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Abstract

Thisarticlesystematically reviewsresearch onelementary reading
programsfor Englishlanguagelearnersand other |language-minority
students. It focuses on studies that compared experimental and
control groupson quantitativereading measures. Among beginning
reading models, research supported structured, phonetic programs
emphasizing language development in both native-language and
English instruction. Tutoring programs were al so supported. For
upper-elementary reading, research supported a broad range of
programs, but particularly effective were programs using
cooperative learning, extensive vocabulary instruction, and
literature.

I ntroduction

For many years, the focus of policy debates relating to the reading
education of English language learners (ELLS) has been on the question of
language of instruction, contrasting bilingual and English-only approaches.
Asimportant aslanguage of instruction is, however, there hasbeen agrowing
recognition in recent years that quality of instruction is at least asimportant
as language of instruction in the ultimate success of ELL s (see, for example,
August & Hakuta, 1997; Brisk, 1998; Christian & Genesee, 2001; Goldenberg,
1996; Secada, Chavez-Chavez, Garcia, Munoz, Oakes, Santiago-Santiago, &
Slavin, 1998).
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Research on language of instruction, reviewed most recently by Greene
(1997) and Slavin and Cheung (in press), has generally found that bilingual
programs are more effective than English-only programs. Slavin and Cheung
found particularly strong evidencefavoring paired bilingual programs, inwhich
students are taught to read both in their native language and in English,
beginning in kindergarten or first grade, a strategy typically seen in two-way
bilingual programs. However, in today’s political environment, the language
of reading instructionislikely to be determined by factors beyond the control
of individual educators. Whatever the language of instruction may be,
educators concerned with ELLs need programs known to be effective with
these students.

Quiality of instructionisthe product of many factors, including the quality
of teachers, class size, and other resources. One factor is the program of
instruction used each day to teach reading. A number of coherent, replicable
reading programs combining materials and professional development have
been devel oped and used with ELLs. Thisarticle reviewsresearch on reading
programs for ELLs and other language-minority students in an attempt to
apply consistent, well-justified standards of evidence to draw conclusions
about which of these programs are effective for these children. The review
applies a technique called “best-evidence synthesis’ (Slavin, 1986), which
seeks to apply consistent, clear standards to identify unbiased, meaningful
information from experimental studies, and then discusses each qualifying
study, computing effect sizes but also describing the context, design, and
findings of each study. Best-evidence synthesis closely resembles meta-
analysis, but it requires more extensive discussion of key studies. Details of
thisprocedure are described later. The purpose of thisreview isto examinethe
guantitative evidence on replicable reading programs for ELLs and other
language-minority students to discover how much of a scientific basis there
isfor competing claims about effects of various programs. Our purposeisto
inform practitioners, policymakers, and researchers about the current state of
the evidence on this topic as well as gaps in the knowledge base in need of
further scientific investigation.

Review Methods and Criteria for Inclusion

Review methods for studies of reading programs for ELLs and other
language-minority students were as follows:

1. The studiesinvolved elementary (K—6) children identified as ELLs or
language-minority (e.g., “Hispanic”) students in English-speaking
countries.

2. The studies compared children taught in classes using a given reading
program to those in control classes using standard textbooks.
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3. Thelanguage of instruction was the same in experimental and control
groups.

4. Random assignment or matching with appropriate adjustments for any
pretest differences had to be used. Studies without control groups, such
as pre—post comparisons and comparisons to “expected”’ gains, were
excluded, as were studies with pretest differences of more than one
standard deviation.

5. The dependent measures included quantitative measures of reading
performance, such as standardized reading measures. In all cases,
measures included assessments of comprehension, not just phonics or
decoding. The focus on quantitative measures wasintended to allow for
comparable, objective conclusions about program effects across studies.

6. A minimum treatment duration of 12 weekswasrequired.

Sudies of Beginning Reading Programs

Itisintheearliest yearsof formal educationthat children definethemselves
as learners, largely on the basis of reading success. The early elementary
yearsare of particular importance for ELLs, asthisisthetimewhen they are
most likely to be struggling both to learn anew language and to learn to read.
Perhaps because of this, the largest number of methodologically adequate
studies have focused on the early elementary grades. Studies in this section
are ones in which the treatments begin in kindergarten or first grade.

Therewere 13 studies of beginning reading that met the criteriaoutlined
above. Most studies of reading approaches for ELLs and other language-
minority students lacked control groups or objective measures, did not
document or control for pretest differences, or were very brief. The main
characteristics and findings of the qualifying studies are summarized in
Tablel.

Success for All

Among the beginning reading studies that met the inclusion criteria, six
evaluated the Successfor All program (Slavin & Madden, 1999, 2001). Success
for All is a comprehensive reform model that provides schools with well-
structured curriculum materials emphasizing systematic phonics in Grades
K -1, and cooperativelearning, direct instruction in comprehension skills, and
other elements in Grades 2—6. It also provides extensive professional
development and follow-up for teachers, frequent assessment and regrouping,
one-to-one tutoring for children who are struggling in reading, and family
support programs. A full-timefacilitator helpsall teachersimplement the model.

