commitment from 
teachers, school and district administrators, and area universities. Marie Clay, 
developer of the Reading Recovery Program, cautions that "the intervention will 
not work unless it is kept on track and not watered down by misunderstandings." 

To any district or consortia of districts that is considering Reading Recovery, we 
recommend that a team consisting of a prospective teacher leader, an 
administrator, and a university representative make a fact-finding visit to either the 
training center at The Ohio State University or another university training center 
listed on the attached page. Following is a partial list of requirements for the 
implementation of Reading Recovery. 
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a. A prospective instructor of teacher leaders must hold a doctorate and obtain 
commitment from the university. A prospective teacher leader must have at 
least a masters degree and five years teaching experience, with at least 
three years at the primary level. Enthusiasm, demonstrated leadership 
ability, and professional commitment to the sponsoring school district are 
essential. The teacher leader in training spends one academic year at one 
of the national instructional centers (see attached page) while learning to 
become a Reading Recovery teacher, teacher leader, and program 
coordinator. 

b. Interested and innovative school and/or university administrators insure that 
the Reading Recovery Program becomes incorporated into the total 
educational program of the participating university and/or school districts. 
They also plan for the expansion of the program within the site. 

c. in Ohio, Reading Recovery teachers in training receive graduate credit from 
The Ohio State University. Since the teacher leader serves as an adjunct 
staff member of the university which is giving credit, a faculty member should 
accompany the team to determine how the course contents can be 
integrated into the university's procedures for offering graduate credit. 

This team should then make arrangements to visit the training center at The Ohio 
State University to discuss.the program and its implementation with Reading 
Recovery personnel. Visits shoyld also coincide with the teacher leader training 
class in order to observe behind-the-glass lessons and talk with teacher leaders 
in training. Separate arrangements should be made to visit one of the area 
teacher instructional sites. Persons interested in scheduling an on-site visit may 
request a visitor information packet by calling the Reading Recovery Office at 
(614) 292-7807. 

Thank you again for your inquiry. Should you wish additional information, please 
do not hesitate to call us. 

Sincerely. 

Carol Lyons, Ph.D. Androa McGarrier, PhrB. 
Director Coordinator • 
Reading Recovery/ Rgar1i"g Rocnvffry/ 

National Diffusion Network WationelOiffusiorr-Network 

G-a>|Su"P,nne it 6 / q. 7S 7-6 
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pTQNAL TRAINING CENTERS 

Canada 
cinidiiao Inslituto of Reading Rwevery 
University of Toronto 
Scarborough Collage 
1265 MUitvy Trail 
Scarbofough. Ontario Ml C 1A4 
(416)396-6322 
(416) 396-6324 FAX 

Pam janes. Trainer of Taacher Laaden 
Dianne Stuart Train or of Taacher Leaden 
Fergus Raid. Site Cooidinatsr 
Linda Camaron, Academic Support 

NewiZealand; 

Auei'land Collage of Education 
52 Epsom Avenue 
Epsom 
Auckland 3 
New Zoatand 
(09) 630-6736 
(09) 630-6721 FAX 

Barbara Watson. National Director, Trainer 
of Tutors 
Blair Koefoed. Trainer of Tutor* 
Sue Duncan. Trainer of Tuton 
Christine Sooeock. Trainer ol Tutors 

jiited itmeci brh; 

Univerdty of London 
institute of education 
20 Bedford V/ay 
London WCIH OAL 
0932 564157 
0932 570249 FAX 

Reading Recoveiy Centre 
The Runnymaada Staff Development 
Centre 
Chensey Road 
Addlostone. Surrey KT15 2EP 

Jean Prance. Trainer of Tutors 
Julia Douedl. Trainer of Tutors 

nited States 

Arkansae Heading Recovery Program 
University of Arkansas at Little Rock 
College of Education 
2601 South University 
Utde Rock. AR 72204-1099 
(501)569-3479 
(501)569-6694 FAX 

Anna Allen. Trainer of Teacher Leaders 
Linda Dorn. Teacher Leader 
Dean Gene Campbell. Site Coordinator 

mm CSUfrasne 
Dept. of Literacy and Early Education 
5005 N. Maple Avenue 
Fresno. CA 93740-0202 
(209) 278-0223 
(209) 278-0404 PAX 

Judith Neal, Trainer a (Teacher Leaden 
Carolyn Doyel. Teacher Leader 
Diane Geary, Project Assistant 

CSU San Bernadfno 
School of Education 
5500 University Parkway 
San Bernardino. CA 92407-2397 
(909) 880-5646 
(909) 880-7010 FAX 

Pat Kelly. Trainer of Teacher Leaders 
Adria Klein. Trainer of Teacher Leaders 
Stanley L. Swartz. Projaet Director 
Rebecca Shook. CDnical Trainer 

Saint Mary's College 
P.O. BOX 4350 
Moraga. CA 94575 
(510)631-4700 
(510] 376-8379 FAX 

Barbara Schubert, Trainer of Teacher 
Leaders 
Beverly Holfman. Clinical Trainer 
Nadine Pedron, Site Coordinator 

Universiry of Connecticut 
Box U-33. School of Edueaoon 
249 Glenbrcok Rd. 
Storrs. CT 06268-0233 
(203) 486-4114 
(203) 486-0210 FAX 

Joanne Daniels. Trainer of Taacher 
Leaders 
Mary Anne Doyle, Trainer of Teacher 
Leaders 

»rgie Stale University 
Reading Recovery Program 
Earty Childhoad Education 
University Plaza 
Atlanta. GA 30303-3083 
(404) 651-1216 
(404) 651 -1217 or 651-1495 FAX 

Clifford Johnson. Trainer of Teacher 
Leaders 
Martfia McLeod, Administrative Assistant 

National-Lauis Unive 
h Michigan/ 

FAX 

Trainer of Teacher 

PragramCoordinatar 

liversity of Illinois 
AeSding Recovery 
CentSNbr Ihe Study oWeading 
190 ChUAvi's Reyfareh Center 
51 Cony Dr 
ChampaignJ£"V£20 
< 2 l 7 ) 3 3 i « 1 3 
(217) afi-4S01 FAX 

J»1 Gaffney. Trainer of TeachWeaders 
nanette Mathven. Clinical Trains 

"Beulah tare el. Trainer of Teacher L3^Jers 
Marilyn Frederiksen. Teacher Leader 
Rues Zwoyer. Site Coordinator 
Ellie Tewksbury, Administrative Assistant 

Purdue University 
Reading Racove7 
1442 Liberal Arts/Education Bldg. 
West Laleyene. IM 47907-1442 
(317)494-9750 
(317) 496-1622 FAX 

Maribeih Schoiin. Trainer of Teacher 
Leaders 
Tammy Younts, Teacher Leader 
Deborah R. Dillon. Site Coordinaior 

nleen McOonough. Trains 
Leaders 

if Teacher 
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Uni varsity of Maine 
Reading Racovery Center 
CoBaga of Education 
576 Shiblei HaU 
Orono. ME 04469-5766 
(207)581.2418 
(207) 581 -2423 FAX 

Paula Moore, Trainer of Taacher Loaders 
Rosemary SaJesi. She Coordinator 
Judith Pussy, Teacher Leader 
Susan Russell, Admini&frative Assistant 

Lesley College 
CenierlorRaacfingReeovofv ^. 
1815 MastachusettiAva.. OU/TC sOf 
Cambridge, MA 02140 
(6171349-8424 
(617) 349-8490 FAX 

Irene Faunas. Trainer of Teacher Leadars 
Joanna Poole. Assis&nt Project Oireetor 
Jennifer Wamer, Administrative Assistant 

Oakland University 
School of Education & Human Services 
Reading Racovery Program 
472 OOowd Hail 
Rochester. Ml 48309-4401 
(810)370-3057 
(810) 370-4226 FAX 

Robert M. Schwartz. Trainer of Teacher 
Leaders 
Lee Skandalaris. Trainer of Teacher 
Leaden 
Joan Kaye, Secretary 

Western Michigan Univereity 
Michigan Rearfng Recoveiy Program 
34l7Sangr»nHail 
Kalamazoo. Ml 49008-5197 
(616)387-3534 
(616) 387.2882 FAX 

Jim Bums. Trainer af Teacher Leaders 
Joe Chapel. Site Coordinator 
Lou Ann Qrover, Administrative Aisisbnt 

New York University 
Press Annex Building 
Third Floor 
26 Washington Place 
New York. NY 10003-6642 
(212) 998-5408 
(212) 995-4195 FAX 

Angela Jaggar. She Coordinator 
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Reading Recovery: A Cost-Effectiveness and 
EducationalrOutcomes Analysis 

Philip C Dyer 

Today, schools are facing escalating battles 
to receive the financial resources necessary to 
educate at-risk children. At the same time, 
long-standing practices of retention and track­
ing are being questioned as detrimental to the 
academic progress of these children and to the 
school mission. Pullout programs such as Chap­
ter 1 and Special Education are facing further 
scrutiny as well. 

Since most school systems are fighting just 
to maintain the current operational budget, it 
may seem impractical to consider any instruc­
tional intervention that requires substantial 
initial expenditures, even if that intervention 
is instructionally effective. However, when 
considering whether they can afford to imple­
ment new programs, school districts should re­
alistically weigh the short-term costs against 
the potential long-term cost savings. 

This article examines an early instructional 
intervention called Reading Recovery, which 
provides one-to-one individualized instruction 
for first-grade students who need extra help in 
beginning reading. Although this intervention 
requires an initial and ongoing financial invest­
ment, the analysis described here finds that 
from a Jong-term perspective, Reading Recov­
ery offers an educationally sound and cost-
effective alternative to more commonly used 
approaches. 

Description of Reading Recovery 

Reading Recovery, developed by child psy­
chologist Dr. Marie Clay, has been imple­
mented for 20 years in New Zealand, and serves 
19 percent of that country's first-grade children 
(those having difficulty learning to read). 
Nationwide, New Zealand has a referral rate 

of only 1 percent for retention or Special Edu­
cation because of reading difficulties beyond 
first grade (Clay 1990). 

In 1984, with the help of Dr. Clay and her 
New Zealand colleague Barbara Watson, 
Reading Recovery was introduced in the United 
States. The Ohio State University, the Ohio 
Department of Education, and the Columbus 
Public Schools joined forces to implement 
Reading Recovery in Ohio. Results from the 
pilot study were very positive (Huck and 
Pinnell 1985). 

The basic tenets of the Reading Recovery 
program are that reading is a strategic process 
that takes place in the reader's mincf; that 
reading and writing are interconnected, recipro­
cal processes; that accelerated progress is pos­
sible; and that it is most productive to inter­
vene early, before children become trapped in a 
cycle of reading failure (Clay 1985). 

The program is directed at the bottom 20 
percent of first graders: the lowest achieving 
children in reading and writing, without regard 
to intelligence, ethnic group, language achieve­
ments, school history, physical handicaps, or 
learning disabilities. It is a one-time interven­
tion that comes at the earliest stage of the 
child's schooling. Its goal is to accelerate stu­
dents and to help them develop into indepen­
dent readers, reading with the average in their 
class, without further help. Reading Recovery 
requires one-to-one individualized instruction, 
but only for an average of 12 to 16 weeks. It is a 
supplemental pull-out program that does not 
replace the regular classroom reading and writ­
ing instruction. 

The Reading Recovery teacher, who has 
been specifically trained in Reading Recovery 
techniques, typically works with four students 
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individually per day for one-half hour each. 
In each lesson, the teacher directs'the reread­
ing of familiar little" books, takes'a "running 
record" of independent reading, works with the 
student on reading strategies as needed, sup­
ports the child in writing a message or a story, 
and reads a new "little" book with the child. 
In Reading Recovery instruction, there are no 
computers, no textbooks, no workbooks, and no 
drill sheets. Reading Recovery involves a spe­
cially trained teacher, pencils and paper, and a 
lot of interesting, short books at different read­
ing levels. 

A detailed description of Reading Recovery 
lessons and implementation of the program at 
the school and school district levels may by 
found in the monograph Reading Recovery: 
Early Intervention for At-Risk First 'Graders, by 
Gay Su Pinnell, Carol Lyons, and Diane Deford 
(1988). 

Reading Recoveiy Program Results 

After five years of intense scrutiny by many 
researchers, Reading Recovery in the state of 
Ohio continues to show positive results. In 
1985-86, 73.5 percent of the Reading Recovery 
children were discontinued from the program 

(that is, they were reading at the average 
level for their class and had demonstrated the 
independent reading strategies to continue to 
make progress at this level without further 
intervention.) This rose to 82 percent in 1986̂ 87 
and 86 percent in 1987-88. After a slight drop in 
1988-59 to 83 percent. Reading Recovery re­
gained its upward momentum with an 87 per­
cent discontinuing rate in 1989-90, and an 88 per­
cent discontinuing rate in 1990-91 (Ohio Read­
ing Recovery Project 1991). 

