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Reading Recovery vs. Read Well
ABSTRACT
This was a study comparing the effects of Reading Recovery versus Read Well
programs as interventions to help the struggling first grade reader reach grade level
proficiency. Reading Recovery was an intervention used at the study site for fifteen
years. Due to budget cuts, the program was discontinued. Read Well was
implemented with the hope that it would be as effective in assisting the struggling
first grade reader to reach proficiency.
Reading Recovery is a tutorial intervention based on the contextual theory of
reading instruction. Read Well is a packaged program with its premise on the
phonemic awareness and phonics theory of reading instruction.
The results reveal Reading Recovery students show more overall progress
toward grade level proficiency but the Read Well groups exhibit positive growth.
Key Words: Reading intervention, Response to Intervention, Reading Recovery,
Read Well
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Chapter One
Introduction
Background

Providing reading instruction intervention for low performing first grade
students is an important component to school success. Over the last twenty years,
there has been widespread use of the tutorial method called Reading Recovery (1984),
a program which originated in New Zealand. It requires a highly trained Reading
Recovery teacher who works with one student at a time, which makes it a costly form
of intervention. With the current budget crisis in the state of California, many districts
are finding this program to be cost prohibitive. lbis study will examine the use of a
less costly, commercially available program called Read Well (1998) and its effect on
reading proficiency in comparison to the use of Reading Recovery.
Statement of the Problem

Is the use of the Read Well (1998) reading intervention as effective as Reading
Recovery (1983) intervention with a comparable group of lowest performing first

grade readers in accelerating their reading performance?
Significance ofStudy

lbis study will allow those who are seeking a reading intervention program
for struggling first graders to compare two types of programs. One is the Reading
Recovery tutorial method and the other is a commercially available program designed
for small groups called Read Well.
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Summary ofResearch
In an effort to find the best and most cost effective method to improve reading
performance among struggling first grade students, this study will look at two
intervention programs available. The programs to be studied are Reading Recovery
and Read Well. Both reading programs include work in the areas of phonological
awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension. For this study, the rate at which the
study groups of at-risk students accelerate their reading performance toward grade
level proficiency and sustain it over time will be studied. The following chapter will
examine the components of each program and will analyze a variety of recognized
field studies.
Definition ofTerms
Cost-effectiveness. For the purposes of this study, cost-effectiveness will be
defined as the cost per pupil per year compared to the cost of special education per
year with regard to placement rates in special education, student status, Observation
Survey and MAP scores.
Observation Survey. The Observation Survey authored by Marie Clay in 1993,
incorporates six literacy tasks, all of which are necessary for describing a young
child's emerging reading and writing behaviors (retrieved May 3, 2009 from
http://www .readingrecovery .erg/reading recovery/accountability/observation/index.a
~ .. )They

•

include:

Letter Identification to determine which letters the child knows and the preferred
mode of identification
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Word Test to determine if the child is building a personal resource of reading
vocabulary

•

Concepts About Print to determine what the child knows about the way spoken
language is represented in print.

•

Writing Vocabulary to determine if the child is building a personal resource of
known words that can be written in every detail

•

Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words to assess phonemic awareness by
determining how the child represents sounds in graphic form

•

Text Reading to determine an appropriate level of text difficulty and to record
what the child does when reading continuous text (using a running record)
Phonemic awareness. Phonemic awareness is the ability to notice, think

about, and work with the individual sounds in spoken words. Before children learn to
read print, they need to become aware of how the sounds in words work. They must
understand that words are made up of speech sounds, or phonemes (Armbruster,
Lehr, & Osborn, 2001).
Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery (1983) is an intensive tutorial approach
designed for young students who have been identified as being at-risk of reading
failure after one year of schooling. This intervention methodology was developed and
trialed by Marie Clay of New Zealand and became a national educational program in
1983. It is now implemented in a number of education systems internationally
(Reynolds and Wheldall, 2007). This method is designed to be taught by one, highly
trained Reading Recovery teacher who works with one student for 30 minutes, five
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days a week. The rigorous training, support and monitoring of the Reading Recovery
program results in high program fidelity (Hurry, 1996). The program accelerates the
student's reading performance by systematically designing the child's lessons based
on his/her performance in the previous lesson.
Read Well. Read Well (Sprick, Howard, & Fidanque, 1998-2000) is a

packaged program available commercially, designed for use in small groups among
kindergarten and first graders, as well as with low performing second and third
graders who are reading at a first grade level. This program is divided into 3 8 units
with lessons in the areas of phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary,
and comprehension, which are designed to be taught systematically and explicitly for
30 minutes a day, five days a week (Jitendra, Sacks, Santoro, Starosta, 2006). After a
two day training, a teacher is able to teach scripted lessons to small groups. For the
purpose of this study, Read Well will be considered an intervention reading program,
used with first grade students, to augment the regular classroom reading program.
Running records. Running records "capture what young readers said and did

while reading continuous text, usually little short stories. Having taken the record,
teachers can review what happened immediately, leading to a teaching decision on
the spot, or at a later time as they plan for next lessons" (Clay, 2005, p. 50). Running
Records were developed by Dr. Marie Clay, as a way for teachers to quickly and
easily assess their students' reading behaviors "on the run", so to speak.
Intervention. Instruction meant to augment the regular grade level curriculum;

designed to help low achieving students reach proficiency.
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Chapter Two
Review of Literature
Introduction
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) has been cause for elementary
schools in the United States to take a closer look at students' reading levels. Under
the act, it is the responsibility of schools to ensure that all children have a fair, equal,
and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a
minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards and state
academic assessments (2001). Out ofNCLB legislation, came the Individuals with
Disabilities Act (IDEA, 2004). According to Mesmer and Mesmer, (2008), in 2004,
IDEA, Public Law 108-446, introduced Response to Intervention (Rtl) language (U.S
Department of Education, 2006). The section entitled "Specific learning disabilities"
(300.307) asserts that states cannot be required to use the discrepancy model for
identifying learning disabilities but may "permit the use of a process based on the
child's response to scientific, research-based intervention" (p. 28). This is Rti, a
process measuring whether a learner's academic performance improves when
provided with well defmed, scientifically based interventions (p. 281 ). Instead of
adhering to the "wait to fail" method, educators are identifying students at risk and
applying models of (Rtl). Students who are in the lowest quartile are given additional
reading instruction during their school day in an effort to raise their reading level to
proficiency.