For ELLs, Successfor All hastwo variations. Oneisa Spanish bilingual
program, Exito Para Todos, which teaches reading in Spanish in Grades 1-2
and then transitions them to English-only instruction, usually starting in third
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Tablel

Beginning Reading Programs: Descriptive Information and
Effect Sizes for Qualifying Studies

Intervention
Study description Design | Duration N Grade
Success For All
Nunnery,
Slavin, Ross, 298 in
Smith, Success for All Matched 1 vear 20 1
Hunter, & (SFA)-Bilingual control y
schools
Stubbs
(1997)
SFA-Bilingual
. SFA-English 6
Livingston &
Flaherty Lanlguage Matcheld 3 years schools 1-3
(1997) Development contro (3E &
Adaptation 3C)
SFA-English
Language
Development
Adaptation
Slavin &
Madden
(1995)
Slavin & SFA-English
Yampolsky Language Matched 50 in 2
(1991) Development control 5years schools K
Adaptation
Slavin,
Leighton, &
Yampolsky
(1990)
Ross, Smith, SFA-English 540 in
Language Matched
& Nunnery 1 year 6 1
(1998) Development control schools
Adaptation
Hurley, C;;rﬁ)saigd
Cligum ek, the state 95 SFA | (K—2)—
Sl & SFA mean for 4 years schools >(3-5)
HElEEm Hispanic
(EEd) students
Chambers,
Slavin, ’
Madden, SFA with Matched 1 vear 45: in K—1
Cheung, & embedded video control y
f schools
Gifford
(2004)
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Sample Evidence of Effect Median
characteristics initial equality Posttest size effect size
Success For All
Fairly well matched on | Spanish Woodcock
Spanish-dominant students demographic and well Word Identification +0.24
across 30 schools with matched on pretest. Word Attack 1026
bilingual programs in control group (C) > ord Attac : +0.22
Houston, Texas experimental group (E); Passage
effect size (ES) =-0.08 Comprehension +0.20
Well matched on Spanish Woodcock
Spanish-dominant bilingual demographics and Grade 1 +0.97
students in California Peabody Picture Grade 2 +0.44
Vocabulary Test (PPVT) rade :
pretests. Grade 3 +0.03
English Woodcock
) ) Well matched on Grade 1 +1.36
Spanish-dominant ESL -
) W demographics and PPVT
students in California pretests. Grade 2 +0.46
Grade 3 -0.09
English Woodcock
’ Well matched on Grade 1 +0.24
Other Eilil_f;tggents in demographics and PPVT
pretests. Grade 2 +0.37
Grade 3 +0.05
English Woodcock Grade 4
Word Identification +1.54
Word Attack | +1.49 +1.49
Well matched on overall Passage
Asian students in achievement level, Com rehensign +0.62
Philadelphia poverty, and other P
variables. English Woodcock Grade 5
Word Identification +1.40
Word Attack +1.33 +1.33
Passage
Comprehension +0.75
English Woodcock
Word Identification +0.51
Tucson, Arizona: 39% well matched on Word Attack +0.83
Hispanic, 67% free lunch demographics and
! pretests. Passage 1041 +0.52
Comprehension ’
Durrell +0.32
Well matched on initial f:grlji’;lgigl
Hispanic students in Texas Texas Assessment of ZEBIE 1A +0.28* means, not
P Academic Skills (TAAS) | Reading (Grades 3-5) ) individual
reading scores.
scores)
English Woodcock
H\i(spin(i:qtstl:/c\i/en:]s_ intNew Word Identification +0.40
ork City, Washington,
DC. rural Arizona, and Well matched on PPVT. Word Attack +0.36 +0.36
southern California Passage
Comprehension +0.21
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Table 1, cont.

Beginning Reading Programs: Descriptive Information
and Effect Sizes for Qualifying Studies

Intervention

Study description Design Duration N Grade
Other programs
Chambers,
Cheung . . Random .
’ Embedded video (SFA with . 172in 10
Mad_den, embedded video vs. SFA) assignment of 1year schools 1
Slavin, & schools
Gifford (2004)
Follow-up
Becker & . . study—2
Gersten (1982) Direct Instruction Matched control years after 225 K-3
the treatment
Gersten (1985) Direct Instruction Matched control 8 months ~35 1-2
Phonetic program (Jolly
Stuart (1995) Phonics [JP]) vs Ll_terature» Matched control 12 weeks 112 K
based program (Big Books
[BB])
Escamilla Reading Recovery in Spanish
(1994) (Descubriendo la Lectura) Matched control 7 months 46 1
Gunn, Biglan, . .
a Small group tutoring using Random
Smolkowski, & h - - 2 years 122 K-4
Ary (2000) Direct Instruction assignment
Goldenberg Use of teacher-created Quasi-
(1990) booklets at home and at school experimental 8 months 56 K
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Sample Evidence of Effect Median
characteristics initial equality Posttest size effect size
Other programs