As shown in Figure 1, a longitudinal study 
conducted in the Columbus Public Schools found 
that a high proportion of children served by 
Reading Recovery demonstrated sustained 
progress through third grade without further 
intervention (Pinnell, DeFord, and Lyons 19SS). 
In 1989, the MacArthur Foundation awarded 
the Reading Recovery faculty at the Ohio 
State Uni%"ersity a grant to compare Reading 
Recovery to four other reading interventions, 
each of which contained some elements similar 
to those used in Reading Recovery. This study, 
known as the Early Literacy Research Project, 
found that Reading Recovery was significantly 
more effective than the four other approaches, 
and that the program's effectiveness required 
not only the one-to-one mHividualized instruc-

' Figure "L—Sustained Effects of Reading Recovery: 
Mean Text Reading Level of 1985-86 First Graders Who Were Successfully Discontinued from Reading 

Recoveiy and Comparison Group, Through End of Grade Three 

30 

Q ImcvencoQ Period — Mean = 13.4 Weeks 

8 Random Sample Mean — Avenge Band 
(± J Standard Deviaeoe) 

f SuccessfaHy Discontinued Rcadifl;: 
Recoveiy Children 

Comparison Children 
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Source: Pinnell, Deford, and Lyons. 1988. Reading Reco:xry: Early Intervention for At-Risk First graders. 
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tion it provided^ but also iis«i_qf its diagnostic 
and instructional strategies and in-depth 

"Teacher training (Pinnell et al. 1991). 
"Tn regard to its educational effectiveness, it 

is important to note that in 1987 Reading Re­
covery was evaluated and validated as an edu­
cationally effective early intervention program 
by the National Diffusion Nctwork (NDN) of 
the U.S. Department of Education (Pinnell, 
DeFord, and Lyons 1988,69). 

Costs and Educational Outcomes of 
Reading Recovery and 

Al te rna t ive Intervent ions 

Grade Retention — 
The common practice of student in-grade 

retention used in most school systems is coining 
under scrutiny. Over 2.4 million students are 
retained in grade annually in the United 
States, with a national cost of almost $10 bil­
lion (Sheppard and Smith 1990). Given that 
research indicates that this practice has little 
or no long-term positive effect and that it may 
actually have a serious negative effect on whe­
ther or not a student graduates from high 
school, it seems incredible that we are willing 
to spend so much money on failure! 

In Massachusetts alone, over $120 million is 
spent annually on retention. In this state, it is 
also clear that if the student is either male or a 
minority, the likelihood of being retained 
increases dramatically (French and Nellhaus 
1990) . 

Chapter 1 Programs — 
The U. S. Department of Education reports 

that Chapter 1 serves one out of every nine 
children enrolled in U. S. elementary and sec­
ondary schools (Binnan et al. 1987, 1). Federal 
contributions to the program account for 21 
percent of the Department of Education's 1992 
budget, or almost $6.1 billion (Education Week 
1991) . According to the Department of Educa­
tion report, children in typical Chapter 1 pro­
grams receive remedial reading instruction in 
pull-out groups of five children for an a%'crage 
of 35 minutes each day, five days a week 
(Birman et al. 1987, 68). 

An evaluation study by the U.S. Depart­
ment of Education, The Effectiveness of Chap-

Jer 1 Services, found that 

Students receiving Chapter 1 services experi­
ence larger increases in their standardized 
achievement test scores than comparable stu­
dents who do not: However, their gains do not 
move them substantially- toward the achieve­
ment levels of more advantaged students 
(Kennedy, Birman, and Demaline 1986, 17). 

A more recent evaluation of Chapter 1 pro­
grams (Allington and McGill-Franzen 1990) 
found that most programs tend to be limited, 
skill-and-drill-type remedial reading pro­
grams, and that their current structure results in 
actual loss of total reading instruction time for 
the participatiiig students. This is often cou­
pled with low expectations for these students 
(Rowen at al. 1990). As a consequence, children 
typically remain in the Chapter 1 remedial 
reading program for an average of five years or 
until it is no longer available at their grade 
level. There is only a 2 percentage point differ­
ence between the proportion of Chapter 1 chil­
dren in the first grade (12 percent) and those in 
the sixth grade (10 percent) (Kennedy, Birman, 
and Demaline 1986,19). 

All children in a low-income-area school 
that is designated to receive Chapter 1 funding 
are eligible for the Chapter 1 program if they 
fall below certain cut-off criteria, such as the 
30th or 35 th percentile on a standardized read­
ing achievement test that has been established 
by the school district (Birman et al. 1987). 
Children eligible for Reading Recovery usually 
fall within Chapter 1 guidelines; therefore, 
schools can use federal Chapter 1 funds to im­
plement Reading Recovery programs. 

Special Education Programs — 
Because of the difficulties they experience 

learning to read and write, some children may 
be classified as "learning disabled" and receive 
Special Education services. Recent reports by 
the U. S. Department of Education state that 
the number of children classified as "learning 
disabled" more than doubled during the last 
dozen years. In 1988-89, the number of children 
classified as 'learning disabled" had climbed 
to almost 2,000,000, which was about 49 percent 
of all children receiving Special Education ser­
vices (US. Department of Education 1990). 

In Massachusetts, between 1974 and 1990, 
the total public school enrollment decreased by 
30 percent while students in Special Education 
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increased by 77 percent (Massachusetts State 
Department of Education 1991,10)' 

Like Chapter 1 instructional programs, the 
Special Education programs provided for chil­
dren who are classified as learning disabled" 
have come under increasing scrutiny. Clay 
(1987) described the difficulty of trying to sep­
arate children who have true organic learning 
disabilities from those whose reading difficul­
ties stem from "external influences" such as 
emotional problems or disadvantaged early en­
vironments. Although educators have no reli­
able way to distinguish between these chil­
dren, the federal and state funding require­
ments for Special Education programs make it 
necessary for schools to expend extensive re­
sources attempting to identify and label chil­
dren as "learning disabled" before they can be 
given special assistance in reading. 

A recent study by Lyons (1989,6) found that 
many children classified as "learrring dis­
abled" really were not disabled at all, but were 
only having initial difficulty learning to read-
The study found that when placed in Reading 
Recovery programs, a high proportion of these 
children (73.3 percent) developed balanced 
reading strategies and were reading at the av­
erage level of their classmates in an average of 
less than 13 weeks of Reading Recovery in­
struction. 

Lyons and other researchers have found 
that children classified as "learning disabled" 
are often placed in Special Education reading 
programs that use a limited set of reading stra­
tegies and a slower pace. For example, Alling­
ton and McGill-Franzen concluded from their 
research that "too often these interventions 
provide no educational advantage to the chil­
dren who participate in them, even though the 
added costs are often substantial" (1990,8). 

Thus, when Reading Recovery programs 
serve to reduce the number of children who are 
incorrectly and unnecessarily diagnosed as 
learning disabled" and who are then placed in 
costly and ineffective programs, substantial 
savings in educational dollars arid improve­
ments in student learning are achieved. 

The current categorical method used to fund 
Special Education programs complicates the is­
sue. Classifying a child as "learning disabled" 
or otherwise in need of Special Education ser­
vices enables the district to receive additional 
funds from federal and often state sources. But 

when a school district provides effective early 
intervention such as Reading Recovery, thereby 
decreasing the numbers of students classified as 
"learning disabled," the local district stands to 
forfeit a certain amount of outside funding. 

It is clear, however, that avoiding incorrect 
Special Education placement and unnecessary 
special treatment not only benefits the child 
educationally but also saves money, whether at 
the national, state, or local level. 

Cost Factors: Reading Recovery 
Compared with Other Approaches 

Although information about the typical 
educational experiences and learning outcomes 
of students in alternative instructional pro­
grams can be a valuable resource to school dis­
trict officials who are considering implement­
ing new approaches, cost is also an obvious 
concern. This concern is often raised in regard to 
Reading Recoveiy. 

Costs of Reading Recovery— 
In spite of the impressive educational 

results of Reading Recovery programs, some 
school districts hesitate to initiate the pro­
gram because of its obvious financial costs. Im­
plementation does require time, money, and 
commitment. 

A major startup cost of initiating a Reading 
Recovery program in a school district is initial 
staff training. The training requires that at 
least one teacher leader selected by the school 
district (or a :group of neighboring districts), 
attend a Reading Recovery training center at 
one of more than a dozen universities across the 
country for one academic year. During this 
year, the teacher studies extensively and at­
tends professional classes in the basic concepts, 
learning theory, and professional practice of 
Reading Recovery instruction, as well as serv­
ing a rigorous internship to gain hands-on 
teaching experience as both a Reading Recov­
ery teacher and a teacher leader. 

The teacher leader then returns to the dis­
trict to conduct training for teachers in the dis­
trict or group of districts, and to assist teachers-
in-training throughout the initial school year 
and future years. A teacher leader can train up 
to 16 teachers per year, so smaller districts can 
share the cost of the initial training of one 
teacher leader. . 
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Another possibility is for one school dis­
trict with a trained Reading Recovery teacher 
leader to contract with neighboring school dis­
tricts to train their teachers in Reading Recov­
ery. For example, in 1990-91, two teacher lead-

_ ers in the Wareham School District trained six 
of the district's own teachers in Reading Recov­
ery as well as 22 teachers from neighboring 
school districts. This year Wareham is train­
ing 26 Reading Recovery teachers from 16 
neighboring school districts. 

It is important to note that during their 
Reading Recovery training period, which ex­
tends for an entire school year, teachers are 
actually teaching Reading Recovery children. 

The largest ongoing cost of Reading .Recov­
ery is the one-to-one instruction provided for 
the children served in the program. Children 
in Reading Recovery receive daily 30-minute 
lessons, so that each teacher spending half a 
day in Reading Recovery can work with about 
four first-grade children per day. However, 
since most children are successfully discon­
tinued from the program in 12 to 16 weeks, the 
one-to-one Reading Recovery instruction is 
short term, allowing the teacher to work with 
eight to 10 first-grade children over the course 
of the year. The other half of a Reading Re­
covery teacher's day is determined by the 
instructional program needs of the school. 

Casts Related to Alternative Approaches— 
An analysis of the relative costs of Reading 

Recovery versus the costs of first-grade reten­
tion, typical Chapter 1 remedial instruction, or 
Special Education for children classified as 
"learning disabled" should consider both the 
annual and the cumulative amounts of time 
that a single child would be likely to spend in 
each of the programs. Examination of the time 
commitments on a per-child basis for each of 
these interventions shows dramatic variation. 

Retaming a student in first grade means 
adding another full year of schooling in first 
grade for that child, a total of 1,080 hours (six 
hours a day x 180 days), at the annual per-
pupil expenditure in the school district. 

If a child is assigned to Chapter 1, then the 
special reading instruction pull-out time typi­
cally allocated for this intervention is 105 
hours per year (35 minutes per day x 180 days). 
A child who is placed in Chapter 1 receives 
help over an average of five years. Therefore, 

the total cost of this intervention in instruc­
tional time is about 525 hours. Chapter 1 
teachers typically teach remedial reading to 
groups of about five students, serving a total of 
about 35 students for the school year (Birman et 
al. 1987). The major financial cost of this 
intervention is the salaries of the Chapter 1 
teachers who provide that instruction. 

A child who is placed in a Special Educa­
tion resource pull-out program for learning dis­
abled students spends an average of 1.4 hours 
per day, or 252 hours each year, in this program 
(Moore et al. 1988). The child typically re­
ceives services in the program for six years in 
the elementary grades — a total of 1,512 hours 
— with some students continuing in the pro­
gram throughout their school careers (Moore et 
al. 1988; Ribadeneira 1990). The major finan­
cial cost of this intervention can be estimated as 
the salaries of the teachers who provide Spe­
cial Education instruction for that child-

Reading Recovery has the smallest time 
commitment, involving only 40 hours if the 
child spends 30 minutes per day in the program 
for 16 weeks. After the initial teacher training 
costs of the program have been met, the basic 
financial cost of the program is the salary of 
the Reading Recovery teacher who provides 
this relatively short-term individual instruc­
tion. 

Cost Savings of Reading Recovery 

Experiences of School Districts — 
The experiences of school districts that 

have implemented Reading Recovery have 
shown that such districts can expect to reduce 
the need for the other three instructional inter­
ventions substantially, not only benefitting the 
Reading Recovery children academically, but 
also producing long-term cost savings. A few 
examples illustrate the typical results of Read­
ing Recovery implementation. 

Prior to the introduction of Reading Re­
covery, the Upper Arlington School District in 
Ohio retained in first grade an average of 10 
students each year. In the five years since 
Reading Recovery began, the district has re­
tained a total of 17 students, a reduction of 33 
retentions during the five-year period (Lyons 
and Beaver in prcss). 