Reading Recovery vs. Read Well 10
One such reading intervention program that has been used in the United States
over the past twenty years is called Reading Recovery. This program is designed to be
taught as a tutorial program with one highly trained teacher and one student for 30
minutes a day, five days a week, until he or she reach grade level proficiency or
completes 20 weeks of lessons. On average, the period of time needed is 18 weeks.
While this program has proven to be highly effective, it appears to be quite expensive.
With the current budget crisis, it has been deemed unaffordable and has been cut from
many school districts.
Yet the need for early reading intervention continues. Districts where Reading
Recovery was used are searching to fmd programs that have the same or better rate of
success but are not as expensive. All districts are required to provide reading
intervention for the struggling readers. Therefore, in districts that no longer provide
Reading Recovery, it is important to find an intervention that is at least as effective.
Without a productive reading intervention for struggling first grade readers, there will
most likely be more referrals to special education. If more students qualify for special
education services, then the cost per pupil will rise. This study will compare the
effectiveness of Read Well, a commercially packaged program to the tutorial method,
Reading Recovery, on first grade students' reading progress.
This chapter reviews the literature pertaining to the effects of these two
intervention programs on reading proficiency, Response to Intervention and costeffectiveness.
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Reading Recovery Reading Program
Reading Recovery is an international reading intervention program developed
by Marie Clay from New Zealand and it has been used since 1984. It is recognized as
a rigorous intervention program implemented only with first grade students. It exists
on the premise that children have been introduced to beginning reading skills and
they still are unable to read as well as their peers. A highly trained teacher takes one
student at a time from the regular classroom for a 30 minute, highly structured tutorial
session. A student stays in the program until they are able to read at grade level, then
they are "discontinued". In most cases, this will take about 77 sessions, which is
approximately 16 weeks.
The study by Hurry and Sylva (2007) of England examines the use of Reading
Recovery as an intervention with a group of low performing students, Phonological
Training with another comparable group, and a control group. Each intervention is
implemented over a year's time. The purpose of the study is to discover the long-term
effects each of these interventions has on reading. Progress monitoring is conducted
over a four-year period.
According to Clay (1991, as cited in Hurry & Sylva, 2007), she sees that
during the reading acquisition phase, the novice reader is not only learning words or
letter-sound relationships, but is also learning how to comprehend text. Independent
readers are aware of whether or not they understand what they read, and are able to
draw on a range of key strategies to correct their own mistakes. The importance of
specific skills, such as a good grasp of letter- sound correspondences, is recognized,
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but only as part of a range of strategies being actively employed to draw meaning
from print. Thus Clay's view of the early developmental stage of reading is much
broader than that of theorists who foreground phonological processing (p. 228).
The Phonological Training intervention followed by Bradley and Bryant
(1985, as cited in Hurry & Sylva, 2007), involves sound awareness training plus word
building with plastic letters. Each child is given 40, 10-minute, individual sessions,
spread over 7 months. The five teachers who delivered the Phonological Training are
all highly experienced primary teachers, but, unlike the Reading Recovery teachers,
they are part of the research team and do not share details of the intervention with
classroom teachers. They are given a 1-day training session in the required techniques
by Kirtley and MacLean, researchers who teach the phonological program in the
original Bryant and Bradley studies (Bradley & Bryant, 1985; Bryant & Bradley,
1985; Kirtley et al., 1989 as cited in Hurry and Sylva, 2007).
There is also a control group that receives the standard curriculum provided
in the school. Struggling readers are given assistance with their reading for an average
of 21 minutes a week.
The results of the study fmd that both interventions work. Reading Recovery
is highly effective on improving children's reading and spelling. However, Reading
Recovery does not have a consistent effect on children's phonological awareness. On
one hand, Phonological Training is effective at improving phonological awareness
but it has little short-term impact on children's reading (2007, p. 243).
Over the four-year period of progress monitoring, it is found that Reading
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Recovery is most successful with the weakest readers, those who are non-readers at
the age of 6 years. These readers continue to make progress but are still lower than
the control group. Those who are slightly better readers at age 6 and receive Reading
Recovery, do not continue to make the great gains they have immediately after
service and are slightly below the control group (p. 243). Those who receive
Phonological Training do not see immediate improvement in reading but after the
first year and then again at the third year, they are significantly improved on the
overall reading/spelling measure than the control group (p. 244).
The results of this study indicate that both of these interventions work but that
Reading Recovery is most effective in the short term. The Phonological Training has
better long-term effects. This supports the theory that early phonological skills are
essential to later reading success. It also supports the idea that an expensive,
comprehensive reading intervention does not insure long term effects.
Reading Recovery has come under scrutiny because of the quality of the studies
done to prove its effectiveness. D' Agostino and Murphy (2004) conduct a metaanalysis on 36 studies of Reading Recovery used in United States Schools. After
carefully evaluating 109 studies, only 36 meet the criteria for inclusion (p. 27). The
comparison groups for each study are low-achieving students and regular students.
All students are given a pre and post-test which included standardized achievement
tests and Reading Recovery Observation Survey Measures. The Observation Survey
Measures includes: writing vocabulary, hearing and recording sounds in words, text
reading level, letter identification, word test and concepts about print (p. 31 ).
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While the results show overall effectiveness, students who are followed up a
year later, in second grade, are beginning to fall behind their peers. It is stated that
Reading Recovery cannot guarantee maintained student progress (Askew et al.1998
as cited in D' Agostino and Murphy, 2004) some, such as Campbell and Ramey (1994
as cited in D' Agostino and Murphy, 2004), argue that at risk students are serviced
best by interventions that continue additional literacy instruction.
Since Reading Recovery has been widely used in the United States for over 20
years, it has greatly influenced present reading instruction practices, as well as
brought about a discussion of the best practices necessary for an effective
intervention. Reynolds and Wheldall, (2007), shed some light on its implementation
in New Zealand, the United States, Australia, and England. There is a mixed review
as to whether or not the studies done on its use are reliable. Some studies show that it
is successful others show success with only the lowest students while other studies
show it is not successful for the bottom 2% who qualify for special education.
According to this review of multiple studies, while Reading Recovery has all
the components to make it an effective intervention program, it could be improved by
"placing greater emphasis on explicit instruction in phonological awareness and the
use of spelling-to-sound patterns in identifying unfamiliar words in text", (Ministry of
Education, 1999, p. 6 as cited in Reynolds & Wheldall, 2007). This could not happen,
however, because Marie Clay has trademarked the name (RR Council ofNorth
America, 2004b). Therefore, it is highly unlikely that a variation ofRR would be
(legally) implemented.
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In terms of cost effectiveness, RR is found to be an expensive program even
when factoring in the savings from reduced demand for later special education
services or lower retention rates. Much of the scrutiny of the success of Reading
Recovery is whether or not progress is retained over time. Most studies show that
there is a loss of progress over time. Perhaps a study of reading instruction in the
upper elementary grades would help shed light on whether or not the problem lies
within the program or the system.
As far as reliable research, the problem lies between disparities between "inhouse" data collections and those used through independent evaluations, with the
latter reporting lower success rates (p. 212). Much of the "research base" for RR is
not independent. If RR is to prove its success to educators, the use of independent
measures would provide a firmer base of evidence (p. 217). Because of the nature of
the program, it also poses a problem with getting a random sample to study.
It is suggested that Reading Recovery is "one of the most if not the most widely
evaluated interventions in education. While it can be argued that it is not highly
effective, it is effective for many students and appears to be not worse than other
early literacy interventions" (p. 218).
In a study by Schwartz (2005), there is a review of three other studies done on
the efficacy of Reading Recovery. Then he designed one of his own. This study
includes, 3 7 Reading Recovery teachers from different schools in 14 states who select
two students, one is randomly assigned to the first round and the other to the second
round. There is a collection and entry of all data into a Web-based program. The
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teachers also randomly select two other students that are low average and high
average from that regular classroom for whom they collect and submit data.
Schwartz (2005) fmds that those students who enter the first round do better
than the students in the second round. The fust round students gain, as much or more
than those in the control group that did not receive intervention. However, in the area
of phonemic awareness, they did not do as well as the students in the other studies
reviewed. This suggests that Reading Recovery could be improved if it included a
greater emphasis on phonemic awareness instruction.
As far as efficiency, perhaps too many students are participating in the Reading
Recovery program. For students who may make progress without the intervention, it
turns out to be an expensive intervention. However, since it was able to reduce the
number of referrals to special education then it is considered cost-effective. Without
effective early intervention, it is difficult to close the achievement gap and reduce the
number of referral to special education.
Lose (2007), in A Child's Response to Intervention Requires a Responsive
Teacher of Reading, makes a case for the validity of the research performed on
Reading Recovery. The What Works Clearinghouse (WWC)
(www.whatworks.ed.gov) was established in 2002 by the U.S. Department of
Education's Institute for Education Sciences. The WWC's mission is to provide a
central and trusted source of scientific evidence of what works in education. The
WWC provides information about the effectiveness of early reading programs in four
domains: alphabetics, reading fluency, comprehension, and general reading
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achievement. Of the 20 interventions evaluated, only one intervention has qualifying
research in all four domains. That intervention happens to be Reading Recovery. As
an interesting side note, when Read Well is entered into the WWC website, the site
responds with No Studies Meeting Evidence Standards.
Lose (2007) points out that central to the provisions of Rtl within the IDEA, are
some key elements, which Reading Recovery possesses. One element is that an
intervention using one-to-one tutoring by qualified tutors in grades 1-3 meets the gold
standard for effectiveness for most at-risk learners. Another is the need to monitor
progress and collect data based documentation for each student. Then, very
significant to the Reading Recovery program, is the highest quality of professional
development for teachers of the low achievers, (p. 276).
These along with some fundamental principles such as: a child, not a group
learns to read, a valid Rtl approach is one in which the child responds successfully, to
be successful, the most struggling child requires the most expert teachers, and teacher
expertise requires high-quality, sustained professional development. All of these best
practices are inherent in the Reading Recovery program.

Read Well Reading Program
The Read Well reading program (1998) is based on the fmdings of The
National Reading Panel (2000) which found that ''teaching two PA (Phonemic
Awareness) skills to children has a greater long-term benefit for reading than teaching
one PA skill or teaching a global array of skills" (p. 12). The two skills recommended
for instruction are blending and segmenting (The National Reading Panel, as cited in
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Read Well: Getting Started, 2006). The Read Well program is structured around
learning high-frequency sounds before low-frequency sounds and separating easily
confused sounds. The program also includes instruction in fundamental reading skills
such as alphabetic principle and phonics, vocabulary, comprehension, and fluent,
automatic reading.
Student Storybooks are carefully written so readers are reading words that
have sounds to which they have been systematically introduced. Because the program
introduces the most frequent sounds first, students decode more words earlier, which
enable them to comprehend meaningful sentences and stories sooner, (Read Well,
n.d.). The stories in the student Storybook have duet stories, which are read by
teacher and students. This allows for higher-level vocabulary to be introduced and
explored. The program includes literature books to be read aloud which reinforce the
vocabulary introduced in the small group instruction. To increase comprehension,
Read Well develops background knowledge before reading selections, provides
teacher guided discussion of the story. The teacher questions the students about the
content before and during reading, and explicit instruction are given on strategies
such as summarizing, predicting and self-monitoring. All students read text is fully
decodable and the lessons are designed to give fluency practice with repeated
readings where they first work on accuracy then accuracy and expression, and finally
accuracy, expression and rate. All stories in the Read Well program encompass
multiple genre and expose children to rich, interesting content.
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The Read Well reading program not only provides the fundamental elements
of effective reading instruction, it also provides screening which permits multiple
points of entry. Read Well helps teachers to adjust instruction to meet the students'
needs in pacing, additional practice, review, or reteaching. Then there are end of unit
individual assessments to monitor progress.
A review of a publication developed by the Center for the Improvement of
Early Reading Achievement (CIERA) and funded by the National Institute for
Literacy (NIFL) written by Armbruster, Lehr, and Osborn (2001) helps better
understand the National Reading Panel (NRP) and its fmdings. The NRP convened in
1997 in response to a request by Congress to assess the effectiveness of different
approaches used to teach children to read. The article explains, the NRP issued a
report in 2000 that responded to a Congressional mandate to help parents, teachers,
and policymakers identify key skills and methods central to reading achievement. The
Panel was charged with reviewing research in reading instruction (focusing on the
critical years of kindergarten through third grade) and identifying methods that
consistently relate to reading success. The Panel reviewed more than 100,000 studies.
1brough a carefully developed screening procedure, Panel members examined
research that met several important criteria:
•

The research has to address achievement of one or more skills in reading.