English Woodcock

Word Identification +0.23

H|span|cgtoundneenctfi,clﬂtHarlford, Well ma\t,\clgféj ILI)Dn PPVT, Word Attack +0.36 v00
Passage Comprehension +0.16
DIBELS® Fluency +0.07

English Wide Range
Achievement Test
(WRAT) Reading

Across 2 grades
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Level Il +0.44
Level | +0.50
. . _ Mean +0.47
eamer (ELL) Students in Well matched on - -
demographics English Metropolitan
Uvalde, Texas Achievement Test (MAT) +0.21
Word Knowledge +0.11
Reading +0.21
Total Reading +0.16
Mean +0.16
English Comprehensive
Test of Basic Skills
(CTBS) Reading
. 0
Similar on LAS scores Experimental 5% E>C
Asian ELL students for cohort 1 (C>E) and Control 19%
cohort 2 (C>E)
English CTBS Language
Experimental 1% EsC
Control 44%
English Woodcock
Well matched on Phoneme awareness +0.70
demographics but not on (5 measures) . Immediate tests:
Sylheti-dominant students in pretests; JP>BB; ES=+0.88 ["Dejayed tests (1 year +0.16 +0.88
London on phonics knowledge later) B
pretests; JP>BB; ES=+0.70 Readi 4 Spell
on reading and writing eading and Spelling +1.06 .
pretests (5 measures) Delayed tests:
Delayed tests (1 year +0.34
+0.52
later)
Spanish Woodcock
Well matched on Spanish B
. . - Aprenda, but on Spanish ;
Spanlsh-dom_lnant_ bilingual observation survey, C>E, Spanish Aprenda +0.30 +0.30
students in Arizona ; =
median ES=-0.43 across s ish Ob .
four measures panis servation +0.84 +0.84
Survey (6 measures)
English Woodcock
Year 1
Letter Word +0.22 Year 1
Well-matched on English | Word Attack +0.10 +0.22
o ) . Woodcock-Johnson Letter | Oral Reading Fluency +0.16
Low-achieving Hispanic Word Identification and
students in rural Oregon Word Attack scales, and
Oral Reading Fluency Year 2
Letter Word +.046 YSTA‘Z
Word Attack +0.91 +0.
Oral Reading +0.43
Vocabulary +0.44
Comprehension +0.48
Spanish Woodcock
Spanish-dominant students in Similar on Bilingual Syntax
southern California Measure and free lunch 13 measures of early +0.83 +0.83
literacy development . .
aDIBEL S stands for the Dynamic Indicator of Basic Early Literacy Skills.
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grade. The other isan English language development (EL D) adaptation, which
teaches children in English with appropriate supports, such as vocabulary
development strategies linked to the words introduced in children’s reading
texts.

Studies of Successfor All with ELLsand other language-minority students
have compared children taught using the Spanish adaptation to other children
taught in Spanish, or have compared the EL D adaptation to other ELD English
reading programs.

Success for All: Spanish Bilingual Adaptation (Exito Para Todos)

California (bilingual)

Researchers at the Southwest Educational Research Laboratory (now
part of WestEd) conducted a 3-year longitudinal study involving three
Cdliforniaelementary schools and three matched controls. They pooled data
across the schools in four categories: English-dominant students, Spanish-
dominant students taught in Spanish, Spanish-dominant students taught in
English, and speakers of languages other than English or Spanish taught in
English. Three cohortswerefollowed. Datafor 21992 cohort were reported for
Grades1, 2, and 3; for 1993, Grades 1 and 2; and for 1994, Grade 1 only.

Studentsin thetwo Exito Para Todos schoolsin Californiascored higher
on the Spanish Woodcock than controls at every grade level in al three
cohorts(Livingston & Flaherty, 1997; Dianda& Flaherty, 1995). Median effect
sizesacross cohortsaveraged +0.97 for first graders, +0.44 for second graders,
and +0.03 for third graders. The analyses for second and third graders
understate the magnitude of the differences. Inlinewith district and program
policies, students initially taught in Spanish were transitioned into English
instruction as soon as they demonstrated an ability to succeed in English.
Because of their success in Spanish reading, many more Exito Para Todos
than control students were transitioned during second and third grades.
Therefore, the highest achieving experimental students were being removed
from the Spanish sample, reducing the mean for thisgroup. (Thisisacommon
problem in studies of transitional bilingual education.)

Houston (bilingual)

The largest study of Exito Para Todos took place in the Houston
Independent School District in Texas. Both Spanish and English forms of
Success for All were studied (see Nunnery, Slavin, Ross, Smith, Hunter, &
Stubbs, 1997).