Other school districts have experienced 
similar reductions in first-grade retention rates 
after implementing Reading Recovery. For 
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example, in the first year of Reading Recovery, 
Wareham School District in Massachusetts 
reduced its retentions from 14 children to zero. 
During the previous five years, grade-one 
retentions had averaged 12 children per year 
(Zimmaro 1991). « 

"Western Reserve School District in Wake-
man, Ohio, initiated Reading Recovery in five 
first grades in two schools in 1986-87, using 
three Reading Recovery teachers half-time. In 
the year prior to implementing the Reading 
Recovery Program, the district retained 24 
students in first grade. In the Reading Recovery 
staff training year, 19 students were retained. 
During the first program year, nine students 
were retained. In the second program, year, the 
retentions dropped to one student, a remarkable 
change in three years (Yukish 1989). 

I Western Reserve School District 
First-Grade Retentions 
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Using current national averages and dis­
regarding inflation, we can estimate the pos­
sible cost savings implied in the Western Re­
serve School District's experience. The district 
avoided 43 potential student retentions in the 
program's first three years of operation. Using 
the 1990-91 national average per pupil expen­
diture of $5,208 (National Education Associa­
tion Estimates of School Statistics 1991, 25), we 
can estimate that such a program could achieve 
a cost savings through first-grade retention 
reduction of $223,944. The cost of the three 
Reading Recovery teachers for the three years, 
each spending half of their day with Reading 

Recovery children and paid at the 1990-91 
national average salary of $33,015, would be 
$148,568 (National Education Association 1991, 
19). Thus, a net savings of $75,376 would be 
achieved in first-grade retentions alone. 

Savings from avoiding 43 
retentions x $5,208 per 
student $723,944 

Cost of 3 Reading Recovery 
teachers (working half the 
day in Reading Recovery) 
fbr 3 years ($148,568) 

NET SAVINGS $75,376 

School districts implementing Reading Re­
covery can also expect to reduce the number of 
children placed in Chapter 1 remedial reading 
programs or Special Education pull-out pro­
grams. For example, the Wareham School Dis­
trict's Hammond East and West Schools re­
duced the number of Special Education place­
ments in grades K-l from 31 in 1989-90 to 16 in 
1990-91, the first year the Reading Recovery 
program was implemented. This is a drop of 15 
placements, or 48 percent. 

Estimated Cost Savings — 
Taking into account the potential reductions 

in student retentions and special placements 
that would result from the implementation of 
Reading Recovery in a typical school district, 
comparative program cost-benefit analyses can 
be made using national averages. Figure 2 on 
page 17 compares Reading Recovery with three 
alternative interventions by comparing the 
instructional time and teacher salary costs on a 
per-pupil basis using national averages. 

Viewed from the short-term perspective of 
annual costs, Reading Recovery is less expen­
sive than first-grade retention, but more expen­
sive than typical Chapter 1 services or Special 
Education services. However, the short-term 
investment in Reading Recovery has significant 
bng-term payoffs. 

For example, since Chapter 1 remedial 
reading instruction continues for an average of 
five years, the long-term cost of the teachers' 
salaries is $4,715 per student served, compared 
with $2,063 per student served for Reading 
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Recovery teachers' salaries. Long-term teacher 
salary costs associated with serving a child 
classified as "learning disabled" in Special 
Education (participation averaging six years in 
the elementary school) will be in excess of 
$9,906, as compared to the one-time cost of 
$2,063 for Reading Recovery for that child. 

A Cost-Benefit Model — 
A helpful way to look at the cost benefits of 

Reading recovery in comparison, with the other 
three interventions is to construct a model of the 
cost and the long-term benefits that, based on 
current experience and data, could reasonably 
be expected from one Reading Recovery teacher. 

Based on the actual experiences of school 
districts and accumulated research evidence, 
we can conservatively expect that the year's 
activities of one teacher, working half of each 
day in Reading Recovery and serving a total of 
eight first-grade children, would enable the 
school district to at least: 

• avoid two children being retained in first 
grade. 

• avoid the need to serve two children in the 
Chapter 1 program, who would probably 
have remained in the program for five 
years. 

• avoid the misdassification of one child as 
'learning disabled," who would probably 
have remained in Special Education during 
six years of elementary school-
Figure 3 (page 18) shows the costs and ben­

efits related to this model when current nation­
al teacher salary averages and other related 
data are applied. This simple, straightfor­
ward analysis makes no attempt to consider the 
effects of future inflation or other related fac­
tors. Its only purpose is to compare, in a very 
general way, the magnitude of the long-term 
savings that are possible through investment in 
early intervention programs such as Reading 
Recovery that have been proven by research to 
be educationally effective 

In Figure 3, the salary cost of one teacher 
devoting one-half day to Reading Recovery 
instruction for a year equals $16,508, which is 
one-half the national average of classroom 
teacher salaries in 1990-91. The long-term cost 
benefits that could be derived from this 
investment in early intervention would be 
$29752, for a net savings of $13,244. 

These cost benefits could be expected to 
occur over time as students who would other-
wise be retained in first grade or placed in 
remedial pull-out programs remain in regular 
classrooms with their classmates-

Indirect Benefits 

Other benefits to schools implementing 
Reading Recovery are harder to quantify but 
are just as important. One aspect is time sav­
ings. When a child is placed in a Special Edu­
cation program, tests and meetings are required 
to establish the child's eligibility for special 
treatment and to develop and monitor individu­
alized education plans. Beyond the meeting 
time in which a variety of school staff and the 
child's parents are involved, specialists must 
test the child to assess progress, spending their 
staff time and the child's instructional time. 
Since Reading Recovery provides early inter­
vention for the 20 percent of first-grade students 
having the most difficulty learning to read, no 
such elaborate testing and diagnostic proce­
dures are needed. 

Moreover, each time a child leaves the 
classroom for extra help, some school staff time 
and effort are spent in getting the child there 
and back, thereby taking away from class time. 
Further, the child loses time preparing for the 
transition, walking to the new location, and 
settling in after he or she returns from the 
alternate learning setting. One of the most fre­
quent concerns of primary grade teachers is that 
they have so little time to work with the 
whole class. Although Reading Recovery is a 
pull-out program, its short-term nature (aver­
aging 12 to 16 weeks) prevents repeated, disrup­
tive pull-outs over the long term. 

Perhaps the most important benefit is pre­
venting the psychological trauma of retaining a 
child in grade or labeling the child as "learn­
ing disabled" and then placing him or her in 
Special Education. Both alternatives involve 
labeling and stigmatizing children, which can 
damage their self-concepts, reduce learning ex­
pectancy, and retard learning. 

Conclusions 

Schools today face difficult decisions about 
the most effective way to use scarce resources 
for the good of children. Research indicates 
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Figure 2.—Reading Recovery Savings: Comparison of Teacher Time and Salary Costs per Pupil, 
with Grade Retention, Chapter 1, and Special Education in the Elementary Grades 

(in 1990-91 dollars) 

Intervention 

Retention (1st grade)1 

Chapter One 2 

Special Education3 

("Learning Disabled") $1,551 

Reading Recovery4 $2,063 

Annual 
Cost 

$5,208 (all costs) 

$943 

Average Years 
in Program 

1 year 

5 years 

6 years 

1/2 year 

Total 
Program Time 

1,080 hours 

525 hours 

1,512 hours 

40 hours 

Total Cost 
Per Student 

$5,208 (all costs) 

$4,715* 

59,906* 

$2,063 

•Cost in 1990-91 dollais; inflation and salary increases are not included. 

kTostfbr one child retained in first grade who received all school services (food, transportation, etc.) fbr one 
additional year, assumed to be the annual per pupil expenditure nationwide for current operations of S5.208. 
in 1990-91, as reported in Estimates of School Statistics: 1990-91, National Education Association 1991. The 
time for this intervention was estimated assuming a 6-hour school day x a 180-day school year. 
2Annual teacher salary cost of instruction for one student in Chapter 1 pull-out program. Calculated by divid­
ing the national average of teacher salaries for 1990-91 (S33,0lS) reported in NEA Estimates of School Statis­
tics, 1990 -91 by the average number of Chapter 1 students taught by each Chapter 1 teacher per year. The 
average number of students taught per teacher was calculated from data in the U.S. Department of Educa­
tion report The Current Operation of the Chapter 1 Program (1987), and assuming a 6-hour teacher day with 7 
classes of S students each, equaling a teaching load of 35 students. The study also was the source of data used 
trf calculate the time for this intervention: an average Chapter 1 pull-out resource session of 35 minutes per 
day x 180 days per year, x 5 years, which is the average length of time students receive Chapter 1 services in 
elementary school. ^ 

3Annual teacher salary cost of instruction fbr one student classified as "learning disabled" taught in pull-out 
resource room program for one year. Calculated by dividing the national average of teacher salaries for 1990-
91 (333,015) by the average total number of students classified learning disabled" taught by each teacher in a 
resource room pull-out program (a teaching load of 20 students per day), as reported in the U.S. Department 
of Education study Patterns in Special Education Service Delivery and Cost (Moore et al. 1988). The time for 
this intervention was also calculated from data in the study, which reports the typical student classified as 
"learning disabled" spends 7 hours per week in resource pull-out programs. Given a 36-week school year, this 
is 252 hours per year, or 1,512 hours over the course of 6 years of elementary school 

NOTE: These costs only include teacher salaries. Costs do not include items such as the annual cost of 
assessment of students, which was reported in the study Patterns of Spedal Education Services Delivery and 
Cost to be $1,273 per Spedal Education student in 1985-86. Estimates also do not include time and salary 
costs for Spedal Education students beyond sixth grade. 

^Annual teacher salary cost of Reading Recoveiy instruction for one student calculated by taking half the 
national average of salaries for teachers for 1990-91 ($33,015 divided by 2 = 316,508) and dividing this number 
by the average number of students (8) taught by one Reading Recoveiy teacher teaching Reading Recovery 
half of each day for one year. The time for this intervention was calculated using a tutoring session of 30 min­
utes each day, for a 16-week period. 
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Figure 3.—Potential Long-Term Reading Recoveiy Cast-Benefit for One Reading Recoveiy Teacher 
Working with Eight Students During One Year 

(in 1990-91 Dollars) 

• Expected benefits from one Reading Recovery teacher working one year. 

Avoid two grade-one retentions, @ $5,208 each $10,416 

Avoid need to serve two students in Chapter 1 programs (each child 
served for five years) @ $4,715 each 9,430 

Avoid misdassification of one Spedal Education student in learning 
disabled" resource program (child served for six years during elementary 
school) 9,906 

Total cost savings $29,752 

• Less cost of one Reading Recovery teacher (half year's full-time salary) (16,508) 

• Net savings per Reading Recoveiy teacher $13,244 

that Reading Recovery is an educationally 
sound and cost-effective early intervention 
program for helping children who are at risk of 
early reading failure. Reading Recovery can 
not only help schools save money, but can also 
significantly reduce a school district's reliance 
on the use of such questionable educational 
practites as categorizing, labeling, and retain­
ing children in grade. 

In industry, if a company could produce a 
better product for less money in less time, that 
change would be initiated immediately. Amer­
ican students, teachers, parents, and taxpayers 
deserve no less. With the research evidence 
that Reading Recovery is not only education­
ally effective, but also cosf-effective, this 
early intervention deserves careful considera­
tion by all those responsible for the education 
of children. • 

References 
Allington, R. L. and A. McGill-Franzen. Fall 1990. 

"ChUdren with Reading Problems: How Wc 
Wrongfully Classify Them and Fail to Teach 
Many to Read." ERS Spectrum Vol 8, No. 4:3-9. 

Birman, B. F. et al. 1987. TTaf Current Operation of 
the Chapter 1 Program. Washington, D.C: U.S. 
Department of Education, Office of Educational 
Research and Improvement. 

Clay, M. M. 1985. The Early Detection of Reading 
Difficulties (Third Edition). Auckland, New Zea­
land: Heineman Educational Books. 

Clay, M M. 1987. "Implementing Reading Recovery: 
Systemic Adaptations to an Educational Inter­
vention." New Zealand Journal of Educational 
Studies Vol. 22, No. 1: 35-58. 

Clay, M. M. April' 1990. "Reading Recovery in the 
United States: Its Successes and Challenges," 
Address to the American Educational Research 
Association. Boston, Massachusetts. 

Collins. T. C August 1990. 29^-89 Per Pupil Expen­
diture. Boston: Massachusetts Department of 
Education. 

Dyer, P. March 1991. "Reading Recovery: A Cost 
Benefit Analysis." Address to the New England 
Reading Recoveiy Conference, Nashua, New 
Hampshire. 

Education Week. December 11, 1991. "Final Edu­
cation Department Budget for Fiscal 1992." Vol. 
XI, No. 15:24-25r 

French, D. and J. Nellhaus. April 1990. Structuring 
Schools for Success: A Focus On Grade Reten­
tion. Report of the Massachusetts Board of 
Education. 

Huck, D. and G. S. Pinnell. 1985. The Reading Re­
covery Program in Columbus, Ohio: Pilot Year, 
Technical Report. The Ohio State University. 