•

The research has to be generalizeable to the larger population of students.

•

The research needs to examine the effectiveness of an approach.
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•

The research needs to be regarded as high quality; discussions of studies without a
stringent peer review process were excluded from the analysis.
The guide, designed by teachers for teachers summarizes what researchers

have discovered about how to successfully teach children to read. It provides analysis
and discussion in five areas of reading instruction: phonemic awareness, phonics,
fluency, vocabulary, and text comprehension.
In addition to identifying effective practices, the work ofNRP was to
challenge educators to consider the evidence of effectiveness whenever they make
decisions about programs.
Response to Intervention: Terms Defined
With the advent of Response to Intervention, comes a need to defme terms so
all stakeholders have a common understanding when terms are used. Mesmer and
Mesmer (2008), in Response to Intervention (Rtf): What Teachers ofReading Need to
Know, provide some concise defmitions; namely the following.
Discrepancy model. The discrepancy model is the method for identifying
students with learning disabilities based upon the original 1977 federal regulations of
the Individuals with Disabilities Act. This process requires that a significant
difference be documented between a student's ability (IQ) and achievement in order
for a learning disability to be identified. RTI models respond to the many problems
identified with the discrepancy model.
Intervention. An intervention is targeted instruction that is provided in addition
to the regular classroom program that addresses a student's documented academic
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needs. Instruction that intends to prevent students who are struggling from falling
farther behind their peers and intends to improve their future educational trajectory.
Level data. Level data is information that reflects how students are performing
in comparison to peers at a specific point in time.
Slope data. Slop data is information that reflects how a student is learning
across time in comparison to his or her previous learning. These data capture rate of
learning and can also be called growth rates. Slopes that are steeper show more
growth over a smaller period of time than slopes that are flatter. Slope data are
obtained by repeatedly measuring student performance in a particular area. They are
displayed using a line graph.
Student progress monitoring. Student progress monitoring is an assessment
technique required by RTI regulations. Teachers administer quick assessments (1-5
minutes) frequently (weekly) to gauge the improvement of a student. The assessments
provide information about the student's rate oflearning and the effectiveness of a
particular intervention (National Center on Student Progress Monitoring, 2007).
Literacy screening. Literacy screening is the process of assessing the most basic
and predictive literacy skills for all students in a school. The goal of screenings is to
select learners whose reading achievement is significantly below standards. Literacy
screenings are intended to identify students who require additional help so that further
slippage and literacy failure can be prevented.
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Response to Intervention: The Process

Once terms are defined, then the Rti process can be outlined. According to
Mesmer et al. (2008) there are several steps to the Rtl process. They are as follows.
Step 1: All students are screened on basic literacy skills approximately three times a
year. Students who are not meeting grade level benchmarks are identified.
Step 2: Within most Rtl models, interventions are first delivered in a small group with
the intention of developing skills to improve their reading.
Step 3: Progress monitoring data is continuously collected. Adjustments to
intervention are made as needed.
Step 4: Interventions are individualized for students who continue to struggle.
Step 5: A decision-making process to determine eligibility for special education
services occurs when necessary. The team needs to look at all factors that may
explain the student's lack of progress such as, social, behavioral, emotional,
intellectual, and adaptive functioning (Mesmer et al., p. 283). In most California
schools, this team is referred to as the Student Success Team (SST).
Mesmer et al. (2008) conclude with an example ofthe steps followed in real life
with a student named "Mark." As the vignette progresses, we read about a team
comprised of the reading teacher, classroom teacher, special educator, and school
psychologist that worked collaboratively to provide services for "Mark." There is a
sense that this student is "ours". Teachers' labels are shed, but their expertise is
applied. The success of this student's intervention during his second grade year is a
result of teamwork in which all team members share the responsibility and the
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workload. Teamwork is a critical piece to the success ofRtl.
Forbes, Swenson, Person, and Reed (2008), in Reading Recovery- A Major

Component ofMany Rtl Models, the Rti steps are described as Tiers. Tier 1 is highquality classroom instruction for all students. Tier 2 provides additional instruction
for those students who need it, from either the classroom teacher or a reading
specialist. Tier 3 is more intensive instruction delivered one-to-one or in small groups
by teachers with special expertise in diagnosis and remediation of reading difficulties.
For the purposes of this paper, the Rtl model will be referred to in Tiers, because Rtl
is the common reference and it includes the essential component of quality classroom
instruction.
Forbes et al. (2008) describe two models to illustrate the use of Rtl with
Reading Recovery being a major component. One model is from a school district in
Brainerd, Minnesota and the other is from a district in Rio Rancho, New Mexico.
The Brainerd model includes a strong Tier 1 which is built on an intensive
professional development and coaching model called the Literacy Collaborative. Tier
2 has Reading Recovery as its intervention. Tier 3 is Leveled Literacy Intervention.
According to Swenson and Person (2008), the Leveled Literacy Intervention
continues the complex reading, writing, and word study continuums while at the same
time teaches attending skills that reach those very lowest-achieving learners and
continues with the learning trajectory started in Reading Recovery. After these
interventions designed to quickly close learning gaps, a very few learners (5%) will
still show physiological needs for long-term interventions. The results of using this