The bilingual portion of the study compared first gradersin 20 schools
implementing Exito Para Todos to those in 10 matched schools also using
Spanish bilingual instruction. Children were assessed on three scales from
the Spanish Woodcock: Word Identification, Word Attack, and Passage
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Comprehension. Ten children were selected at random from each school; after
missing datawere removed, there were 298 Spani sh-dominant students across
the 30 school swith bilingual programs.

School-level comparisons showed significant differences (p < .05)
between Success for All schools and comparison schools on Word
I dentification and Word Attack. Overall, the median student-level effect size
(ES) in comparison to controlswas +0.22.

Success for All: English Language Development Adaptation

Philadelphia (English language devel opment)

Thefirst evaluation of the EL D adaptation of Successfor All took place at
Francis Scott Key Elementary in Philadelphia(Slavin & Madden, 1995). Sixty-
two percent of Key's students were from Asian backgrounds, primarily
Cambodian. Nearly al of them entered the school in kindergarten with little or
no English. Theremainder of the school was divided between African American
and White students.

The program was evaluated in comparison to a matched Philadelphia
elementary school. Thetwo schoolswerevery similar in overall achievement
level and other variables. All studentsin Grades 4-5, most of whom had been
intheir respective programs since kindergarten, wereindividually administered
three scales from the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery (Woodcock,
1984): Word I dentification, Word Attack, and Passage Comprehension. Asian
Success for All students at both grade levels performed substantially better
than Asian control students. The differences were statistically significant on
every measure at both grade levels (p <.001).

California (English language development)

The 3-year California study (Livingston & Flaherty, 1997; Dianda &
Flaherty, 1995) included dataon EL L staught in English. Theseincluded both
studentsin one M odesto school that did not have abilingual program, aswell
asELLsinthetwo schools (one in Modesto and onein Riverside) who were
speakers of languages other than English or Spanish.

Results for Spanish-dominant students taught in English showed
strong impactsfor first graders (ES = +1.36), smaller onesfor second graders
(ES = +0.46), and no differences for third graders (ES = -0.09). Again, the
transitioning of successful students out of English as a Second Language
(ESL) classes reduced the apparent differences by third grade (because the
highest achieving students were no longer receiving ESL services).

Results for speakers of languages other than English or Spanish (taught
in English) weresimilar to thosefor Spanish-dominant ESL students. Averaging
across cohorts, effect sizes were +0.24 for first graders, +0.37 for second
graders, and +0.05 for third graders (Livingston & Flaherty, 1997; Dianda &
Flaherty, 1995).
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Arizona (English language development)

Another study of the EL D adaptation of Successfor All inschoolsserving
many students acquiring English took place in an Arizona school district
(Ross, Smith, & Nunnery, 1998). This 1-year study compared first gradersin
two Success for All schools to those in four schools using locally devel oped
Title | schoolwide projects. Students were pretested on the English Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and then posttested on the Woodcock Word
Identification, Word Attack, and Passage Comprehension scales, and the
Durrell Oral Reading Test. Analysesof covariancefound that Hispanic Success
for All students scored significantly higher than control students on all
measures (ES = +0.52).

Texas Satewide Evaluation

Hurley, Chamberlain, Slavin, and Madden (2001) reported an analysis of
datafrom the Texas A ssessment of Academic Skills(TAAS), comparing reading
gains (from the year schools began to implement Success for All to 1998) by
all 111 Success for All schools in the state to those made by students
throughout Texas. The comparisonsinvolving Hispanic students are relevant
tothisreview. Notethat whilethe TAAS datawerefor Grades 3-5, most of the
students had been in the program 3 to 4 years, meaning that they had begun
in GradesK-2.

Ninety-five of the Successfor All schools had enough Hispanic students
in Grades 3-5 to be included in the analysis. Analyzing at the school level,
their TAAS reading gains were significantly greater (p < .01) than those for
Hispanic students in the state as a whole. Hispanic students in the SFA
schools and state meansfor Hispanic studentswere similar in the year before
SFA was introduced. The effect size for school means was +0.28.

Success for All With Embedded Video

Chambers, Slavin, Madden, Cheung, and Gifford (2004) carried out astudy
of an adaptation of Success for All that incorporated embedded video. Four
types of video material were used: animationsto present letter sounds, puppet
vignettes to present sound blending, live-action skits to present vocabulary,
and a variety of segments from the television program Between the Lions to
reinforcevariousskills. The brief video segmentswereinterspersed inteacher’s
lessonsin Grades K—1. Hispani ¢ studentswere expected to benefit in particular
from the SFA and embedded video treatment because the videos included
vocabulary presentations and clear visual reinforcements of reading skills.
Hispanic studentsin four schoolsin different parts of the United States were
compared to matched studentsin similar schoolsthat did not use Successfor
All or embedded video. A yearlong study involving 311 experimental and 144
control students in Grades K—1 found that, controlling for PPV T, schools

250 Bilingual Research Journal, 29: 2 Summer 2005

From the Best Evidence Encyclopedia (www.bestevidence.org)



using Success for All with embedded video scored significantly higher than
controls on Woodcock Word I dentification (ES = +0.40), Word Attack (ES =
+0.36), and Passage Comprehension (ES=+0.21).