1 8 

sei86izzoz 'ON xyj lN3U3A3IH0y lN3(iniS Ud 8t?:50 m £6-88-833 



Vol. 10. No. 1 ERS Spectrum Winter 1992 

Kennedy. M. M., B. F. Binnan, and R. E- Demaline. 
1986. The Effectiveness of Chapter J Seroices. 
Washington, D.C: Office of Educational Re­
search and Improvement, US. Department of 
Education. 

Lyons, C A. Fall 1989. "Reading Recovery: An 
Effective Early Intervention Program that Can 
Prevent Mislabeling Children as Learning Dis­
abled" ERS Spectrum Vol. 7, No. 4:3-9. 

Lyons, C. A. and J. Beaver. In press. "Reading Re­
covery: An Instructional Support System with 
Documented Success." 

Massachusetts State Department of Education. 
1991. Education Today Vol. 6. No. 9:10. 

Moore, M. T. et al. (Decision Resources Corpora­
tion). 1988. Patterns in Special Education Ser­
vice Delivery and Cost. Washington, D.C: U.S. 
Office of Education, Office of Special Education 
and Rehabilitative Services. ERIC Doc. No. ED 
303027. 

National Education Association. 1991. Estimates of 
School Statistics: 7990-91. Washington. D.C. 

Ohio Reading Recovery Project. 1991. Year S Tech­
nical Report. Vol. 14, 1990-91. Columbus. OH: 
Columbus Reading Recovery Project. 

Pinnell, G. S., D. E. DeFord, and C A. Lyons. 1988. 
Reading Recovery: Early Intervention for At-
Risk First Graders. Arlington. VA: Educational 

/ Research Service. 

Pinnell, G. S., C. A. Lyons, D. E. DeFord, A. S. Bryk, 
and M. Seltzer. 1991. Studying the Effectiveness 
of Early Intervention Approaches for First Grade 
Children Having Difficulty in Reading. Colum­
bus, Ohio: Early Literacy Research Project. Ohio 
State University. 

Potter, D. and M. Wall. February 1990. "An Analysis 
of Five Years of Educational Research of State 
Remcdial̂ Compensatory Program Evaluation 
Data." Paper presented at the Annual Meeting 
of the South Carolina Educators for Practical 
Use of Research, Columbia, South Carolina. 

Progrow, W. 1990. "Challenging At-Risk Students: 
Findings from the HOTS Program." Wit Delta 
tojrpan Vol. 71:389-397. 

Ribadeneira, D. July 3,1990. Teachers Say US. Ed­
ucation Investment Falls Short* Boston Globe. 

Rowan, B, L. F: Guthrie, G. V. Lee, and G. P. Guthrie. 
1990. The Design and Implementation of Chap­
ter 1 Instructional Services: A Study of 24 
Schools. San Francisco, CA: Far West Labora­
tory of Educational Research and Development. 

Sheppard, L. A. and M. L. Smith. May 1990. "Syn­
thesis of Research on Grade Retention." Edu­
cational Leadership Vol. 47, No. 8: 84-88. 

U.S. Department of Education, U.S. Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services. 1990. 
Twelfth Annual Report to Congress en the Jm-
plementation of Education of the Handicapped 
Act. Washington, D.C: U.S. Department of 
Education. 

Viadero, D. November 7, 1990. "New Zealand Im­
port: A Costly Bui Effective Way to Teach 
Reading." Education Week Vol. X, No. 10:1. 

Yukish, J. Site Reports 1936-S7, J9S7S8. 1988-39. 
Wake man, Ohio: Western Reserve School Dis­
trict. 

Zimmaro, L. March 1991. "Reading Recovery." Ad­
dress to the Massachusetts Chapter 1 Program 
Interventions Conference, Hyannis, MA. 

1 9 

81 'd SSI8612802 'ON m mmhmw .UWAMS ud ftt?:sn m JR-A?.-?™ 



Research and Education Reform 
Roles for the Office of Educational 

Research and Improvement 

Richard C. Atkinson and Gregg B. Jackson. Editors 

Committee on ihe Federal Role in Education Research 

Commission on Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education 

National Research Council 

National Academy Press 
Washington, D.C. 1992 

n a 
i r\ o 
i 

a 

c 
o 

c. 
• 3 

r r 

re > 
2 
C 

rv 
c 
r\ 
r\ 
a 
r\ 

a 



28 RESEARCH AND EDUCATION REFORM 

initiated program began in 1979 wiih remedial students in grades 6-9; il has 
since been expanded to include all grades from kindergarten through high 
school. The premise of the program is that all students with intellectual 
potential al or near the normal range will benefit from instruction in higher 
level thinking skills. 

The IMPACT prograni provides curriculum materials and traming. The 
first scclion of the materials is designed lo assist curriculum planners in 
analyzing exisiing courses for embedded instruction on thinking skills: classifying, 
seeing causc-and-cffecl relationships, making gcncraluations, forming pre­
dictions, and making assumptions. The second section of the program ma-
tciials is designed to help teachers (ill in identified gaps in thinking skills 
instruction. These materials coniain lesson plans for classifying and ca(e-
goriiing informalion, ordering and setting priorities for information, formu­
lating effective questions, and various reasoning exercises (Winocur, 1987). 

Training is available al two levels. At the first level, leachcrs partici­
pate in a 3-day in-service workshop in which they are provided with strate­
gics for introducing and guiding the process of critical thinking within the 
context of various subject areas. Special instruction is provided in effective 
use of Project IMPACT curriculum materials. The second level of training 
is designed to prepare graduates of the first level of training to act as 
trainers and disseminators in their Iccal school districts. 

Tilling and Evaluation 

The original evaluation study was conducted in 1983 and involved four 
school disiricis. All student subjects were in the seventh, eighth, or ninth 
grades and were enrolled in remedial reading or mathematics classes. The 
students selected to pailicipalc in both the experimental and control groups 
were those who failed lo pass lhcir district proficiency lest and scored at or 
below the 37th percentile in reading comprehension on the Comprehensive 
Tesl of Basic Skills. The 426 studems in a remedial IMPACT classes were 
taught by IMPACT-trained teachers; the 352 students in remedial control 
classes were tauglil by regular teachers. Standardized tests of basic skills 
and the Cornell Critical Thinking Test were used as measures of students' 
gains. Pretests were administered in September and postiests in February; 
all testing was conducted by classroom icachers. The results show lhat 
students in ihe Projeci IMPACT classes significantly ouiperformed students 
in conuol classes in thinking skills, maihematics, and reading at all three 
grade levels. According to (he analysis, lhe magnitude of the gains for 
IMPACT students was 1 slondard dcvialion on both the Comprehensive 
Test of Basic Skills and the Cornell Critical Thinking Test, compared with 
an average gain of 0.1 slandard deviations for students in conliol classes 
(Winocur, 1983). 
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Results obtained in a later study by the same invesligalor showed lhat 
83 students in seventh grade classes (aught with IMPACT significanlly im­
proved their reading comprehension between the pretesl and the postlest (as 
measured by lhe Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills): the mean perfor­
mance of these students increased from the 40lh percentile to the 51st per-
ccniile of the norm group, which included a nationally reprcscnlalive stu­
dent (Winocur, 1987). 

Projeci IMPACT offers an approach lhat can be embedded into most 
curricula and used as part of most leaching methods. As a result, (he 
program appears io have widespread utility. Since 1983 the National Diffu­
sion Nelwork has helped disseminate this program. According to IMPACT 
staff, there have been approximaiely 6,500 adoptions across all grades. 

Reading Recovery 

Program Description 

Reading Recovery is an early intervenlion program designed lo assist 
(he lowcsi 20 pcroeni of readers in the first grade, as determined by a 
special baltery of diagnoslic lesls developed by Marie Clay (1985). The 
goal of this field-initiated program is lo leach these children reading skills 
dial are comparable lo (hose of (he average students in their class. Current 
data show that 86 perccm of ihe children In Reading Recovery have suc­
cessfully mel thai goal within 12 to 20 weeks. 

The Reading Recovery program is designed lo be supplemenlary to 
regular reading instruction in the classroom. A child in lhe program leaves 
ihe classroom lo work one-to-one wilh a specially trained teacher for 30 
minuies every day. Within a lesson, reading and writing activities are inte­
grated, based on (he idea that devclopmenl in one skill area supports ad­
vancement in lhe other. Program maierials include several hundred small 
books graded at 20 levels of difficulty. The easier levels of these books 
contain illustrations on every page and are wrillen in predictable language 
patterns compatible with children's ability to understand. 

The approach is to encourage children lo read by building on lhe knowledge 
and skills Ihcy already have. In the early stages of lhe program, a teacher 
works very closely wilh a child, examining each word and each sentence in 
a small slory for recognition, pronunciation, and meaning. Throughout lhe 
ilory reading, the child and the teacher discuss what the characters might do 
ncxl. As the child progresses through the lessons, he or she is supported by 
the teacher in the devclopmenl of strategies that good readers appear to 
acquire naturally, such as summarizing, clarifying, and predicting. Tbachcrs 
stress meaning cues and comprehension in both reading and writing actlvi-
lics. Children are considered ready lo leave the program when ihey have 
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denionslratwi lhe abilily io use ihcsc strategies on iheir own and when they 
have reached the average reading level of lhcir class. 

A critical component of the Reading Recovery program is teacher prep­
aration. Teacher leaders go th rough a year-long program al a umversily 
iraining sice aud then return lo their local regions to provide a full year of 
uaining for other leachers. During iraining lhe icachers learn how io pre­
pare lesson plans and administer the program, how to create diagnoslic 
summary reports, and how to assess siudeni progress. They also practice 
working wilh a child behind a one-way glass while being observed by lhe 
oihcr leachcrs in the program. As a leacher works wilh a child, lhe observ­
ers commc-nt and discuss the process. Teachers also keep records on every 
aspect of the process. Throughout the iraining year, teachers work wilh 
studenis in lhcir schools using ihe Reading Recovery meihods. 

Research and Development 

Maria Clay, who developed Reading Recovery in New Zealand in lhe 
1970s, spent several years reviewing theories of reading and studying lhe 
reading behaviors of young children. As a result of her field-initiated work, 
she found ihal children use phonological awareness, syntax cues, and lhcir 
knowledge of subject mailer when cxuacling meaning from text. Her ap­
proach io leaching reading immerses learners in high-intcresl, authentic 
literary tasks instead of drills and exercises; and teachers coach studenis in 
using all three siraicgies for extracting meaning. 

Reading Recovery also incorporates a number of principles from Vy-
golsky's work on learning through social interaclion and from Piagei's work 
in ihe genetic or historical reconstructive method. Essen li ally, these devel­
opmental iheories suggesl lhat instruction be provided as guided reinven­
tion—a process that offers a stiuciure for a leacher lo share activity with a 
child in a way lhat the growth of lhe child is maximized. As the child gains 
compcience, new levels of knowledge are joinlly explored. Reading Recov­
ery adopts these principles in its interactive lessons and in the adjusimems 
made from l?sson to lesson on lhe basis of the progress of the child. When 
a child successfully completes the program, he or she has internalized the 
skills necessary lo coniinuc lo learn lo read alone. According to Clay and 
Cazden (1990:207): 

The end point of early instruction ha» been reached when childicn have a 
self improving system, they team nwie about leading every time they 
read, mdependeni of instniclion. When Ihey read texts of appropriate 
difficuliy for their present skills, ihey use a set of mental opeialions, suai-
egies in their heads, lhat are just adequate for more difficull bits of lhe 
text. In this process they engage in reading work, deliberate efforts to 
solve new pioblcms wilh familiar intormation and procedures. They are 
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working with iheories of lhe world and theories about written language, 
testing th cm and changing ihcm as ihey engage in reading tnd writing 
activities. 

The first field studies of lhe Reading Recovery program were initiated in 
1978; ihey were designed to answer questions about lhe program's impact 
on students as well as the influence of various school characteristics on ihe 
effeciiveness of the program. Early successes in New Zealand led lo inter­
est from researchers in the United Stales. In 1983 Pinnell and Huck trans­
ferred the program lo Ohio Stale, where several additional field tests were 
conducted. Dclween 1984 and 1986, $1.5 million was invested in the pro­
gram's development by slate and local funding sources in Ohio. 

Testing and Evaluation 

In ihe firsl full year of implementalion in Ohio (1985-1986), urban 
school studenis in the lowest 20 percent of their firsl grade classes, as 
determined by Clay's diagnostic lest baticry, were randomly assigned either 
lo Reading Recovery (133 students) or to a control group lhat received a 
commonly used remedial reading curriculum (51 students). After 15.7 weeks 
the results appeared Impressive: Reading Recovery students performed sig­
nificantly belter than control studems, and 73 percenl of the children reached 
average levels of achievement in reading for their respective firsl grade 
classes. Jn addition, the developers found that Reading Recovery students 
made an average normal curve equivalent gain on the Comprehensive Test 
of Basic Skills of 8.6 for the school year, compared with -0.2 for studenis 
in the conlrol group. At the end of the first grade, Reading Recovery 
students (ihe 73 percent who had successfully completed the program) were 
reading and writing at or above the average level of their classmates; when 
entering the third grade, they were reading al a 3.1 grade level. 