Reading Recovery vs. Read Well 24
model at Brainerd showed a decrease in referral to special education of 66%. An
essential piece in this success is the common language, common assessment tools and
the team collaboration present in the Literacy Collaborative.
Rio Rancho Public School District adopted Reading Recovery as its reading
intervention and they have been committed to making Reading Recovery available to
all students who need it. With the rise in demand there was a need to train more
teachers in Reading Recovery. RRPSD made a decision to train their special
education teachers. Those special education teachers who complete the Reading
Recovery training are designated as literacy processing specialists. At the time this
article was written, there were a total of 10 special education teachers trained in
Reading Recovery within two groups over a two-year period.
The Rio Rancho district has experienced multiple benefits from the
implementation of the model including professional development for special
education teachers, additional staff to provide Reading Recovery services, alignment
of school district services, and the support of a common vision among all staff to
meet the needs of all students. Like the Literacy Collaboration model, an essential
component of Reading Recovery success is the collaboration and coming together
around a common goal using common language.
Along with team collaboration being important to the effectiveness of an Rtl
intervention, so too is the intervention instructional delivery. The approach to
instruction takes its roots in ones perspective on reading difficulties as outlined by
Mceneaney, Lose, and Schwaslexicsrtz (2006). These authors makes a case for a
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transactional perspective whereas historically the two perspectives that have been
held are the process deficit and the discrepancy models. The process deficit model
sees students in two distinct categorical types of readers; Surface dyslexics, who have
difficulty sight-reading and tend to over rely on phoneme-grapheme correspondence
rules, or dysphonetic dyslexics, who make limited use of phoneme-grapheme
correspondence rules and tend to over rely on orthographic recognition.
The other view that has been most widely in effect is the discrepancy model, as
previously defmed by Mesmer et al. (2008). This model looks at the student's
Intelligence Quotient (IQ) relative to a ratio of achievement, known as the
Accomplishment Quotient. Both models look at a student's deficit and they suggest
an instructional approach that is not supported by 30 years of empirical research. The
transactional view, on the other hand, more directly addresses the ultimate goal of
diagnosis: resolving reading difficulties. It does this by understanding the natural
variability across environmental contexts. Reading ability is not the property of the
reader and may vary widely depending on contextual circumstances. A good example
of applied transactional view is Reading Recovery, which is a responsive approach in
which the student informs the next step. It is based on a complex theory of literacy
learning and the theory of the child's current level ofliteracy processing.
Mceneaney et al. (2006) bring up a concern about Rtl that is worthy of noting.
Presently, Rtl is a response to the historical deficit view rather than on the individual
character of responsive teaching.
Another example of an effective transactional intervention is examined by Santa
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and Hoien (1999). This intervention is called Early Steps and contains components
similar to Reading Recovery. These intervention's components include: 1) at least
half of the instructional time spent reading, 2) teachers pacing their students through
increasingly challenging reading selections, 3) daily experiences in rereading of
familiar text for fluency, 4) daily writing that includes an emphasis on phonetic
spelling of sounds students hear versus an emphasis on correct spelling, and 5)
teaching children word attack strategies to solve their own word identification
problems. In addition, Early Step has a component that Reading Recovery does not;
namely, explicit instruction in phonological analysis.
When looking for an early intervention program with all the above components,
the researchers narrow the field to two possibilities interventions: Reading Recovery
and Early Steps. They chose the latter program for two reasons; it has the one
component that Reading Recovery did not have, explicit instruction in phonological
analysis and it was less expensive. They are able to train all first grade teachers and
Title 1 tutors for the same cost as training two Reading Recovery teachers. There
were fewer constraints for program adoption. Santa et al. (1999) were able to do staff
development on site as a graduate class sponsored by Title I funds and the University
of Montana. More teachers are trained at less cost providing more teachers to serve
more children.
Because this program has never been in a reliable research study, Santa et al.
(2009) expend extra effort to carefully pretest and post-test all students in two study
groups and two control groups. All the first grade teachers in two schools go through
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the Early Steps training and teach the program with integrity. The results show that,
after implementing Early Steps with their at-risk first graders during September
through May, the program made a difference in their reading and most students come
up to grade level. This method, with essential components and a responsive teaching
style, proved to be a cost effective and worthwhile intervention.
Foorman, Breier, and Fletcher (2003) examine the history of reading instruction
and the elements needed for an effective reading intervention. These researchers
agreed with the National Reading Panel (NRP) that there are five areas of reading
instruction - phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and text
comprehension. The NRP argue that phonemic awareness and phonics need to be
explicitly taught in intervention groups. In fact, the state boards of education of both
California and Texas require commercial publishers to make 80% of the words in the
first grade readers decodable which has spurred debate about the type of text to use in
beginning reading. A case for using decodable text is made sighting several studies.
Foorman, Breier, and Fletcher (2003) examine what ought to be taught in
reading intervention and when intervention should take place. Their argument, based
upon studies cited, is that interventions for kindergarten through the second grade are
most effective. They fmd that "evidence supports the view that early reading
problems are the result of deficits rather than delay. In other words, the early
childhood mantra, 'just wait; they'll catch up' has no empirical base", (Foorman,
Francis, Shaywitz, et al., 1997 as cited in Foonnan, et al., 2003, p. 626)
Presently, most children who qualify for special education are identified in the
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fourth grade using the discrepancy model. If we wait that long before interventions
are applied we are servicing the students too late. In many cases we are probably over
qualifying some for special education. We need to implement reading interventions at
the first sign of struggling so bad habits do not form.
Professional Development
Besides the way intervention is delivered, teacher education and professional
development is another essential component to effective Rtl. While programs such as
Reading Recovery require extensive training and the program is implemented one-toone, which may not appear to be cost-effective, professional training in intervention
delivery is essential to intervention success. For good reading instruction to be
available to all students at every tier in the Rtl model, there is a need for ongoing
professional development. Foreman et al. (2003) state it this way.
Today's classrooms are culturally and linguistically diverse and contain
students whose skill levels widely vary. Classroom teachers must be taught
how to assess their students' skills and how to provide differentiated,
small-group instruction. Teachers must be helped to implement continuous
progress monitoring systems that highlight differential rates of skill
development and provide a basis for reconstitution of groups (p. 633).
In summary, research supports the emphasis of explicit phonemic awareness
and phonics interventions. In order for all reading instruction to be effective,
interventions need to occur early rather than "wait to fail." We need to provide
teacher training and support so that teachers know how to effectively monitor student
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progress and provide differentiated instruction.
Cost-Effectiveness
In order to judge whether or not an intervention is effective we need to evaluate
the "response to intervention" and measure that against cost per pupil per year as well
as cost over time in the school system. According to Francisco X. Gomez Bellenge,
the director of the National Data Evaluation Center and author of Measuring the Cost
ofReading Recovery: A Practical Approach, (2005), who sites Levin and McEwan
(2001), cost effectiveness analysis involves the evaluation of alternatives according to
both their costs and their effects in relation to specific outcome. The alternatives for
this study would be the use of Read Well as an intervention program, retention, or
special education placement. The specific outcome would be grade level reading
proficiency.
So just how expensive are these two interventions? According to the What
Works Clearinghouse Intervention Report, December 2008, U.S. Department of
Education, (retrieved June 30,2009 from www.wwc.gov) the costs for Reading
Recovery include: tuition for initial training and continuing professional
development. To establish a Reading Recovery site, a teacher leader must be trained
first. Start-up costs include salary, university tuition for the Reading Recovery
coursework, books and materials. Each site must also equip a room with a one-way
mirror and sound system to provide subsequent training for the teacher. Ongoing
costs include a portion of the teachers' salaries and benefits. The typical school with
Reading Recovery assigns these specially trained teachers to work a half-day in
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Reading Recovery and the remaining half-day in other capacities, such as teaching
small literacy groups or kindergarten.
In 2006, the cost of program materials was approximately $1 00 per student
served (calculated by the RRCNA as an average over the five years, 2002-2006).
Sites pay an annual data evaluation fee of$350 per site plus $45 per Reading
Recovery teacher. Related to ongoing costs include professional development for
teacher leaders and teacher, book and materials for lessons, student program materials
and data evaluation fees. Sites implementing the program also pay annual technical
support fees, which vary by the university that provides the Reading recovery
training.
The costs involved with implementing Read Well are much less. There is the
initial two day teacher training sponsored by Sopris West, the publishing company
and the initial costs of materials which is approximately $1,620.00 for teacher and
student materials for a group of six (retrieved June 30, 2009 from
http://store.cambiumlearning.com/ProgramPage.aspx?parentld=O 19005297&function
ID=009000008&piD=Read%20Well&site=sw).
Teacher salary and benefits are not factored in because the materials are used
with a small group during a time when the other students in the class are working
independently, or when a team teacher is giving a direct teaching lesson with
combined classes thus freeing the intervention teacher to take a small group, or with a
Learning Resource teacher who is pushing in and using it with some of her special
education students included with general education students.
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Compared to Reading Recovery (which, on average, services a student for 12 to
20 weeks) Read Well, when used as an intervention, can take two to three years to
complete in order to bring students up to grade level proficiency. However, the cost to
do so is minimal by comparison. "For special education, the assumption is that with
Reading Recovery, some students will avoid inappropriate referral and placement into
special education. Since students are likely to remain in special education throughout
elementary school, the overall cost is much greater than other alternatives" (Dyer &
Binkley, 1995 as cited in Bellenge, 2005).
According to Lyons and Beaver (1995) in Allington and Walmsley (1995) No
Quick Fix: Rethinking Literacy Programs in America's Elementary Schools, who
conducted a cost comparison analysis for first grade retention in Lancaster, Ohio four
years after Reading Recovery was implemented, retention rate had dropped from
4.3% in the three years prior to implementation of Reading Recovery to 2.9% four
years after implementation. When looking at students referred for special education in
the same time periods, the number went from 32 students to 10 children being
identified as learning disabled. The cost of education for one student with learning
disabilities at the time was estimated at $9,100 across four years of service compared
with the per pupil cost of $1,708 for Reading Recovery. The authors concluded that
there was considerable savings after the district adopted Reading Recovery as their
reading intervention program. The question is can we make the same assumption
about the use of Read Well as an intervention?
According to the effectiveness data published by the Cambium Learning
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Company, which is the mother company of Sopris West, the publisher of Read Well
(retrieved February 20, 2009 from
http://store.cambiumlearning.com/resource.aspx?page=Research&site=sw&parentid=
019005451), studies from five school districts around the country all showed efficacy
with diverse populations and implementations.
The data showed a comparison between groups of students who received
instruction using Read Well and those in the state adopted curriculum. Some of the
data included Read Well used as an intervention program while other data was
collected only from use as general education curriculum. All the data showed positive
results, which meant students acquired skills necessary for independent reading at the
next level. No data exists showing outcomes compared to students referred for special
education or retention.
Summary
In order to achieve academic success, it is imperative that every individual be
able to read. It is best to reach struggling readers early in their school career so they
have the proper foundation for success. This requires effective reading intervention
programs.
In reviewing the literature, I see researchers agree on the components of
effective reading instruction but not in how it is implemented. There are those who
favor the contextual approach like Reading Recovery. Then there are those who
believe explicit instruction in phonemic awareness and phonics needs to be the
foundation of a strong literacy program as in the case with Read Well. There is also
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research to support both theories as well as government oversight groups that support
both. It is a debate with many variables to consider but with no end in sight. There are
no peer reviewed articles on studies done with Read Well but many are available
using Reading Recovery. Read Well states it is "research based" which means the
components in the program are supported by the research of the federal government
panel, NRP. The components of Reading Recovery have been researched and are
supported by another federal government, What Works Clearinghouse, which decides
if a program has been scientifically researched. The effectiveness of the program has
had many studies, which have been peer reviewed. However, the reliability of those
studies is in question by many researchers and educators.
In summary, there is a great need for effective reading intervention programs
to assist the struggling first grade reader. Without early interventions, too many
students are wrongfully referred to special education or we offer nothing to the
struggling readers to become proficient before they have the demands of reading to
learn. This study is designed to compare the effects of the two programs, Reading
Recovery and Read Well as reading intervention programs and their cost
effectiveness.
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Chapter Three
Methodology
Introduction