Success for All: Conclusions

The effects of Success for All on the achievement of ELLs and other
language-minority students are not entirely consistent, but in general they
are substantially positive. Across two studies of Exito Para Todos, the
Spanish bilingual adaptation of Success for All, the median effect sizes on
Spanish assessmentswas +0.41. Acrossfive studiesof the EL D adaptation of
Successfor All, the median effect sizewas +0.37.

Embedded Video

A recent study compared Success for All schools using the embedded
video materials described above to school s also implementing Successfor All
but without the embedded videos (Chambers, Cheung, Madden, Slavin, &
Gifford, 2004). Because all schoolsused SFA, thiswas not a study of Success
for All but of the added embedded video treatment. Ten majority-Hispanic
schoolsin inner-city Hartford, Connecticut, were randomly assigned to SFA
plusembedded video or SFA-only (control) conditionsfor a1-year experiment.
Results for Hispanic children, who were 66% of the sample, found positive
effects controlling for the PPVT and the Woodcock Word Identification
scale on Woodcock Word Identification (ES = +0.23) and Word Attack
(ES = +0.36).

Direct Instruction

Direct Instruction (DI), or DISTAR (Adams & Engelmann, 1996), is a
reading program that startsin kindergarten with very specific instructionsto
teachers on how to teach beginning reading skills. It uses reading materials
with aphonetically controlled vocabulary, rapidly paced instruction, regular
assessment, and systematic approaches to language development. Like
Successfor All, DI provides extensive professional development and coaching
toall teachers. DI was not specifically written for ELLsor Latino students, but
it is often used with them.

The most important evaluation of DI was the Follow Through study of
the 1970s, inwhich nine early literacy programswere evaluated (Stebbins, St.
Pierre, Proper, Anderson, & Cerva, 1977). In sitesthroughout the United States,
matched experimental and control schoolswere compared on various measures
of reading.

One of the siteswas in Uvalde, Texas, which primarily served Hispanic
students. Becker & Gersten (1982) carried out afollow-up of the Follow Through
study when the children who had experienced the treatments in Grades K—3
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were in Grades 5-6. They found that the Uvalde DI students, who were well
matched on demographic factorswith their control group, scored substantially
better than the controls. Effect sizes averaged +0.47 for two scales of the
individually administered Wide RangeAchievement Test (WRAT) and +0.16
across three Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) subscales, for amedian
acrossfivetestsintwo gradesof ES = +0.21.

Gersten (1985) evaluated DI as part of astructured immersion program for
limited English proficient students who spoke a variety of Asian languages.
In addition to the DI beginning reading program, the structured immersion
model emphasized English at alevel understood by the students, occasional
translation, preteaching of vocabulary, and direct teaching of the structure of
the English language. Students in a matched control group participated in
programs whose characteristics were not described, but which also primarily
taught in English.

Across two cohorts, 75% of DI students scored at or above grade level
on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills(CTBS) Total Reading Scale at the
end of 2 years, while only 19% of comparison studentswere at or above grade
level (p <.001).

Jolly Phonics (Systematic Phonics Instruction)

Stuart (1999) carried out an evaluation of Jolly Phonics (JP), an English
phonetic kindergarten reading program, in five London primary schools. This
program was compared to a big books program emphasizing teaching by
drawing children’s attention to | ettersand wordsin popular children’sstories.
The subjects were mostly ELLs, and among these, most were speakers of
Sylheti (a language of Bangladesh). Most subjects were 5-year-olds. One
teacher in each school volunteered to implement either JP or Big Books (BB).
The JP and BB schools were well matched on most variables, including free
meal s and academi c performance, but the JP schools had many more children
at beginning ESL levels (53% vs. 30%).

The interventions took place 1 hour per day for 12 weeks. The results
strongly favored the JP group. Effect sizes for five gain scores measures of
phonemic awareness and phonics knowledge had a median value of +0.70 at
posttest and +0.16 on a delayed posttest 1 year later. On five measures of
reading and writing, the median effect sizefor gain scoreswas+1.06 at theend
of the experiment and +0.52 1 year later.