Because Reading Recovery is labor intensive and thus very expensive, 
developers have been exploring ways to reduce the amount of lime a leach­
er spends wilh each child. In a recent study supporlcd by the MacArthur 
Foundation, PinneU el al. (1991) compared four reading inscruction meihods 
wilh one another and with a conlrol group. The four methods included (1) 
regular Reading Recovery, (2) Reading Recovery with leachcrs who re­
ceived a shortened training course, (3) a one-to-one practice model (Direct 
Instruciion Skills Plan), and (4) group lessons by a Reading Recovery Teacher. 
The sample Included 324 students in 10 school districts. According lo 
Pinnell el al. (1991:1): 

Regular Reading Recovery was the only group for which the mean ireai-
mcnt effect was significmi on all four measures [of reading ability) al the 
conclusion of lhe field experiment and was also iht only (rcainwnt indicat-
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ing Usting effects. Rwulls of this study indicate lhat one-to-one iniiruc-
lion is a necessary bui nol sufficienl faclor m Reading Recovery's success. 
Quantiiaiive results md lhe qualilative analysts of videotapes indicate that 
Reading Recovery Uaining is a powerful influence on leachers and makes a 
dilfeience in student success. 

Over the past decade Reading Recovery has spread to 33 states and two 
sites in Canada. In 1991 there were 84 teacher leaders, 1,906 teachers, and 
12.902 children involved in the program. According to the developers, 
appioxtmaicly 86 percent of those students completed the program success­
fully in 12-20 weeks, demonstrating reading skills at the average level for 
their class. 

A critical clement in the success of this program is the ccnlral quality 
conuol over the program provided by the staff at Ohio Slate University. 
Nol only is the staff responsible for ensuring effeclive uaining, they also 
analyze the results for every student enrolled in Reading Recovery. Based 
on the results lo dale, lhe program conlinucs to be effective from cmry to 
lhe lliird grade. OERI's National Diffusion Network certified Reading Re­
covery as an effective program in 1987 (see Chapter 3) and has helped 
disseminate il since that time. A key goal for lhe future is to develop 
Reading Recovery as a group inslruclional program to reduce operating 
costs. 

Reciprocal Teaching 

Program Description 

Reciprocal Teaching is a 10-ycar, field-iniliated program of basic re­
search funded by the National Institute of Child Health and Human Devel­
opment to test die theory thai the skills that define "comprehension moni­
toring" arc cenunl in strategic reading. The comprehension moniioring 
activities selected for study include summarizing (self-review), qucslioning, 
clarifying, and predicting. The approach is to instruct students in the use of 
these skills, by encouraging them to participate in guided activity before 
ihey are asked io perform independently (see Brown and Pal'mcsar, 1989; 
Palincsar and Blown, 1984). "In these teaching situations lhe novice car­
ries out simple aspects of the task while observing and learning from an 
expert, who serves as a model for higher level involvemenl" (Palincsar and 
Brown, 1984:123). Initially, research on Reciprocal Teaching focused on 
reading and listening; more recently, it has been extended to include maihe­
matics (Campione, cl al., 19R8). 

In Reciprocal Teaching of comprehension, a leacher and a student lake 
turns leading a discussion concerning sections of the text: the task includes 
clarifying complex seclions, asking questions, making predictions, and gen-
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crating summaries. Initially the teacher models the activities, and the stu­
dents are encouraged to work al whatever level (hey can; the teacher ihen 
provides guidance at the appropriale level for each student. In the begin­
ning, students have a great deal of difficulty with the process of becoming a 
leader. However, as the Reciprocal Teaching progresses, with the teacher 
providing directed feedback and guidance, the students become much more 
competent and comforiable. 

Testing and Evaluation 

The first two experiments of reciprocal reading were conducted with 
scvcnih grade studenis who could read bul were at Icasl 2 years behind on 
standardized scores of reading compichcnsion (Palincsar and Brown, 1984). 
In the first study, some studenis received the Reciprocal Teaching approach 
from the program developers, and oihcr studenis were assigned to one of 
three comparison groups. Program developers worked with students in 
pairs in the Reciprocal Tteaching group, giving them an overview of the 
lesson, having them read a passage silcnlly, asking one to lake (he role of 
leacher, and as the lesson progressed, providing corrective and supportive 
feedback. Students were (old that the strategies (hey were learning were 
general and would help (hem understand as they read. Each day students 
took three unassisted asscssmenis (before, during, and after uaining) in 
which they read a passage and answered ten questions. 

The results provide impressive support for the efficacy of Reciprocal 
Teaching. Average performance in the comparison groups did not improve 
and remained al around 40 percent comprehension. In lhe Reciprocal 
Teaching irealmcol, studenis became more like lhe adult model: they began 
to use lhcir own words, and main idea summaries became more and more 
frcqucnl. All six studenis in the program reached a stable level within 12 
days of inslruction, and five of lhe six were operating at a level of 70-80 
percent comprehension. Moreover, five of Ihe six students improved their 
classroom comprehension on other lasks. These improvements were siill in 
place 8 weeks aflcr the Reciprocal Teaching program. 

In the second study, regular classroom teachers provided Reciprocal 
Teaching to three seventh grade and one eighth grade reading class (ranging 
in size from four to seven studenis). The siudeni selection criteria and the 
materials and procedures for Reciprocal Teaching were the same as (hose 
used in lhe firsl cxpcrimcnl, Aflcr 15 days of RcciprocalTeaching, studenis 
were demonstrating comprehension of 75-80 percent on daily assessments— 
up from 40-50 percent al lhe beginning of the intervention. By the 25lli 
day. many were ai 100 pcrcenl of comprehension and these levels were 
maintained on lhe 8-week postlest. As with lhe firsl cxpcrimcnl, (here was 
also evidence lhat the comprehension skills transferred to other subjects 
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Shanahan, T., and Barr, R. (1995). Reading recovery: An independent 

evaluation of the effects of an early instructional intervention for at-risk 
learners. Regdmg Research Quarterly, 2Q (4), 958-996. 

• Focus on Reading Recovery (RR) within U.S. schools. 
• Reviewed various versions of Clay's manual on RR (1979, 1985, 

1993a, 1993b); all technical reports on RR published by team at 
Ohio State University; ERIC; reference lists included in each 
document; "in press" materials (Reading Research Quarterly)-

• Data combined across studies or effect sizes calculated to estimate 
magnitude of impaci when possible to analyze data directly; 
qualitative analysis conducted when nature of original source 
materials required. 

• Included all published evaluations of RR and unpublished studies 
that included sufficient basic information (means, standard 
deviations for pre- and posttests); did not automatically reject 
unpublished sources. 

• Few empirical evaluations of RR-insufficient in number and scope 
to permit analysis needed by policymakers (p. 961). 

• Found no studies of RR that did not suffer from serious 
methodological or reporting flaws, published or not. 

• Overall, consideration of existing research and evaluation studies of 
RR largely qualitative (p. 961). 

What is Reading Reooverv? 
• Developed by Marie Clay for New Zealand schools in 1976. 
• Introduced to U.S. in 1979 publication of Clay's book. 

The Early Detection of Reading Difficulties. 
• Two new volumes, An Observation Survey of Early Literacy 

Achievement (1993) and Reading Recovery. A Guidebook 
for Teachers in Training (1993) replaced 1979 book. 
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• "Reading Recovery is an instructional intervention for teaching 
reading to young children" (p. 961) and an "intensive one-to-one 
intervention program" (Pinnell, DeFord, & Lyons, 1988, p. 2). 

• "A basic premise of RR is that children are failing with literacy 
because they are not learning to read and write, and not because 
something else is wrong with them" (p. 962). 

• Clay (1979) states: "The difficulties of the young child might be more 
easily overcome if he had practised error behaviours less often, 
had less to unlearn an releam, and still had reasonable 
confidence in his own ability" (p. 5). 

• Later reading problems can be avoided by intervening early; 
therefore, "RR is initiated after the children start to fail, but not 
long after" (p. 962). 

• At time RR developed, reading remediation was routinely delayed 
until child had completed 3 years of reading instruction. 

• RR focuses on the learning of at-risk children, defined in most U.S. 
programs as "children in the lowest 20% reading achievement 
groups in their first-grade classrooms" (p.962). 

• Because of relative performance standard, implementation of RR 
varies significantly (Ohio—few children with extreme difficulty 
learning to read; Illinois-districts with high concentrations of 
poor children). 

Extent of Adoption 
• Ohio State University initially established Reading Recovery in six 
public schools in Columbus, Ohio. 
• Expanded to more than a thousand schools involving tens of 
thousands of children. 
• By 1992, 38 states and the District of Columbia had at least one center 
for training Reading Recovery teachers. 

Instructional Procedures 
• Children receive individual diagnosis of their reading needs 
• Instruction provided on a one-teacher-to-one-student basis 
• Lessons are daily for 30 minutes per student 
• Not a stand-alone program but supplements regular classroom 

reading instruction 
• No prescribed, step-by-step kits or sets of consumable materials 
• Children taken through a collection of short books from levels 1 to 

20 in U.S. and read within 30-minute lesson plan. 
• Lesson includes child rereading previously read books; writing and 

reading their own sentences; reading a new book 
• Emphasis on teaching children to be independent 
• Usually implemented for 12-14 weeks of accelerated instruction 
• Individual instruction emphasized because "crucial to observe 

precisely what children have been able to leam (not what they 
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have been unable to do), to discover what reading behaviors 
they should now be taught from an analysis of performance in 
reading texts, to shift the child's reading behaviour from less 
adequate to more adequate responding" (Clay, 1979, p. 8). 

Teacher Training 
• 3 years of teaching experience, including primary grades 
• Staff development is spread over a year of part-time study. 
• Training is delivered during two hour inservice sessions at one or 

two weekly intervals over period of a year. 
• Typically, a RR teacher tutors in program for half a day and teaches 

in the regular classroom the rest of the time. 
• The most common approach is to hire two teachers to teach a single 

first-grade class, one teaching RR in the moming and the regular 
classroom in the afternoon, and the other with the opposite 
schedule. This allows eight children to enter the RR program at 
one time. As children discontinue, others take their place, so 
that in a year, more than eight students may actually receive RR. 
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Is Reading Recovery Effective? 

Does RR result in more learning than would be expected if the 
intervention did not take place at all? 

• Pre- and Posttest Comparisons. Based on results of five different 
studies and technical reports (Huck & Pinnell, 1986; Iversen & Tunmer, 
1993; Lyons, Pinnell, Short, & Young, 1986; Pinnell, Huck, & DeFord, 
1986; Pinnell, Lyons, Young, & DeFord, 1987), with results pooled across 
studies to determine average gains on various measures of diagnostic 
battery of informal tests Clay developed, it appears: 

1. The average RR child who successfully completes the 
program makes dramatic progress during first grade. 

2. The average child who completed the RR program learned 
15.71 letter names, improved performance on word reading tests 
by 13.25 preprimer words, improved on concepts of print test by 
8.73 print awareness features, wrote 31.44 more words; 
represented 24.86 more phonemes accurately in dictations; 
and moved through 9.0 levels of text material. 

UinitatiQPS of Results: 
1. Test score improvements likely to occur when students with 
extreme scores are selected for participation (regression to the mean). 
2. Normal development and learning gains typical of young children 
can be due to other sources of growth and education. 
3. The studies systematically omitted children who were not having 
success in RR. Specifically, the selection procedures used by RR "most 
certainly bias the results" (p. 968). Students who were served by RR for 
fewer than a specified number of lessons (30 for Ohio pilot study and 60 
for others) were not included in the evaluation reports. Therefore, the 
results do not include all students receiving RR. It is estimated that 
between 25 to 30% of students were not included in the results because 
of poor attendance or who did not progress successfully in RR. 
4. "Depending on the proportion of participants omitted in this 
fashion, this creates a substantial bias in favor of Reading Recovery 
gains, and there is no sound way to adjust scores..." (p. 966). 

• Of 22,193 children described in National Diffusion Network report 
who were served by RR in 1991-92, 5,880 failed for one reason or 
another, and 2,583 received 60 or more lessons but were not judged to 
be "successfully discontinued." Therefore, 38% were "not 
discontinued" from program; 62% successfully completed the program 
and "discontinued." (DeFord, Estice, Fried, Lyons, & Pinnell, 1993) 
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• A substantial number of the 5,880 incompletions reported for 1991-92 
probably entered the program in the spring and did not complete 60 
lessons. This group comprised 22% of total sample in Illinois report 
and 29% of Wake County Public School System. 

| * Does Reading Recovery lead to more learning than other programs? 