The question that this study explored was, "What is the effect of Reading
Recovery compared to Read Well on struggling first grade readers?" This chapter
describes how both reading programs were used as an intervention to support
struggling first grade readers.
Research Design

This is an action research study that is exclusively quantitative. A quantitative
study relies on numerical data to test a theory or hypothesis. There is an attempt to
isolate the casual effect of single variables and to study behavior under controlled
conditions, (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). Scores on post assessments will be
collected and graphed to show outcomes for students involved in the study. The focus
of the assessments is to determine if the students were able to meet first grade level
proficiency in each of the areas assessed after participating in the interventions. The
assessments used were the six literacy tasks incorporated in Clay's Observation
Survey (2006). The tasks include: Letter Identification, Word Test, Concepts About
Print, Writing Vocabulary, Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words, Text Reading.
This survey was administered to both study groups as a post assessment.
Setting
District. The study was conducted in a large suburban school district in

Southern California.
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School. The school was an elementary school with an enrollment of

approximately 830 students from kindergarten to fifth grade. The school
demographics are 66.51% White, 11.57% Asian, 8.07% Hispanic, 2.05% African
American, and 8.19% Other.
Classroom. Those involved in Reading Recovery, worked in a private tutorial

room with a table and two chairs. They were pulled out of their regular classroom
setting during a time when their Reading Recovery teacher, who was also a
kindergarten teacher, was not teaching in the general education classroom. In the
small room, there was a white board with a box of magnetic letters nearby and books
in baskets on a shelf.
There were two Read Well intervention groups held in different first grade
classrooms. They were conducted right after lunch. The Resource Specialist who had
been teaching for 21 years instructed one group. She worked with her group Monday
through Thursday for forty minutes a session. She sat at aU-shaped table facing the
six students in her group; there were no other students in the room at the time. The
materials she used were contained in a file box. The other instructor was a general
education, first grade teacher who had been teaching for 20 years. She worked with
her group Monday through Friday for 30 minutes. Her teaching arrangement and
materials were the same as the other instructor with an exception; there were other
students in the classroom seated at their desks reading independently or at the carpet
across the room, participating in direct teaching instruction from another first grade
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teacher. The class was made up of 19 other first graders who were predominantly
White with four English Language Learners.

Participants
The Reading Recovery participants were the lowest performing readers in first
grade from the 2007-2008 school year. They were six years of age at the time they
began the program.
Students involved in the Read Well program were among the lowest
performing readers in the first grade and were ages six to seven.

Reading Recovery Materials
Reading Recovery teachers use the following materials.

Student books. These are guided reading books which were leveled texts
Running Records. "Running Records provides an assessment of text reading.
They are designed to be taken as a child reads orally from any text" (Clay, 2005, p.
49). Blank forms are available for daily use.

Magnetic letters. Magnetic letters are used to work on letters and /or words
Writing materials. These materials include riting paper, pencils and erasers.
Sentence strips. These are strips of tag board on which the teacher models
how to write a student-generated sentence. The teacher cuts the sentence apart then
the student is to reassemble their cut-up sentence.

Blank writing book. This is a spiral bound book full of blank pages for writing
practices and gluing in the cut up sentences.

Reading Well Materials
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The Read Well program (Sprick, Howard, Fidanque, & Jones, 2006) includes
the following materials.
Teacher's Guides. Guides are bound by unit, includes Important Tips, Daily

Lesson Plans, Objectives, Instructions for Decoding Practice, Story Reading,
Comprehension and Skill Work, Assessment, and Extra Practice
Assessment materials. Copies of Unit Assessments, student recording papers
Sound and word cards. These cards are of two types -Phonics (Letter/Sound

Fluency) and Irregular.
Blending Cards. These cards have words on them for teaching how to blend

and segment.
Decoding practice papers. The papers are for drill used for decoding practice.
Spring toys. Small spring like toys to be used with the Stretch and Shrink

activity
Student storybooks. Includes themed storybooks written to systematically

introduce high-frequency sounds before low-frequency sounds.
School supplies. School supplies include paper, pencils, white boards, markers

and erasers.
Stopwatch. A stopwatch is used for assessment.
Procedure and Time line for Reading Recovery
Week one. The teacher gives the Observation Survey (Clay, 2005) which takes

two to three days. The teacher begins working with each student by making
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observations while the student reads books, makes simple books such as an ABC
book or writes simple sentences/stories. This time of observing and becoming
familiar with the student is known as "roaming" and it takes ten lessons.
Week two. The teacher continues "roaming."
Weeks three-twelve. Daily lessons begin. Lessons are 30-minutes and
individually designed. "Teachers make moment-by-moment decisions within each
lesson to support the individual child. Each lesson consists of reading familiar books,
reading yesterday's new book, and taking a running record, working with letters and
/or words using magnetic letters, writing a story, assembling a cut-up story, and
reading a new book" (Retrieved from readingrecovery .org, April 16, 2009).
Procedure and Time line for Reading Recovery
Week one. The teacher gives the placement test to students identified for
intervention. Determine the best unit to start with as a group.
Week two. The teacher teaches group expectations with the acronym of TEAM
(Talk- How can students talk; Effort- How child should demonstrate effort; AskHow child can ask for help; Move - How children can move about during an activity).
The teacher demonstrates and models the use of materials and goes over symbol
cards, stating their proper names. The teacher introduces bumpy and smooth blending.
The teacher demonstrates stretching and shrinking using the "How to Teach Stretch
and Shrink" in the teacher's manual. Then the teacher guides practice and plays
games using "stretch and shrink" with the students.
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Week three-twelve. After observing students and progress monitoring using
unit tests, the teacher determines pacing by consulting "Differentiated Plans" guide.
6-Day Plan is used with Pre-Intervention students, 8 and 10-Plans are used with
Intervention students. Once daily lessons begin, students move through tasks that
include: phonics practice, reading of stories, and comprehension and writing
activities. Which activities and how much is determined by students' needs and
pacmg.
The book Read Well Getting Started: A Guide to Implementation (Units A-38)
by Sprick, Howard, Fidanque, and Jones (2006) outlines several different plans for
implementation which are to be used for intervention:
1. The Six-Day Plan includes reading one story, decoding practice, and either
skill work or comprehension work each day. The six-day plan is also called PreIntervention. It is designed to be used with students who need to take a little bit
longer to complete a unit. It takes one story a day instead of doubling up stories like
the more accelerated plans. Some decoding practices are also reviewed instead of
going on to the next lesson.
2. The Eight-Day Plan is similar to the six-day plan with the decoding practice
going a little bit slower and adding Extra Practice activities on the last two days
provided in each Read Well unit. The lessons include decoding practice, dictation
activities, and fluency practice. These lessons are added at the end of the unit.
3. Ten-Day Plan is just like the eight-day plan except it has more Extra
Practice and reviews the solo stories from the unit.
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Analysis ofData
In order to determine if a student has the skills to be a reader, there are
definite skills that need to be in place. Based on her own and others' research, Clay
(1991, 1998, 2001) created the tasks in the Observation Survey. As stated in An
Observation Survey of early Literacy Achievement (2005) the tasks are "derived from,
a theory of how young children come to maser the complex tasks of reading and
writing continuous text" (Clay, 2001, p. 2). Data was collected from the scores on the
six tasks from the Observation Survey: Letter Identification, Word Test, Concepts
About Print, Writing Vocabulary, Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words, Text
Reading. The data is presented on a chart using descriptive statistics to summarize
and explain the data (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). The data shows the results of the
individual students assessed from both the Read Well and Reading Recovery groups
that are graphed and compared to show results.
Summary ofMethodology
This quantitative study compares post-test scores on each of the six tasks of
Clay's Observation Survey (2005). The participants were struggling first grade
readers who attended a large suburban elementary school in Southern California. One
group was delivered the Reading Recovery program during the 2007-2008 school
year. The other group participated in the Read Well program during the 2008-2009
school year. The goal is to analyze the effect of Reading Recovery versus The Read
Well program on the struggling first grade reader.
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Chapter Four
Results
Introduction
This study is a look at how two different reading interventions affected the
level of proficiency for two groups of struggling first grade readers. One group of
students received Reading Recovery during the 2007-2008 school year. The other
group participated in the Read Well reading program during the 2008-2009 school
year. Both programs were used as an intervention in addition to reading instruction
received in the regular first grade classroom. Student progress is based on results of
six tasks included in the Observation Survey of Early Literacy Achievement by Marie
Clay (2005) and Measure of Academic Performance (MAP) scores (Northwest
Evaluation Association, 1977).
The data, which covers the results from Reading Recovery, comes from the
National Data Evaluation Center website. It is from a national report on the results of
Reading Recovery for the 2007-2008 school year. While Reading Recovery was used
as a reading intervention for fifteen years at the study site, the data from the previous
year was not available since the program is no longer in use. The data, which covers
the results from Read Well, comes from the ten students who were involved in this
study.
In order to select students for both reading intervention programs, they had to
be the lowest readers in the first grade. For the Reading Recovery (RR) program, first
grade teachers gave the RR teachers a list of their lowest readers within the first
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weeks of school. The selection was based on information from their kindergarten
teachers. The students listed were administered the six tasks of the Observation
Survey. Those students scoring the lowest were chosen for the RR intervention. 12
students began the intervention by the end of the first month of school. After the first
round of students were either discontinued or were given a complete intervention of
22 weeks, then the process was started again to determine the second round students
for Reading Recovery. During the second round, six students participated in Reading
Recovery.
For the Read Well program, all first grade students were administered a Text
Reading assessment also known as a Running Record by the end of the first month of
school. Each student's classroom teacher administered this assessment, which is one
of the six tasks in the Observation Survey. Based on the recorded levels, the lowest
students were selected to be part of the intervention group. They were given the Read
Well Placement Inventory Part 1, which is letter and sounds identification. Based on
their performance on this assessment they began with the first unit of study, which is
Unit A. This group originally began at the end of October as a group of four. The
group was comprised of one student who was already identified with learning
disabilities and assigned to work with the Resource Specialist. The three other
students were the lowest readers from the same class as the previously mentioned
student. Two were students with English as their second language. The other was a
student with a late fall birthday. The site Resource Specialist, who pushed into the
regular classroom, instructed the group. By mid-November, two students were added
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to that group. One student was added because he had qualified for special education
services with the Resource Specialist and the other student was added based on the
student's parents' approval after Parent-Teacher conferences.
In January, the first grade team met and decided to add another Read Well
group to the intervention program. At that time, two students from the original group
who were higher performers were put into the new group (which will be referred to as
Group 2). Two other low performing students were added to Group 1. One student
was not showing progress, the other student was an English Language Learner who
had been out of school for a month visiting her home country. When she came back,
she was significantly behind.
Group 2 was comprised of the next six lowest students in first grade at the
time. In this group there were no students with English as their second language or
students who qualified for special education services. A general education classroom
teacher from the first grade team instructed the group. While she was working with
the intervention group, her teaching partner taught two classes using whole group
instruction.
The data shown does not include the two students who received special
education services due to the fact they also received a third type of reading instruction
from the resource specialist. All the data included in this study is for the ten students
who received reading instruction in their general education classroom with the
addition of the Read Well reading intervention program.
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In Table 1 the data for each of the six tasks of the Observation Survey shows
the results for the beginning, middle, and end of the year taken from a national
random sample. This establishes low, low-average, average, high-average, and high
groups. Next, in Table 2 we can see how the Reading Recovery students did
nationally, comparing the fall with the end of the year. Finally, in Tables 3 and 4, we
see how the Read Well students from the study group did. The Read Well data
reflects the beginning, middle, and end for only the Text Reading Levels because that
is what was standard practice for the site. Four students were randomly selected to
perform all five other tasks of the Observation Survey in the middle of the year. At
the end of the year, all students in the study group were given the full Observation
Survey.
Looking at the Text Reading Level, the largest percentage of Reading
Recovery students fell in the average range at the end of the year, which is level
18/22. For the Read Well group the average level was 14, which is considered lowaverage by the national standard and below grade level by the school district
standards. Figure 1 gives a visual comparison of the average year-end reading level
for each intervention group. Table 5 shows grade level standards for the district which
indicates level 18/20 is considered "at grade level" for year-end. Group 1 had an
average of level 7, which is low by national standards and Group 2 had an average of
18, which is average by national standards.
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Table 1
2007-2008 Reading Recovery National Statistical Abstract for the United States
Text Reading Level Raw Scores in Each National Achievement Group
Period