Reading Recovery/Descubriendo la Lectura

Reading Recovery is an early intervention tutoring program for young
readerswho are experiencing difficulty intheir first year of reading instruction
(Clay, 1993). The program providesthelowest achieving readers (lowest 20%)
in first grade with supplemental tutoring in addition to their regular reading
classes. Children participating in Reading Recovery receive daily one-to-one
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30-minutelessonsfor 12—-20 weekswith acertified, specially trained teacher.
The lessons include assessment, reading known stories, reading a story that
was read once the day before, writing astory, working with a cut-up sentence,
and reading a new book. Descubriendo la Lectura (DLL), the Spanish
adaptation of Reading Recovery, is equivalent in all major aspects to the
original program. There have been many evaluations comparing Reading
Recovery and control students, including alarge-scale, randomized evaluation
inOhio (Pinnell, Lyons, Deford, Bryk, & Seltzer, 1994). Only onestudy involving
EL Lsmet theinclusion standards of thisreview. Thiswasa7-month evaluation
of DLL conducted by Escamilla (1994) in Tucson, Arizona. The experiment
compared 23 DLL studentsto 23 matched comparison students al so taught in
Spanish in another schoal. In both cases, students were identified asbeing in
the lowest 20% of their classes based on individually administered tests and
teacher judgment. Thetwo groupswere well matched on the Spanish Aprenda.
The outcomes of DLL on Spanish reading measures at the end of first grade
were very positive. On six scales of a Spanish Observation Survey adapted
from the measures used in evaluations of the English Reading Recovery
program, DLL students started out below controls and ended the year
substantially ahead of them, with amedian effect size of +0.84.

Small Group Tutorials with Direct Instruction

Gunn, Biglan, Smolkowski, and Ary (2000) evaluated asmall-group tutorial
program that used two formsof DI, Reading Mastery and Corrective Reading,
asasupplementary intervention for Hispanic and non-Hispanic children who
were struggling in reading. The children were in kindergarten to third grade,
and were selected either because they scored at a very low level on an
achievement measure or because they were rated by their teachers as being
highin aggressive behavior (and were below gradelevel inreading). Children
were sel ected from ninerural Oregon elementary schools. They wererandomly
assigned to experimental or control conditions. Those children assigned to
the experimental group were taught in homogeneous groups of one to three
children using Reading Mastery if they were in Grades K—2, or Corrective
Reading if they werein Grades 3—4. They were taught daily by instructional
assistantsfor 2 years. Only 19 of the 122 Hispanic students were considered
non-English speaking; the oral English skills of the remaining students were
not specified.

The experimental and control groups were very well matched on the
Woodcock-Johnson L etter Word | dentification and Word Attack scales, and
on Ora Reading Fluency. After thefirst year, tutorial studentswho had received
5to 6 months of supplementary instruction showed greater gainsthan control
students on all three measures, Letter—Word ID (ES = +0.22), Word Attack
(ES = +0.70), and Fluency (ES = +0.16). Only the Word Attack differences
weresignificant. At theend of the second year, after 15-16 monthsof instruction,
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effect sizes for gains from pretest on these measures were +0.46, +0.91, and
+0.43, respectively. In addition, there were positive effects on Woodcock
Reading Vocabulary (ES = +0.44) and Passage Comprehension (ES = +0.48),
given as posttests only. Experimental—control differenceson al five measures
weresignificant after 2 years.

Libros

Goldenberg (1990) studied a school and home reading intervention for
Spanish-dominant kindergartners. The intervention, called Libros, involved
teachers introducing and extensively discussing a Spanish story and then
sending home photocopied “books’ with children once every 3 weeksthrough
kindergarten. Parents were encouraged to read with their children and were
shown a videotape of a parent reading and discussing the story. In control
classrooms, teachers sent home worksheets on lettersand syllables. Children
in four classrooms using Libros were matched with those in four control
classrooms based on Bilingual Syntax Measure scores. On an experimenter-
constructed set of 13 Spanish early literacy assessments at the end of the
year, experimental children scored significantly higher than controls (median
ES=+0.83). Effectswere strongest on measures of |etter and word identification
but were less positive on comprehension measures.

Sudies of Upper Elementary Reading Programs

Several studies have evaluated reading programsfor ELLsin Grades 2-5.
Seven of these met theinclusion criteria. These are summarized in Table 2 and
described in the following sections.

Bilingual Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition

An experiment by Calderdn, Hertz-L azarowitz, and Slavin (1998) eva uated
acooperativelearning program called Bilingual Cooperative Integrated Reading
and Composition, or BCIRC. BCIRC isan adaptation of Cooperative | ntegrated
Reading and Composition (CIRC), an upper elementary reading program based
on principles of cooperativelearning, that has been successfully evaluated in
several studies (see Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Farnish, 1987). BCIRC was
adapted to meet the needs of limited English proficient children in bilingual
programswho are transitioning from Spanish to English reading. In CIRC and
BCIRC, studentswork in four-member heterogeneous teams. After ateacher
introduction, students engage in a set of activities related to a story they are
reading. These include partner reading in pairs, and team activities focused
onvocabulary, story grammar, summarization, reading comprehension, cregtive
writing, and language arts. BCIRC addsto these activitiestransitional readers
(in this study, Macmillan’s Campanitas de Oro and Transitional Reading
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Program) and ESL strategies, such as total physical response, realia, and
appropriate use of cognates, to help children transfer skills from Spanish to
English reading.