• Pre- and Posttest Comparisons. Based on results of two studies that 
provide comparable pre- and posttest scores for children in the regular 
classroom (Huck & Pinnell, 1986; Lyons, Pinnell, Short, & Young, 1986), 
it appears that: 

1. Reading Recovery children made greater gains during first 
grade than did their classmates. 

2. RR children learned to identify 11.01 more letters, 2.42 more 
primer words, and 2.63 more print concepts, increased the 
number of words they wrote by 2.75 more words, learned to 
represent 8.43 more phonemes accurately in dictations, and 
moved through slightly fewer levels of text material (.25) than 
did other first graders at their schools. 

Limitations of Results: Again, these results appear to be "an 
overestimation of these students' gains, given the regression to the 
mean problem and the omission of unspecified numbers of low-
success Reading Recovery students from the original samples" (p. 969). 
(see same limitations as noted above). Nonetheless, "it seems safe to 
conclude that Reading Recovery students approximate, and sometimes 
exceed, the gains made by average students. Reading Recovery 
seeming helped potentially low-achieving students to leam as much as 
or more than students in the regular school program, helping them to 
close the gap that was originally identified" (p. 969-970). 

How do students in Reading Recovery compare to other low-
achieving students? 

• Pre- and Posttest Comparisons. Based on results of three studies that 
provided comparable pre- and posttest scores for children in RR or an 
"alternative compensatory" program (Huck & Pinnell, 1986; Iversen & 
Tunmer, 1993; Pinnell, Huck, & DeFord, 1986), it appears that: 

1. "Comparison of gains made by the initially low-achieving 
groups suggest that the impact of RR is substantially slighter 
than was found in the classroom comparisons" (p. 971). 
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2. RR children learned to identify 4.6 more letters and 5.89 
more primer words, increased the number of individual 
words they wrote by 11.33, learned to represent 9.62 more 
phonemes accurately in their dictations, and moved through 
3.88 more levels of text materials than did the other low-
achieving first graders at their schools. 

3. "It seems significant that RR children did relatively better 
(when compared with their performance differences with the 
average group) than the other low achievers on word and text 
reading and phoneme representation. It is clear that RR leads to 
somewhat greater learning than might be expected without it" 
(p. 972). 

Limitations of Results. "It is important to remember that even these 
modest gains were probably inflated to some extent by regression to the 
mean and the dropping of Reading Recovery children from the 
program" (p. 973). 

Summary of Eegidts pf SMfes tnvQlving Pre- and Posttest 
Comparisons 

"From all of this it seems reasonable to conclude that children who 
receive Reading Recovery instructional make sizable gains in reading 
achievement during the first-grade year. These gains compare 
favorably with those of higher achieving first graders who receive only 
regular classroom instruction, or such instruction along with 
compensatory support. The relative gains that Reading Recovery 
children make during first grade appear to be significant and 
meaningful; however, they are inflated to a great extent by an 
evaluation policy that allows students to be dropped from Reading 
Recovery analysis for reasons of low success, and by regression to the 
mean effects that influence the results of most of the studies" (p. 973). 

* Is Reading Recovery as effective as other tutorial programs, such as 
Programmed Tutorial Reading, Wallach Tutorial Program, Prevention 

of LD-New York, and Success for All? 

Based on the results from four first-grade tutorial studies, including 
RR, and a fifth program. Success for All, involving classroom 
intervention as well as tutorial support, RR and Success for All were 
particularly successful in enhancing reading comprehension. 
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* Is Reading Recovery as effective when compared directly program 
interventions such as Reading Success, Direct Instruction Skills Plan 

(DISP), and Reading-Writing Group? 

1. In these comparisons, Reading Success vised RR format and 
materials but teachers received only a 2-week training program; DISP 
teachers were encouraged to develop their own direct tutorial 
instruction in specific reading skills; the Reading-Writing Group used 
previously trained RR teachers and adapted the RR model to small-
group instruction. 

2. Based on the study by Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, and Seltzer 
(1994), RR showed "particularly strong effects in February, followed by 
Reading Success, on dictation and text reading tasks" (p. 976). 

3. "The results for the Reading-Writing Group were moderately strong 
only on the text reading task, while the results for the DISP program 
were not different than those of the control group" (p. 976). 

4. "The results in May on the standardized test were insignificant for 
RR as well as the three comparison programs. By October, the effects 
that had been obtained had diminished for all groups except for the RR 
students, whose gains remained statistically significant on text reading" 
(p. 976). 

Limitations of Results: RR teachers were experienced and often 
exemplary teachers with at least one year's practice in RR; the 
comparison group teachers were hired from pools of substitute 
teachers; RR students received more instructional time than 
comparison groups. 

Do modifications of the components of Reading Recovery enhance 
its effectiveness? (Iversen and Tunmer, 1993) 

Iversen and Tunmer (1993) compared the standard RR program with a 
modified version that included explicit code instruction which focus 
on letter-phoneme patterns, including letters in isolation, and word 
spelling patterns sharing common pronunciations. In RR, phonemic 
awareness and letter-sound correspondences are developed in the 
context of each child's writing. They also compared the standard and 
modified RR programs with a group-based reading support program as 
a control condition and two comparison groups composed of average-
achieving first graders. Iversen and Tunmer (1993) found: 
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1. The two RR samples differed significantly from the group-
based intervention on the Diagnostic Survey and metacognitive 
measure, but did not differ from each other. 

2. Both RR groups also performed as well as or better than the 
average-achieving comparison groups. The main difference 
between the two RR groups was the number of lessons to 
discontinuation. The standard RR group exceeded that of the 
modified RR group by 37% (57 versus 42 lessons). 

Summary of Results of Studies Involving Comparing RR with Other 
High-Ouality Intervention Programs 

1. In general, RR compares well to other high-quality intervention 
programs. Some interventions, particularly Success for All that 
combines classroom and tutorial approaches in a comprehensive 
fashion, are equally effective. However, Success for All has not yet 
demonstrated an ability to maintain such gains under conditions of 
wide implementation (p. 978). 

2. It is important to understand that RR requires the (a) careful 
selection of highly skilled and motivated teachers, and (b) an approach 
to professional development that significantly enhances the outcomes 
of the program, including Its tutorial format. 

3. There is evidence to suggest that the program may be made more 
efficient by including more explicit and systematic focus on 
phonological receding. 

Do Reading Recovery Students Maintain Their Learning Gains? 

1. RR appears to differ from other remedial programs in its 
expectations concerning the stability of gains. A major assumptions of 
RR is that a low-achieving child will "become an average progress 
child" (Clay, 1985, p. 52). 

2. The relative advantage of RR groups seems to be maintained over 
that of comparison groups, as indicated by raw mean differences. 
However, when the increasing variation of the samples are considered, 
the differences are no longer significant. "After the period of 
intervention, both RR and comparison groups seem to progress at 
about the same rate, as indicated by group mean gains. These results 
indicate that once children are brought up to the average range, their 
progress is somewhat less than the average of their class" (p. 982). 
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increase per-pupil educational costs for that child by about 80% during 
the year of enrollment. Of course, these students might receive other 
types of special services, too, in addition to RR..." (p. 986). 

5. "Our analysis suggests that after the savings from lower retention 
rates and special education costs are considered, the per student annual 
expenditure for RR is in the region of $3,200, with great variation 
evident in district expenditures due to difference in teacher salaries and 
benefits; however, we suspect that the emphasis on experienced 
teachers probably raises the actual per-student costs to about $4,000" 
(p. 990). 

6. "Modification of the RR approach to include more direct instruction 
in the area of phoneme awareness and spelling knowledge (Iversen & 
Tunmer, 1993) may reduce the time needed" (p. 990). 

Prepared by: Edward J. Kameenui, Ph. D. 
Professor and Associate Director 
National Center to Improve the Tools of Educators 

December 4,1995 
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* Does Reading Recovery Have A Systemic Effect on School Programs? 

• Does the impact of RR reach beyond the effects on individual 
children and teachers to influence other aspects of schooling? 

1. "The evidence reviewed is limited in scope. It does not, however, 
support the conclusion that having the RR program in a school leads 
in any direct way to improvements of classroom instruction and school 
restructuring. The complexity of the process is revealed in descriptive 
studies" (p. 984). 

2. "More generally, a program such as RR that focuses mainly on the 
learning of individual children, although effective as a tutorial 
program, has serious shortcomings conceptually and practically when 
viewed as a professional development or school restructuring 
program...Accordingly, the RR program in its current form cannot take 
the place of a comprehensive school or district plan for serving the 
needs of all its students or as a program for professional development" 
(p. 984). 

What is the Cost of Reading Recovery? 

1. Like other tutorial programs, RR is necessarily expensive. RR 
requires the assignment of at least one full-time teacher (actually, two 
half-time teachers who share the full-time duties) who is likely to work 
with about 16 students per year. 

2. Calculating the actual direct costs of RR proved difficult, because 
precise costs differed by locale because teacher salaries differ, and this is 
the major program expenditure. 

3. "In sum, a conservative estimate of the total average expenditure 
per full-time RR teacher would be $46,246. Assuming that, on average, 
about 10 students per year will be worked with, the per-pupil 
expenditure is $4,625 ($2,890 if the number of students is 16; however, if 
this is done, then the achievement figures that have been used earlier 
are substantial-overestimates of the actual success of the program). 
These estimates are on the low side, and do not include various 
expenses such as yearly conference participation of Teacher Leaders, 
most travel expenditures, or ongoing support costs charged by the 
regional centers for working with teachers each year (additional 
expenditures per child). 

4. The average per-pupil cost in the U.S. in 1993 was $5,938, which 
means that the cost of having a child in RR should be expected to 
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A Note About the NICHD Research Program 

The National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) 
educational research program, initiated 1965, began to focus more on reading difficulties as 
it became clear how e?ctensive 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, prospective, longitudinal, and 
multidisciplinary research. Reid Lyon led the new charge by closely coordinating the work 
of over 100 researchers in medicine, psychology, and education in approximately 14 
different research 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 different samples of children. Lyon established detailed 
sampling requirements for the research and increased scientific rigor in other areas. 
Consequently, the NICHD research program has produced a growing body of highly 
replicable findings in the area of early reading acquisition and reading difficulties that have 
been reported in over 2,000 refereed journal articles since 1965. 

How the NICHD Research Program is DifTerent 

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 parallel 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 research 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 do not embrace any a priori theory, 
but test all theories against one another at different points in time. In a true scientific 
paradigm, theories are tested by doing everything to try to prove the theory incorrect. This 
contrasts with the usual nature of research in education, where untested hypotheses are 
often presented as proved theories before any testing has occurred. 

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 
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preschool through adulthood has been evaluated. Currently, several large-scale, 5-year 
longitudinal treatment intervention studies are underway. This longer-term design allows 
evaluation of the effects of different instructional variables on later reading performance. 

Sampling procedures. The sampling procedures ensure that all subgroups in the 
population (all ethnic groups, a full range of IQ levels, and so on) are included in sufficient 
numbers to provide a window to the population as a whole and provide information 
regarding the relationship of reading disabilities to other variability in individuals such as 
IQ. To evaluate the relationship between IQ and reading disabiUties, 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 English, including bilingual children, the research questions will turn to 
treatment for children who do not know English and are beginning to learn it as a second 
language. 

Researcher bias. 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 following 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. Ih 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 studies 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 ability to read with joy and understanding. In nearly all of the 
studies in Table 1 the children never progressed far enough in their reading to use a 
measure of independent reading comprehension to evaluate their learning. The important 
question of how different approaches to beginning reading instruction ultimately impact 
authentic reading remains unanswered 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 
performance would correlate with later reading performance was not established at the time 
of the research. 

With the NICHD research we now know that the values given the responses on these 
measures should have been reversed. What was considered desirable perfomiance on 
miscue analyses actually indicates a poor comprehender, rather than a good comprehender. 
Children who are poor readers make greater use of two of the three cueing systems, syntax 
and semantics (context), than good readers. Good readers make greater use of the 
graphophonic cueing system, as indicated by the fact that they read fluently and accurately 
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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 good 
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 necessarily 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. 

Table 1. Research supporting conclusions that conflict with the NICHD research findings. 

Date Researchers Population 
sampled 

N in whole 
language 
group 

N in skills-
based group 

DuxaUon Reading 
comprehension 
measure included? 

1985 Ribowsky 2 K classes in 
parochial school 

26 27 lyr No 

1989 Kasten, 
Clark, & 
Nations 

2 Preschool & 2 
K classes 

54 66 lyr No 

1990 SticeA 
Bertrand 

At-risk 1st & 
2nd graders ia 
10 classes 

25 (5 from 
each class) 

25 (5 from 
each class) 

2 yrs The SAT was 
administered, but 
no significant 
difference found. 