Low-Average

Low

Fall

Average

High-Average

High

0

1

2

3-4

5-30

Mid-Year

0-4

5-7

8-10

12-16

18-30

Year-End

0-12

14-16

18-22

24-26

28-30

Table 2
Proportion ofStudents Scoring in Each National Achievement Group
on Text Reading Level: United States, 2007-2008
Discontinued

I

Fall

Completed Interventions

Year-End
%
n

Fall

Year-End
%
n

--

n

%

1890

5

399

0

1895

3

15

5420

14

6014

11

5499

10

8303

22

20402

55

10564

19

21719

40

Low-Average

8852

24

8086

22

12867

24

11079

20

Low

13582

36

929

2

23248

43

12900

24

Achievement
Group
High

-

n

%

389

I

High-Average

5601

Average

Note. Discontinued- Children who successfully met rigorous criteria to be released

from Reading Recovery during the school year or at the time of year-end testing.
Complete Intervention - Children who had the opportunity for a full series of lessons,
Retrieved from Reading Recovery Council ofNorth America website June 22, 2009,
Reading Recovery Facts and Figures United States 1984-2008.
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Table 3
2008-2009 Read Well Statistics Text Reading Level Raw Scores for Study Group 1
Period

Student A

Student(*

StudentB*

StudentD*

Fall

3

2

2

0

Mid-Year

6

4

4

--

Year-End

8

10

12

8

Note. *Students who speak English as a Second Language.-- Score unavailable

Table 4
Text Reading Level Raw Scores for Study Group 2
Period

StudentE

Student F

StudentG

StudentH

Student I

StudentJ

Fall

6

4

4

2

NA

2

Mid-Year

10

10

10

6

7

10

Year-End

22

16

16

12

20

20
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Figure 1. Comparison of average year-end text reading level

•

Reading Recovery

•

Read Well

18

13.5

9

4.5

0

2008 I 2009

Table 5
District Text Reading Level Standard for Read Well Students

Below Grade Level
At Grade Level
Slightly Above Grade
Level
Significantly Above
Grade Level

Fall

Mid-Year

Year-End

4orbelow

10

16 or below

6/8

12/14

18/20

10/12

16/18

22

14

20 or above

24orabove
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Regarding Writing Vocabulary, Table 6 shows the national average was a raw
score of 49-56 by the end of the year. In Table 7, we see Reading Recovery students
who discontinued had the highest average in the high-average range. Students who
completed interventions had an average in the low-average range. It appears in Tables
8 and 9, Group 1 had an average of 43, which is low-average. Group 2 had an average
of 45, which is also low-average. Figure 2 shows that Read Well students had an
average of 44 which is considered low-average.
Table 6
2007-2008 Reading Recovery National Statistical Abstract for the United States
Writing Vocabulary Raw Scores in Each National Achievement Group
Period

Low

Low-Average

Average

High-Average

High

Fall

0-6

7-10

11-16

17-24

25+

Mid-Year

0-26

27-34

35-41

42-51

52+

Year-End

0-38

39-48

49-56

57-67

68+
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Table 7
Proportion ofStudents Scoring in Each National Achievement Group on Writing
Vocabulary: United States, 2007-2008
Discontinued
Achievement
Group
High

Year-End
n
%

Fall

-

Completed Interventions

n

%

1275

3

6955

High-Average

4533

12

Average

9364

Low-Average
Low

Fall

i-

Year-End
%
n

n

%

19

1329

2

7387

13

9435

25

4960

9

10810

20

25

8874

24

11247

21

11172

21

9964

27

7766

21

13673

25

12188

23

11364

31

3470

9

21623

40

11275

21

Table 8
2008-2009 Read Well Statistics Writing Vocabulary Raw Scores for Study Group 1
Period

Student A

Student B*

Student C*

Student D*

Mid-Year

--

--

26

--

Year-End

50

39

49

35

Note. *Students who speak Enghsh as a second language --Scores unavailable

Table 9
Writing Vocabulary Raw Scores for Study Group 2
Period

StudentE

StudentF

StudentG

StudentH

Student I

Student}

Mid-Year

--

--

--

24

28

38

Year-End

40

45

35

43

53

52

Note. -- Scores are unavailable
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Figure 2. Comparison of average year-end writing vocabulary scores

•

Reading Recovery

•

Read Well

49

47.5

46

44.5

43
2008 I 2009

As we examine the results from the Hearing and Recording Sounds
assessment, we see in Table 10, the national average for the end of the year is 36.
Table 11 indicates the highest average for all Reading Recovery students was in the
high range. From the information in Tables 12 and 13 we can gauge Group 1 had an
average of37 and Group 2 had and average of36, which is considered average by
national norms. Figure 3 shows the average for Reading Recovery students compared
with the with Reading Recovery students average score being 36 and Read Well
students was 3 7, which is in the high range.
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Table 10
2007-2008 Reading Recovery National Statistical Abstract for the United States
Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words Raw Scores in Each National Achievement