Control teachers also used the same Campanitas de Oro and Transitional
Reading Program textbooks, and received training in generic cooperative
learning strategies. None of the control teachers used cooperative learning
consistently, although all of them made occasional use of these strategies.

The BCIRC study involved 222 Hispanic children in the Ysleta
Independent School District in El Paso, Texas. Seven of the highest poverty
schoolsin the district were assigned to experimental (three schools) or control
(four schools) conditions. As awhole, the experimental and control schools
werewell matched demographically. Two cohorts were assessed, one of which
wasinvolved for just 1 year (second grade) and the other for 2 years (Grades
2-3). Analysesof covariance controlling for Bilingual Syntax M easure scores
found significantly higher scores for students in BCIRC classes in both
cohorts.

Bilingual Transition With Success for All

An experiment by Calderén, August, Slavin, Duran, Madden, and Cheung
(2004) evaluated an enriched transition program for children who had been
taught in Spanish using Success for All and were moving to the English
programinthird grade. The enriched program, adescendent of BCIRC, included
an English phonics program called FastTrack Phonics, rapidly presented
components of the Successfor All beginning reading (Reading Roots) program
including the embedded videos described earlier, and explicit instruction in
vocabulary using strategies similar to those used by Carlo, August,
McLaughlin, Snow, Dressler, Lippman, Lively, et al. (2004). The experiment
compared studentsin El Paso, Texas, who received thefull program to matched
students in similar control schools. After 1 year, students in the program
scored higher than control students (controlling for Spanish and English
Woodcock Scales) on Woodcock Word Attack (ES = +0.21), Passage
Comprehension (ES = +0.16), and Picture Vocabulary (ES = +0.11).
Experimental students scored higher on some of the Spanish measures as
wll.

Enriched Transition

Saunders and Goldenberg (1996) evaluated a program designed to help
EL L stransition from Spanish to English. The treatment focused on literature
study, writing, discourse, skill building, reading comprehension strategies,
independent reading, teacher read-alouds, and other elements. These
treatments were applied to second and fifth gradersin transitional bilingual
education (TBE) and English-only classes. In each case, a control group was
matched with the experimental group. Over a year, the English-only
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Table2

Upper Elementary Reading Programs: Descriptive Information and
Effect Sizes for Qualifying Studies

Intervention

Sample

Study description | Design | Duration N Grade | characteristics
. Bilingual
Calderan, Cooperative Spanish-
Hertz- .
. Integrated Matched dominant
Lazarowitz, ; 2 years 222 2-3 .
; Reading & control students in El
& Slavin 7
(1998) Composition Paso, Texas
(BCIRC)
Calderon,
Augu.st, Success for Spanish-
Slavin, . 239 .
p All with Matched . dominant
Duran, . 1 year in8 3 )
enriched control students in El
Madden, & o schools
transition Paso, Texas
Cheung
(2004)
Spanish-
Saunders & . dominant
Goldenberg 5::;23?] ’\f:?)tr::trr]gld 1 year 140 2&5 students in
(1996) southern
California
Spanish and
Saunders & Cantonese
Goldenberg Enrlc_h_ed Matched 3 years 102 1-5 speaklng
transition control students in
(1999)
southern
California
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Evidence of

initial equality Posttest Effect size Median effect size
Spanish Texas
Assessment of
Academic Skills Grade 2
(TAAS) ) )
Reading +0.30 Spanish Reading
o +0.30
Writing +0.62 . .
Well matched | English TAAS Grade 3 Spanlscl;él\zlrltlng
on . Reading +0.54 English Reading
demographics Writing ¥0.29 +0.54
and pretests English TAAS 2 years English Writing/
Reading +0.87 Language
Language +0.38 +0.29
English TAAS 1year
Reading +0.33
Language +0.22
Well matched English Woodcock
on English and Picture Vocabulary +0.11
Spanish Passage
Woodcock Comprehension +0.16 +0.16
measures
Word Attack +0.21
English-only group
2nd grade-EngI_lsh +0.34
Reading
+0.19
5th grade-EngI_lsh +0.03
Reading
Well matched | Transitional bilingual
on pretests education group
2nd grade-Span_ish +1.36 +1.36
Reading
5th grade-EngI_lsh +0.68 +0.68
Reading
. Spanish measures
Spanish subgroup -
Well matched Reading Language
on % of limited lst grade -0.02 +0.11
English 2nd grade +0.26 +0.20
proficient, 3rd grade +0.38 +0.27
socioeconomic 4th grade +0.59 +0.38
hs_ta_tus, g Cantonese subgroup English measures
ethnicity, an 4th grade +0.53 +1.77
achievement
scores 5th grade +0.80 +0.78
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Table 2, cont.
Upper Elementary Reading Programs: Descriptive Information and