1991 Frcppon 4 1* grade -
classes, wealthy, 
white 

12 12 4 mths No 

1993 Mclntyre 1st grade, varied 1 (also 1 in 
Reading 

Recoveiy) 

1 2yTS No 

1994 Mclntyre & 
Frcppon 

low SES groups 3 5 2 yrs No 

1995 DahlA 
Freppon 

4 classes 12 focal Ss 
21 on some 
measures 

7 focal Ss 
12 on some 
measures 

8 mths No 

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

In contrast, the NICHD longitudinal treatment studies now in progress are five 
years in duration and have already used reading comprehension measures 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 
Foonnan 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 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 contradictory conclusions included only 100 subjects. Most of the 
studies involved much smaller samples. 
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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, developmental 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 calculation, a learning 
disability in written expression, and so on). 

Much of the recent NICHD research has focused on identifying the nature of . 
reading disabilities and the causes. Using modern neuroimaging technology, 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 a major 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 problems severe enough to hinder their 
enjoyment of reading. These problems are generally not developmental and do not diminish 
over time, but persist into adulthood without appropriate intervention. Because the 
percentage is so large, an arbitrary cutoff 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 performance of a child with that of other children his or her 
age and / or compare reading ability to academic perfomiance in other domains (e.g., 
listening comprehension, verbal expression, mathematics, written expression). The 
definition suggests that traditional methods for identifying a reading disability, such as 
looking 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 discrepancy in reading or not. Phonological processing encompasses at 
least three different components. Each component and a sample assessment are described 
in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Three important components of phonological processing and sample assessments. 
Component Skill Assessment 

Phonological awareness E.g., say cat without the /t/ sound. 

Phonological receding in lexical access Name objects, letters, colors quickly. 
(Rapid naming) 

Phonological receding in working memory Repeat sentences, words, or digits 
accurately. 

Of these three major phonological processing skills, phonological awareness appears to be 
the most prevalent linguistic deficit in disabled readers. 

Research on Treatment for Reading Difficulties 

What is Developmentally 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, 
Shaywhz, Fletcher, & Makuch, 1992; Stanovich, 1986; Stanovich & Siegel, 1994). Adults 
with reading problems exhibit 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 "developmentaiiy appropriate" should not 
suggest delaying intervention, but using appropriate instructional strategies at an early 
age—especially in kindergarten. Although we now have the ability to identify children 
who are at-risk for reading 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 Identification 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 deficit in 
reading 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, 1987a; Wagner & Torgeson, 1987). This is true for any language, 
even Chinese. About 2 in 5 children have some level of difficulty with phonemic 
awareness. For about 1 in 5 children phonemic awareness does not develop or improve 
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over time. These children never catch uj? but fall further and further behind in reading and 
in all academic subjects (Fletcher, et al., 1994; Shaywhz, Escobar, Shaywitz, Fletcher, & 
Makuch, 1992; Stanovich, 1986; Stanovich & Siegel, 1994). 

Instruction using the following types of phonemic awareness tasks has had a 
positive effect on reading acquisition and spelling for nonreaders: rhyming, auditorily 
discriminating sounds that are different, blending spoken sounds into words, word-to-word 
matching, isolating sounds in words, counting 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; Lundberg, Frost, & Petersen, 1988; Vellutino & Scanlon, 1987b; Yopp, 1988). 

Explicit instruction in how segmentation and blending are involved in the reading 
process was superior to instmction that did not explicitly teach the children to apply 
phonemic awareness to reading (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 a study by Ball and Blachman (1991), 7 weeks of explicit instruction in phonemic 
awareness combined with explicit instruction in sound«spellmg correspondences for 
kindergarten children was more powerful than instruction in sound-spelling 
correspondences alone and more powerful than language activities in improving reading 
skills. 

In a study by Foorman, Francis, Beerly, Winikates, & Fletcher (in press), 260 
children were randomly assigned to. a revised kindergarten curriculum (n=80) and a 
standard curriculum (n=160) consisting of developmentally appropriate practices described 
by the state of Texas' essential elements for kindergarten. The revised curriculum sought to 
prevent reading disabiUties by teaching phonemic awareness for 15 minutes a day using the 
Lundberg, Frost, and Petersen (1988) curriculum from Sweden and Denmark. Children in 
the revised curriculum made significant gains in phonemic awareness over the year. 
Foonnan et al. found that the greatest gains occurred when the explicit instruction moved 
into teaching the sound-spelling relationships concurrently with the instruaion in phonemic 
awareness. 

Explicit, Systematic Instruction in Sound-spelling Correspondences 
Phonemic awareness alone is not sufficient. Explicit, systematic instruction in 

common sound-spelling correspondences is also necessary for many children (Adams, 
1988; Ball & Blachman, 1991; Byrne & Fielding-Bamsley, 1990; Foonnan et al., in press; 
Mann, 1993; Rack, Snowling, & Olson, 1992; Snowling, 1991; Spector, 1995; Stanovich, 
1986; Torgesen et al., in press; Vellutino, 1991; Vellutino & Scanlon, 1987a). Foorman, 
Francis, Novy, & Liberman (1991) found that more intensive instruction in sound-spelling 
relationships during reading (45 minutes per day) was more effective than less daily 
instmction in sound-spelling relationships (sound-spelling instruction occurring only during 
speUing and not during reading). 

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

Foonnan, Francis, Beerly, Winikates, and Fletcher (in press) found that explicit, 
systematic instruction in sound-spelling relationships in the classroom was more effective in 
reducing reading disabilities than a print-rich environment characterized by interesting 
stories, even with children who had benefited from phonemic awareness instruction in 
kindergarten. 

"[Explicit, systematic instruction in sound-spelling relationships] brought 
economically disadvantaged low-achieving first and second graders close to the 
national average in reading on the Woodcock-Johnson-R, whereas 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 traditional 
diagnostic criteria. These results suggest that [explicit, systematic instruction] in 
soundspelling patterns in first and second grade classrooms can prevent reading 
difficulties in a population of children at-risk of reading failure." (Foorman et al., in 
press) 

Figure 1 graphically displays the effects on reading comprehension for the three 
treatments Foorman et al. compared. The whole language treatment offered children a 
print-rich environment with interesting 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 instruction, explicit instruction in sound-
spelling relationships, and extensive practice in decodable text. Details of the explicit, 
systematic approach are described in the next section. 

Figure 1. Percentile scores on Woodcock-
Johnson Broad measure of Reading 

Comprehension 

Whote Language Embedded 
Phonics 

Systematic 
Explicit Phonics 

Foonnan, Francis, Beeler, WiniJcaws, ind Fletcher, in pros 

Foorman et al. (in press) also found that changing instruaion from whole language 
to explicit, systematic phonics at the classroom level was more effective in reducing the 
occurrence of reading problems than any of three types of one-on-one tutorial programs 
that were evaluated. Foorman and her colleagues concluded that in order to avoid reading 
failure, the focus should be on prevention, not intervention. 
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"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 tutorial. But at 
least the tutorial may have kept children from falling further behind in reading. 
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, systematic 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 overemphasizing prediction from context for 

word recognition can be counterproductive, possibly delaying reading acquisition. 
Stanovich and Stanovich (1995) recently summarized the research findings regarding the 
predictability of authentic text: 

"An emphasis on the role of contextual guessing 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 indicated 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 underestimate). Across a variety of subject populations and 
texts, a reader's probability of predicting the next word in a passage is usually 
between .20 and.35 (Abom, Rubenstein, & Sterling, 1959; Gough, 1983; Miller & 
Coleman, 1967; Perfetti, Goldman, &Hogaboam, 1979; Rubenstein & Abom, 
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 cany the most 
information content." (p. 90) 

Stanovich and Stanovich (1995) also summarize the findings regarding the role of 
context in reading acquisition. Of the three cudng 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 movement 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, automatic, and efficient that the skilled reader 
need not rely on contextual information. In fact, it is poor readers who guess from 
context—cut of necessity because their decoding skillls are so weak." (p. 92) 

In the NICHD intervention studies (Foonnan et al., in press; Torgesen et al., in 
press) teaching children to use context and prediction as strategies for word recognition 
resulted in greater numbers of reading disabilities than instruction that taught children to 
use their sound-spelling knowledge as the primary strategy for word recognition. 
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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 prevent 
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. Phonemic awareness can be taught with listening and oral reproduction tasks 
similar to those listed below. When concurrent instruction in sound-spelling relationships 
occurs, growth in the development of phonemic awareness seems to accelerate. Teachers 
should initiate instruction in phonemic awareness before beginning instruction in sound-
spelling relationships and continue phonemic awareness activities while teaching the sound-
spelling relationships. 

Examples of phonemic awareness tasks 
Phoneme deletion: What word would be left if the (VJ sound were taken away from cat? 
Word to word matching: Do pen and pipe begin with the same sound? 
Blending: What word would we have if you put these sounds together: Isl, /a/, /t/? 
Sound isolation: What is the first sound in rose! 
Phoneme segmentation: What sounds do you hear in the word hoft 
Phoneme counting: How many sounds do you hear in the word cakel 
Deleting phonemes: What sound do you hear in meat that is missing in ear? 
Odd word out: What word starts with a different sound: bag, nine, beach, bike? 
Sound to word matching: Is there a /k/ in bike? 

Stanovich, 1994 

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 investigation. 

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-
spelling 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 isolated 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 practiced each day, not in the context of words, but in isolation. 
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These practice sessions need only be about 5 minutes 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-phoneme relationships the children know at that point. 

3. Teach frequent, highly regular sound-spelling relationships systematically. 
Only a few sound-spelling relationships are necessary to read. The most effective 

instructional programs teach children to read successfully with only 40 to 50 sound-spelling 
relationships. (Writing can require a few more, about 70 sound-spelling relationships.) 
The chart below 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.) 

The 48 most regular sound-letter relationships 
a as in fat g as in goat V 

m 1 e 
t h u-e as in use 
s u P 
i as in sit c as in cat w "woo" as in well 
f b j 
a-e as in cake n i-e as in pipe 
d k y "yee" as in yuk 
r o-e as in pole z 
ch as in chip ou as in cloud kn as in know 
ea beat oy toy oa boat 
ee need ph phone oi boil 
er fern qu. quick ai maid 
ay hay sh shop ar car 
igh high th thank au haul 
ew shrewd ir. first aw lawn 

To teach systematically means to coordinate the introduction of the sound-spellings 
with the material 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 meaningful 
words and stories as soon as possible. For example, if the first three sound-spelling 
relationships the children leam are a, b, c, 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. 

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 spellings 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. 
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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 
correspondences 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, but initially 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 children 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 point were: d, 
m, s, r, 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 point are: a, s, m, b, t, ee, f, 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 relationships in the 
context of real reading. 

Text that is less decodable requires the children to use prediction or context to 
figure out words. Much research has evaluated the effectiveness of prediction as a strategy 
for word recognition. Though prediction is valuable in comprehension for predicting the 
next even! or predicting an outcome, the research indicates that it is not useful in word 
recognition. The following passage is a sample of authentic 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 c f t, and his first ex_ 
t t him an unf able 1 n. It is true, it was 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 Jie. ere was no w ing, 
only a leap in like a flash, a met clip of teeth, a leap out equal swift, and 
Curly's face was ripped open from eye to jaw. 

It was the wolf manner of fight , to st and leap away; but there was more to 
it than this. T h _ or forty huskies ran _o the spot and not com d that s t 
circle. But did not com d that s t in , not the e way with 
which they were licking their chops. Curly rushed her ant who struck again 
and leaped aside. He met her next rush with his chest, in a p fash that 
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turn ed her off her feet. She never re edthem. This was at the 
on ing huskies had w for. 

The use of predictable text, rather than this authentic 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 children false success. 
While this false success may be motivating for many children, ultimately they will not be 
successful readers if they rely on text predictability to read. 

6. Use interesting stories to develop language comprehension. 
The use of interesting, authentic stories to develop language comprehension is not 

ruled out by this research. Only the use of these stories as reading material 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 reading acquisition, the children can still benefit from 
stories that the teacher reads 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 instruaion and the decoding instruction are separate from 
each other while children are learning to decode, but both types of instructional activities 
should occur. In other words, comprehension and decoding instruction should be balanced. 

A common misconception 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 instruaion in the same instructional aaivity is 
clearly less effertive, even when the decoding instruction is fairly structured. The 
inferiority of single instructional activities with mixed goals (embedded phonics) has been 
demonstrated in several studies (Foonnan et al., in press; Foorman, Francis, Novy, & 
Liberman, 1991; Torgesen et al., in press). 

During the early stages of reading acquisition, children's oral language 
comprehension level is much higher than their reading comprehension level. The text 
material used to build children's comprehension should be geared to their oral language 
comprehension 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. Comprehension 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. 
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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 research questions and 
the findings are briefly described below. 

Research Question: What individual variables affect reading acquisition? 
Finding: Bilingualism does not interact with reading acquisition. If children know some 

English, they leam to read in the same way that other cliildren learn. There is no 
evidence 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 that interacts with reading acquisition is ethnic group. Significantly 
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 reasons to explain why 20 to 40% of the population 
do not naturally develop phonemic awareness? 