Group
Period

Low

Low-Average

Average

High-Average

High

Fall

0-12

13-21

22-27

28-32

33-37

Mid-Year

0-31

32-34

35

36

37

Year-End

0-34

35

36

-

37

Note.-- Scores are unavailable

Table 11
Proportion ofStudents Scoring in Each National Achievement Group on Hearing and
Recording Sounds in Words: United States, 2007-2008
Discontinued
Achievement Group

-

Fall

-

Completed Interventions

Year-End
- - -n
-n
%

Fall

Year-End
%
n

-

n

%

High

1411

3

17637

48

1492

2

19838

37

High-Average

5279

14

0

0

5689

10

0

0

Average

8579

I 23

9561

26

10116

19

12259

23

Low-Average

11703

32

4948

13

16275

30

7529

14

Low

9578

I 26

4388

12

19296

36

13242

25

%
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Table 12
2008- 2009 Read Well Statistics Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words Raw
Scores for Study Group 1
Period

Student A

Mid-Year

-

Year-End

37

Student B*

StudentC*

-37

Student D*

35

--

36

37

Note. *Students who speak English as a Second Language-- Scores unavailable
Table 13
Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words Raw Scores for Study Group 2
Period

Student E

Student F

Mid-Year

-

--

Year-End

37

37

Student I

Student I

StudentG

StudentH

--

37

35

33

36

36

37

35
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Figure 3

Comparison of Average Year-End Hearing and Recording Sounds Scores

•

Reading Recovery

•

37

36.5

36

35.5

35

2008 I 2009

Read Well

Reading Recovery vs. Read Well 54
In Table 14, Year-end Letter Identification scores show either a national lowaverage of 53 or a high of 54, which is the most possible. Table 15 indicates Reading
Recovery students averaged a high score. Tables 16 and 17 show Read Well Group 1
scored low-average and Group 2 scored high. Figure 4 shows the comparison
between the two interventions.
Table 14
2007-2008 Reading Recovery National Statistical Abstract for the United States
Letter Identification Raw Scores in Each National Achievement Group
Low

Low-Average

Fall

0-48

49-50

51

52

53-54

Mid-Year

0-51

52

53

-

54

Year-End

0-52

53

-

-

54

Period

Average

High-Average

High

Table 15
Proportion ofStudents Scoring in Each National Achievement Group on Letter
Identification: United States, 2007-2008

Discontinued
Achievement
Group

I

Fall

Completed Interventions

%

n

%

n

%

Year-End
%
n

High

5196

14

23674

64

5751

10

29271 1 55

High-Average

5311

14

0

0

6164

11

0

0

Average

5267

14

0

0

6429

12

0

0

Low-Average

8123

22

8892

24

10639 1 20

13832

26

Low

12559

34

3890

10

23809

45

9689

18

-

n

I

Year-En<.!._

Fall
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Table 16
2008- 2009 Read Well Statistics Letter Identification Raw Scores for Study Group 1
Period

StudentS*

Student A

StudentC*

StudentD*

Mid-Year

-

--

50

--

Year-End

53

52

53

54

Note. *Students who speak English as a Second Language -- Score not available
Table 17
Letter Identification Raw Scores for Study Group 2
Period

StudentE

StudentF

StudentG

StudentH

Student I

Student I

Mid-Year

..

..

..

54

54

53

Year-End

54

54

54

53

53

54
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Figure 4
Comparison of Average Year-End Letter Identification Scores

•

Reading Recovery

•

Read Well

53

39.75

26.5

13.25

0

2008 I 2009
Table 18 shows a national average of 19 for the Word Test. The highest
average for Reading Recovery students is in the high range, as shown in Table 19.
Tables 20 and 21 show Read Well Group 1 had an average of 16 in the low range
with Group 2 having an average of 19 in the average range. By comparison in Figure
5, Read Well shows an average of 18, which is in the Low-Average range compared
to the Reading Recovery average of 19.
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Table 18
2007-2008 Reading Recovery National Statistical Abstract for the United States Word
Test Raw Scores in Each National Achievement Group
Period

Low-Average

Low

Fall

0

1-3

Mid-Year

0-9

Year-End

0-17

Average

High-Average

High

4-5

6-11

12-20

10-14

15-16

17-18

19-20

18

19

-

20

Table 19
Proportion ofStudents Scoring in Each National Achievement Group on Ohio Word
Test: United States, 2007-2008

Discontinued
Achievement
Group

1-

Fall

Completed Interventions

Year-End
:n
%

Fall

n

%

High

458

1

19210

52

484

High-Average

5385

14

0

0

Average

7632

20

8873

Low-Average

17192

47

Low

5753

15

I

%

n

I

Year-End
%
n

-·

0

20984

39

5803

10

0

0

24

8931

16

11144

21

4746

13

25230

47

7118

13

3591

9

12307

23

13509

25
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Table 20

2008-2009 Read Well Statistics Word Test Raw Scores for Study Group 1
Period

Student A

Student C*

StudentB*

StudentD*

Mid-Year

-

--

15

--

Year-End

16

14

17

18

Note. *Students who speak English as a Second Language.-- Score not available.
Table 21

Word Test Raw Scores for Study Group 2
Period

StudentE

Student F

StudentG

StudentH

Student I

Student I

Mid-Year

--

--

--

16

15

17

Year-End

20

19

16

19

20

18
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Figure 5

Comparison of Average Year-End Word Test Scores

•

Reading Recovery

•

Read Well

19

18.5

18

17.5

17

2008 I 2009
Performance on Concepts about Print shows a national average at year-end of
20-21 in Table 22. Reading Recovery students had the highest average in the average
range (Table 23). Group 1 had an average of 19 in the low-average range. Group 2
had an average of22 in the high-average range as shown in Tables 24 and 25. Figure
6 shows the Reading Recovery and Read Well students each had an average of 21,
both in the average range.
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Table 22
2007-2008 Reading Recovery National Statistical Abstract for the United States
Concepts about Print Raw Scores in Each National Achievement Group
Period

Low

Low-Average

Average

High-Average

High

Fall

0-11

12-13

14-15

16

17-24

Mid-Year

0-15

16-17

18

18-20

21-24

Year-End

0-17

18-19

20-21

22

23-24

Table 23
Proportion ofStudents Scoring in Each National Achievement Group on Concepts
about Print: United States, 2007-2008

Discontinued
Achievement
Group

Fall
n

High

3030

High-Average

2964

Average

I

%

Completed Interventions

Year-End
n
l %

-

-

Fall
n

%

Year-End
%
n

8

9343

25

3416 1 6

10066

19

8

7081

19

3470

6

8164

15

8454

23

11452

31

10680

20

15193

28

Low-Average

8998

24

6032

16

12517

23

10828

20

Low

12919

35

2457

6

22616

42

8448

16

I
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Table 24
2008- 2009 Read Well Statistics Concepts About Print Raw Scores for Study
Group 1
Period

Student A

Student B*

Student C*

Student D*

Mid-Year

-

-

18

--

Year-End

21

19

20

15

Note.* Students who speak English as a Second Language.-- Score not available
Table 25
Concepts About Print Raw Scores for Study Group 2
StudentE

StudentF

StudentG

StudentH

Student I

Student}

Mid-Year

--

--

--

18

22

20

Year-End

20

23

20

23

23

23

Period
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Figure 6
Comparison of Average Year-End Concepts About Print Scores

•

.. . Read Well

Reading Recovery
21

15.75

10.5

5.25

0
2008 I 2009
What do these scores reveal? Since the goal of both reading intervention
programs was to bring struggling first grade readers up to grade level proficiency, the
average range was used as the measurement by which to judge success. Students in
the Reading Recovery program fell in the average to high ranges in all Observation
Survey tasks with the exception of those students who completed RR intervention
scoring low-average in Writing Vocabulary. Students in the Read Well program fell
in the low-average to average ranges with the exception of the Hearing and Recording
Sounds tasks where they scored high. Overall, Reading Recovery appears to be more
successful.

Reading Recovery vs. Read Well 63
Reading Recovery was able to show more averages and highs on the tasks in
the Observation Survey than the Read Well group. The Read Well group had more
averages and low-averages on the tasks. Read Well Group 1 did not score as high as
Group 2, with the exception of the Hearing and Recording Sounds assessment. On
that task, they scored higher than either Reading Recovery students or Read Well
Group 2 students. Read Well Group 2 more closely resembled the Reading Recovery
results.
A comparison of Reading Recovery students and Read Well Group 2 shows
scores for Text Reading and Letter Identification in the same range. On the Writing
Vocabulary task, Reading Recovery students who were discontinued scored in the
high-average range, the complete intervention students and Read Well Group 2
students scored in the low-average range. On two tasks, Hearing and Recording
Sounds and Word Test, the Read Well Group 2 scored lower than Reading Recovery
students. On Concepts About Print Reading Recovery students scored lower than
Read Well Group 2 students.
In all areas where students were monitored for growth using both
interventions, there was positive growth. Those involved in Reading Recovery
showed greater growth. It should also be noted that in the year Reading Recovery was
implemented, there were no referrals to special education among those students
serviced. The year Read Well was implemented; one student was referred and
qualified for special education services. None of the students involved in either
reading intervention during the years in this study were retained.
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Next, our attention is on a standardized test known as MAP (Measures of
Academic Progress) by Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), administered to
all students at the study site in grades first through fifth. Ibis is a computerized
assessment based on national norms. Students use individual computers in a computer
lab and work at their own pace. Performance on tasks determines the level of
difficulty for subsequent tasks.
The reading test evaluates students in the areas of phonological awareness,
phonics, concepts about print, vocabulary and word structure, comprehension, and
writing. Students take the test in the fall, winter and spring. For the purposes of this
study, only the spring scores are included.
MAP tests are rated on a RIT scale. "RIT stands for Rasch Unit, honoring
George Rasch, the Danish mathematician who developed the underlying theory for
this type of measurement. The RIT Scale is a curriculum scale developed by NWEA
that uses the individual item difficulty values to estimate student achievement.
Advantages to the RIT Scale are that it can relate the numbers on the scale directly to
the difficulty of items on the tests and it is equal interval. Equal interval means that
the difference between scores is the same regardless of whether a student is at the top,
bottom or middle of the RIT Scale, and it has the same meaning regardless of grade
level" (retrieved from http://www.nwea.org/support/details.aspx?content=S 32)
During the 2008-2009 school year, the spring RIT score needed to achieve
proficient on NWEA, according to RIT scale norms for first grade is 175 and for
second grade 192. Table 26 shows students who were in the Reading Recovery
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intervention reached slightly above the proficient score in first grade but their average
went below proficient in the second grade to a score that is considered "basic".
Students who received Read Well intervention scored below proficient in first grade
to a score slightly "below basic". 1bis is consistent with the findings on the
Observation Study when comparing the two intervention groups in first grade.
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Table 26

MAP Scores for Study Site Students Who Received Intervention
Student

Intervention

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR
RR

Intervention
RR

MAP Reading
RIT Score 2008
177
181
171
167
172
175
174
171
201
177
175
183
172
194
179
Mean Score
177.9

Student

Intervention

Mean Score

A
B*
C*
D*
E
F
G
H
I
J

RW
RW
RW
RW
RW
RW
RW
RW
RW
RW
Intervention
RW

na
na
na

na
na
na
na
na
na
na
Mean Score
na

Map Reading
RIT Score 2009
188
194
181
203
187
206
191
181
197
197
189
204
179
211
202
Mean Score
186
Mean Score
161
172
163
160
192
176
176
168
136
177
Mean Score
168.1
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Summary ofResults
Overall, students who received Reading Recovery showed better results from
both the Observational Survey and the MAP test. On the Observational Survey,
Reading Recovery students scored higher on Text Reading, Writing Vocabulary, and
Word Test subtests. There was only one subtest that students in Read Well Group 1
intervention scored higher and that was on Hearing and Recording Sounds. On the
other two subtests, intervention groups scored the same. Reading Recovery students
outperformed the Read Well students on the MAP reading test.
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Chapter Five
Discussion
This was a study comparing the effects of Reading Recovery versus Read
Well programs as interventions to help the struggling frrst grade reader reach grade
level proficiency. Reading Recovery was an intervention used at the study site for
fifteen years. Due to budget cuts, a change to all day kindergarten, and lack of district
support, the program was discontinued. Read Well was a program used successfully
with children identified with learning disabilities in some Learning Resource
classrooms in the district. The study site chose to implement it as part of a Tier II, Rtl
general education intervention with the hope that it would be as effective in assisting
the struggling frrst grade reader as Reading Recovery had been.
Reading Recovery is a tutorial intervention based on the contextual theory of
reading instruction. Read Well is a packaged program with its premise on the
phonemic awareness and phonics theory of reading instruction.
The results reveal Reading Recovery to be more effective overall, based on
end of year assessments. Read Well groups exhibited positive growth and in the area
of Hearing and Recording Sounds, students showed superior progress to those who
were in Reading Recovery.
Limitations
There are limitations that affected this study's internal and external validity.
The participants were not chosen randomly for the study. Instead, an identified
sample was used. The limited number of students involved in the study may have
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affected the degree to which the results can be generalized to other populations of
students.
The two intervention programs were not implemented in the same year. The
district funded and gave oversight to Reading Recovery while Read Well was site
funded with no oversight, but with team collaboration. Reading Recovery teachers
attend a rigorous one-year training course while Read Well teachers attended a twoday training session. The number of students serviced in Reading Recovery who were
either discontinued or completed the full program at the study site was 15 during the
2007-2008 school year. However, the data was compiled using much larger national
numbers in the tens of thousands. The number of Read Well participants during the
2008-2009 school year and their data was limited to 10. Reading Recovery is an
accelerated program designed to take up to 22 weeks while Read Well can take up to
two years to implement in order to cover all38 units at the desired pacing. Students in
this study involved in Read Well did not complete the program. Reading Recovery is
based on a contextual approach to teaching reading. Read Well is based on a phonics
and phonemic awareness approach to teaching reading. There are pros and cons for
both approaches in terms of long-term effect on reading.

Implications ofResults
Reading Recovery was more effective on overall student performance than
Read Well. While Read Well showed some strength in the areas of Hearing and
Recording Sounds, Letter Identification, and Concepts About Print Reading, more
Reading Recovery students were able to read leveled text, read words lists, and write
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vocabulary words at or above proficiency. Their skills also transferred over better on
the standardized test.
Reading Recovery was delivered one on one and accelerated. According to
Richard Allington in his article, Research on Reading I Learning Disability

Intervention, 2002, he cites Achilles, 1999 as saying, "Research suggests that the
number of children in the small group is important. Although many reading and
learning disability specialists routinely work with groups of five to nine students, the
evidence indicates that group size needs to shrink considerably for measurable effects
to be achieved (p.278)" Therefore, the one on one tutorial style is most favorable.
Allington also challenges conventional wisdom in his book, No Quick Fix; Rethinking

Literacy Programs in America's Elementary Schools, The Rtf Edition (2007).
Conventional wisdom says the practice of slowing down for those who suffer from
reading difficulties improves reading performance when studies show accelerating
instruction offers the most effective intervention, (p. 8). Again, Reading Recovery
provided that.
Reading Recovery was found to be more cost effective. Historically, this had
been casually debated over the years Reading Recovery was implemented in the study
district. At the onset, it looks like an expensive program. When the results are
weighed next to the cost of referring students to special education or retention,
Reading Recovery is actually less expensive in the long-term.
Reading Recovery is also supported by research and theory. Research for this
study revealed the "Reading War" that had been going on for a decade between those
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who believe in the contextual approach to teaching reading as opposed to the phonics
and phonemic awareness approach espoused by others. In recent years, the debate
seems to have been settled with the agreement being that both approaches are
necessary. What matters is what individual students need in order to succeed. This
leads to the conclusion the best intervention is one that supports the individual and is
flexible enough to adjust to student needs. With that thinking in mind, Reading
Recovery is the better option because it is delivered one on one and is designed to
adjust to individual needs.
Next Steps
District decisions to provide all day kindergarten and to pull support from
Reading Recovery make implementation impossible in the way we have known it in
the past. Therefore, as a site we will have to look "outside the box" for ways to
effectively provide early reading intervention. Presently there are three kindergarten
teachers and three first grade teachers who are Reading Recovery trained at the study
site. Consideration needs to be paid as to how expertise, which is available, can be
used. Perhaps the creation of an intervention with the same efficacy, same
acceleration, and based on the same theory of individualized instruction can be
implemented if teachers team together. It is a matter of scheduling and execution.
Although that may seem simple and practical, there needs to be "buy in" in order to
get full support and cooperation from the kindergarten and frrst grade teams. Teachers
need to see those students who are at risk as "our" children and they need to be
willing to collaborate to provide intervention for them.
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Future Research
The focus of this study was the effect of these two interventions in regards to
bringing struggling students up to first grade reading proficiency. Another study
could include the benefits of Read Well on certain populations such as English
Language Learners or the very fragile child who may need special education services.
For these two populations, there may be a need for the kind of direct instruction in
phonics and vocabulary building Read Well provides.
Summary
This may have been a small study, with its limits on generalizing the results
onto other populations but it does serve to help us to discover, reflect on, and question
our current direction. "Schools today face difficult decisions about the most effective
way to allocate scare resources for the good of all children. Research indicates that
early intervention programs have the greatest promise for helping children at risk of
early reading and writing failure. Reading Recovery is an example of an early
intervention that seems quite expensive on first glance (Viadero, 1990) but actually
has enormous potential for reducing educational expenditures, while benefiting
children far more than the most common and more expensive traditional responses to
difficulties in learning to read" Dyer & Binkney, 1995, p.75). Instead of walking
away from Reading Recovery and its valuable training due to present circumstances,
teachers and administrators need to collaborate and create an effective reading
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intervention, based on the fmdings in this study, to support struggling first grade
readers.
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