Finding: Yes, sophisticated modem brain research using neuroimaging and other 
technologies show a unique brain signature for many, but not all, children without 
phonemic awareness. This neuroimaging research is being conducted at several 
NICHD sites, thus providing the opportunity 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 genetic evidence for degrees of heritability for 
letter processing. 

Research Question: How docs ADD relate to learning disabilities? 
Finding: Disorders of attention and reading disabilities often coexist, but the two disorders 

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 children perform 
poorly on rote verbal learning and memory tasks, but relatively well on naming and 
phonemic awareness tasks. The converse appears to be the case for children with 
reading disabilities. 

Research Question: Arc more boys than girls reading disabled? 
Finding: Despite the widely held belief that boys are more likely to have reading disabilities 

than girls, research has shown that as many girls as boys have difficulties learning to 
read. More boys are identified by teachers in school because of their tendency to be 
more rowdy and active than girls. 
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Future Directions 

The NICHD research program has made a great deal of progress in the 
investigation of reading difficulties. 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 English to read English. The on-going longitudinal intervention studies 
sponsored by the NICHD will be bringing important new knowledge to the field in the 
continuing effort to make every child a reader at an early age. 
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References 

A New Definition of Dyslexia 

Scientists from NICHD and other scientists as well as leaders from the National 
Center for Learning Disabilities and the Orton Dyslexia 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" 
definition reflects the need to alter the definition in light of continuing advances in research 
and clinical knowledge. The working definition is as follows: 

Dyslexia is one of several distinct learning disabilities. It is a specific language-based disorder of 
constitutional origin characterized by difficulties in single word decoding, usually reflecting 
insufficient phonological processing. These difficulties in single word decoding are often unexpected 
in relation to age and other cognitive and academic abilities; they are not the result of generalized 
developmental disability or sensory impairment Dyslexia is manifest by variable difficulty with 
different forms of language, often including, in addition to problems with reading, a conspicuous. 
problem with acquiring proficiency in writing and spelling (The Orton Dyslexia Society Research 
Committee, April, 1994). 
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The NICHD Research Sites 

Location 

University of Colorado 

Bowman-Gray School of Medicine, 
North Carolina 

Haskins Laboratories 

Yale University 

University of Miami 

Beth Israel Hospital / Harvard 
University. 

University of Houston 

University of Washington, Seattle 

Harvard University / The Children's 
Hospital-Boston, 

Johns Hopkins University 

Florida State University 

University of Houston 

Georgia State University 

Director® 

John DeFreis 

Frank Wood 

Affiliates 

University of Denver, 
University of California, Irvine, 
Harvard University, 

Carol Fowler 

Bennett and Sally Shaywitz Keith Stanovich's team at the 
Ontario Institute for Studies in 
Education 

Herbert Lubs 

Albert Galburda 

Jack Fletcher 

Virginia Berninger 

- Deborah Waber 

Martha Denckla 

Joseph Torgeson 

Barbara Foonnan 

Robin Morris 

Vellutino and Scanlon's team at the 
State University of New York 

Maureen Lovett's team at the 
University of Toronto; Maryanne 
Wolfe's at Tufts University in 
Boston 
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- • (hand by other local Latino activiito, he n> 
V mArked from die back of tb« auditor 
: that the prutartOT were oo bettor than tba 
KuHuxMui. 

•'J;'. AaroA XCchaeU, a leader ia the Dallas 
' "ehapter of the New Black Panther Partj; . 
.^iraant gomg .to.taJbe that situs; down. 

, -̂ '̂  j ^ ^ i n ^ t w ' M t . ' P e i a . Mr.;; 
• deousded diat,the Hifpaaic parT • < 

— -rm -s££i4 rcn^tf^JicjMjtwl^uttHring'^ 
"•moBBoaaly'alany ft* way.' ^M^ji-;^.-
' Aa board President BnlKeerer pounded ' 
the gavel and Khool police eonverijed, th* 
men aail tiicir uDia) lunglcdin the a'û c. A 
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U-A-L-R 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

READING RECOVERY 

February 7, 1997 

The First Lady 
Hillary Rodham Clinton 
The White House 
Washington, D. C. 20500 

Dear Mrs. Clinton: 

I had just completed this letter when Dean Campbell came down to share with us the wonderful 
news that you would be attending our Early Literacy for All Children conference for elementary 
educational leaders here in Little Rock on March 11,1997! ! ! WE ARE SO EXCITED!! 

We are so proud of all of you in so many ways. During the past two years, I have written 
several letters to you to try to express my anguish about the extreme cruelty all of you have 
suffered. I always decided that my letters might have served more as therapy for me than as 
comfort for you, so I never mailed them. I have, however, cried on the telephone to Millie, who 
always comforted me. I guess it's her background and experience as a pastor's wife that makes 
her so effective with this. 

We also are very encouraged that, as stated by the newspaper, "education is the No. 1 priority" 
of this administration. That is the issue that all of you work with so productively. 

In Mr. Clinton's State of the Union address, he talked about the White House conference that you 
and he would be convening to discuss early learning, the brain and how educators can best use 
the startling new findings in these areas. I know that renowned educators and researchers from 
throughout the nation will be invited to participate in this very important conference, but I am 
offering to serve and assist you in any way possible to help make this a meaningful forum. In 
our Reading Recovery training program here at UALR, a major focus of our study is how 
children think and learn and the brain's role in that learning. 

I am enclosing for you copies of recent publications and materials that are quite supportive of 
what we're doing here in Arkansas and UALR to effect best literacy practices in Arkansas 
schools: 

* Paths to Success - Getting Elementary Schools Ready for Children: Reading First. 
Southern Regional Education Board. July 1996. 

This monograph by SREB is devoted exclusively to describing the Arkansas Reading 
Recovery, Early Literacy and Comprehensive Literacy Support models, including tables of 
statistics showing annual and longitudinal studies of the effectiveness of these programs in 
Arkansas. 
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* The Titje I Program in Arkansas: Realizing the Promise. Final Report and Executive 
Summary. The Winthrop Rockefeller Foundation. August 1996 

These reports were the results of a comprehensive study of the strengths and weaknesses 
of the implementation of Title I programs in Arkansas. Our hope (and that of the foundation) is 
that this study will garner more state Title I support for early intervention programs, 
including Reading Recovery. There are several references to some of our effective Reading 
Recovery and Early Literacy programs in Arkansas schools. 

* Arkansas is Successfully Closing the Disparity Gap. UALR. 1996. 
We wrote this paper and a small research study as we realized that when low achieving 

children were afforded appropriate learning experiences, they could read and write as well as 
their previously higher achieving classmates. 

We are grateful that the response to our Reading Recovery, Early Literacy and Comprehensive 
Literacy Support Programs has been so positive and pervasive, not only in Arkansas but 
throughout the country. We had approximately 160 educators from Arkansas and 16 other 
states to attend our two Early Literacy Institutes held here in Little Rock last summer. We are 
already swamped with requests for participation this summer. The bottom line, we trust, is 
that more children will learn to read and write as the result of our efforts. 

Thank you, again, for your dedication to and your belief in providing quality educational 
opportunities for all of our children. Please call on me when I can help you do this. It does take 
a village! 

We are truly excited about your sharing time with us on March 1 1 ! If there is any information, 
materials, etc. that we can provide for you prior to your visit, please advise: 

office telephone (501) 569-3405 office FAX (501)-8694 
home telephone (501) 225-8988 home FAX (501)-9374 

Sincerely yours, 

Anne Allen, Ph. D. 
Reading Recovery Trainer 

Enc. 



Arkansas is Successfully Closing the Disparity Gap 

The gap between the scholastic "haves" and the scholastic "have nots" has been 
growing. The scholastic " haves" are coming to school infinitely more equipped to 
be successful because of experience with books, home computers, CD rom, 
literacy rich environments and life experiences designed to provide the young 
child with access to information and learning. The scholastic "haves" have a depth 
of understanding of stories, writing, editing, keyboarding, spelling and 
comprehension. In the mean time the scholastic "have nots" arrive at school ready 
to leam, full of potential but lacking the prior experiences with literacy and 
information to demonstrate their skill in the same ways as the scholastic "haves". 
As the scholastic "haves" are comfortable with information and its management, 
the scholastic "have nots", while fully capable of reaching the same levels of 
achievement, are lacking access to the experiences and tools which can show their 
potential. The "haves" are feasting on success while the "have nots" are nibbling 
and barely achieving. 

Unfortunately, this disparity gap is reflected in the socio-economic and racial 
differences in Arkansas schools. Home and community advantages set the stage. 
Like lunch boxes, designer jeans and backpacks, the disparity gap arrives at the 
schoolhouse doorstep whether it is wanted or not. Take for example the school 
where in the course of an academic year, 10% of the students get a home computer 
with CD rom, internet, encyclopedia and graphics. The immediate impact on the 
disparity gap is evident as this 10% accelerates. While others may be moving at a 
steady pace, the distance between the "haves" and "have nots" grows 
exponentially. This growing disparity gap is not created by the school but often 
the school has done little more than label children failures (under many titles and 
names) and watch as the gap between rich and poor, black and white grows wider 
and wider. 

How are Schools Closing the Gap? 

Unfortunately the disparity gap does not close up by itself. Fortunately, the gap is more 
efficiently and effectively closed in the early grades, before students with solid potential enter 
a chain of failure habits. Success in addressing the disparity gap happens by putting two kinds 
of instructional support in place. Bridging the gap requires: 

1 .EARLY INTERVENTION - Quick acceleration that focuses on the individual 
child and his/her capabilities. Intervention is a short term,life changing, learning 
experience which develops the child's scholastic capacity and instills habits of learning 
which carry on into the child's future. 
2. CONSISTENT QUALITY IN THE CLASSROOM - At least three consecutive years 
of literate, supportive classrooms as children enter school. 



Without a strategy for pulling children from the academic basement into the main floor, the 
rate and percentage of failure will grow annually. Providing short term academic intervention 
is not a luxury or experiment that only a few schools can afford; it is the duty of the 
elementary school, as the first institution of the community, to provide service which puts 
scholastic "have nots" into the ballgame with their peers. One central goal of the elementary 
school is to provide, for all children, the tools and opportunity to succeed. Eliminating the 
distance between the scholastic "haves" and "have nots" is happening in schools all over 
Arkansas and must be a matter of priority for the any school or community which hopes to 
prepare students for the 21 st century. 



1 Reading Recovery, Closing the Gap 

Reading Recovery is a proven intervention program which has been accelerating learning for 
some of Arkansas most at-risk children. In studies recently conducted by the University of 
Arkansas at Little Rock, children across 27 school districts who had received the Reading 
Recovery intervention were selected to see if the intervention was helping them get into the 
scholastic mainstream and stay up with the average group in their class. The studies found that 
Reading Recovery has indeed put children on the road to scholastic success by closing the 
disparity gap in two ways: 

1. Reading Recovery moves children from the academic basement into the successful 
mainstream of their class with 16-20 weeks of tutorial help. 
Children identified by their teachers as the most scholastically disadvantaged are involved in 
the Reading Recovery tutorial and are taught by a specially tratined teacher who knows how to 
accelerate learning in the most at-risk children in first grade. Of the 1000 children served by 
Reading Recovery in Arkansas 860 are now reading and writing at the average of their class. 
And even two years after having received Reading Recovery help, they are still performing 
with their classmates. 

2. Minority and non-minority children succeed at the same accelerated rate during and 
after Reading Recovery intervention. There is no disparity gap between the reading, 
writing and spelling performance of black and white children who have had the Reading 
Recovery tutorial. Measured one full year after the Reading Recovery intervention on four 
types of reading and spelling achievement tests, the black and white children initially labeled 
as "at-risk" in first grade before the intervention, scored at the average of their class and the 
scores of the black and white children differed on all measures by a total 5 points. Black and 
white children, never labeled as at-risk, were taken from a random sample for comparison. 
These children, from the same schools, showed scores which when averaged together were 
comparable to the Reading Recovery children's scores. But when broken down by racial 
groups, there was a difference between the white and black children of 23 points on the reading 
and spelling measures. The strategies learned in the Reading Recovery intervention were 
clearly helping children close the disparity gap. 

Making room in the busy elementary day for tutorial help from the specially trained Reading 
Recovery professionals is a challenge for many elementary schools in these days of budget 
cutbacks and funding uncertainties. However, the investment of time and money for a few 
weeks in first grade saves many more dollars that would be spent on these very same at-risk 
children if they had not made it into the educational mainstream. Closing the disparity gap 
during the early grades prevents the costly expenditures which follow students marked by 
failure throughout their school careers. 



Mean Scores of Anglo and African American Reading Recovery 
and Non-Reading Recovery Students on Literacy Tasks at End of 
Second Grade 
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