Effect Sizes for Qualifying Studies

Intervention Sample
Study description Design Duration N Grade | characteristics
English language
Direct learner (ELL)
Carlo et al. | instruction in Matched 2 vears ~130 4-5 students in
(2004) key control y California,
vocabulary Virginia, and
Massachusetts
p Oral- Mexican
PETET language Matched 3 150 3 American ELL
(1981) S control months -
activity students in Texas
Read Well
(tutoring
using 33
systematic
Denton, phonics) Spanish-
Anthony, .
Random 4 dominant
Parker, & . 2-5 -
assignment months bilingual students
Harsbrouck Read °
2004) in Texas
( Naturally
(tutoring
using 60
repeated
readings)
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Evidence of initial

equality Posttest Effect size Median effect size
English Vocabulary
Assessment
Peabody Picture .0.08
Vocabulary Test (PPVT) '
well mattchted on Polysemy production +0.33 +0.21
pretests Morphology +0.22
Semantic Association +0.21
English Readin
Co?’nprehensiong 017
Well matched on
demographics and
pretests,
experimental English +0.97 +0.97
group (E) > control
group (C), effect
size (ES) = +0.15
English—Read Well
Well matched Word Identification +0.55
on Woodcock Word Attack +0.46
Reading Mastery Passage
Test (V\_/RMT) Comprehension +0.00 +0.51
pretests; E > C, Fluency 1018
ES = +0.32 -
(0.3<p<0.6) Accurgcy +0.78
Comprehension +0.82
English—Read
Naturally
Word Identification -0.05
Word Attack -0.13
Well matched on Passage
WRMT pretests Comprehension +0.16 +0.08
Fluency +0.23
Accuracy +0.30
Comprehension +0.00
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experimental group scored higher than control groups on an English reading
measure in second grade (ES = +0.34) but not in fifth grade (ES = +0.03).
Second-grade TBE students, tested in Spanish, scored substantially better in
the experimental condition (ES=+1.36). Fifth-grade experimental TBE students
tested in English also showed substantially higher achievement (ES = +0.68).

The Saunders and Goldenberg (1996) article only reported on the first
year of a3-year transition project. A study of the full program was described
by Saunders (1998). It compared children in the 3-year transition program
(using the methods described above) to those in a 3- to 6-month transition,
the usual treatment for ELLs in the district studied. On Spanish measures,
differenceswereinsgnificantin Grade 1 (ES= -0.02) and Grade 2 (ES = +0.26),
but significant in Grade 3 (ES = +0.38) and Grade 4 (ES = +0.59). In a
Cantonese-dominant subgroup, experimental students scored significantly
higher on English tests (Grade 4, ES = +0.53; Grade 5, ES = +0.80). At fifth
grade, an early-transitioning group was tested in English and a late-
transitioning group was tested in Spanish. In both cases, effects favored the
experimental group (ES=+0.50 for English, ES=+0.92 for Spanish). Similar
effects were seen on performance measures of reading and writing, and
experimental students passed atest used asacriterion for placement in English-
only instruction at much higher rates than did controls.

Vocabulary Intervention

Carloetal. (2004) carried out a 2-year eval uation of avocabulary teaching
intervention with Spanish-dominant fourth and fifth graders in California,
Massachusetts, and Virginia. The intervention involved introducing 12
vocabulary words each week, using avariety of strategies, such as charades,
20 questions, discussions of Spanish cognates, word webs, and word
association games.

The experimental students were taught in one 5-week unit and two
6-week units in the first year, and three 5-week units in the second year.
Matched control students continued their usual instruction. Experimental
and control students were not significantly different on any of an extensive
set of measures.

At the end of thefirst year, ELL s showed greater gainsfrom pretest than
controls, but surprisingly, gainswere lower after 2 years of intervention.

Pérez (1981) evaluated an oral-language intervention with Spanish-
dominant third gradersin Texas. Theintervention consisted of daily 20-minute
sessions in which children worked with humorous language games, pictures,
and other activities intended to build their oral language. The experimental
group of 75 students was compared to a well-matched control group. On an
unspecified reading measure, the experimental group scored substantially
higher.
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Tutoring

Two types of one-to-onetutoring for ELLswere studied in an experiment
by Denton, Anthony, Parker, and Hasbrouck (2004). Spanish-dominant students
in Grades 2-5 in a bilingual program in Texas were assigned to one of two
separate experiments. Those scoring lower than the first-grade level on the
Woodcock Word Attack scale were randomly assigned to a program called
Read Well (Sprick, Howard, & Fidanque, 1998), or to an untutored control
group. Those scoring higher than this were randomly assigned to atutoring
program called Read Naturally or to an untutored control group. Read Well
uses systematic phonicsinstruction and practicein fully decodable text (like
the first-grade instruction in Success for All). Read Naturally (lhnot, 1992)
emphasized repeated readings of connected text, vocabulary, and
comprehension instruction. Tutors were undergraduate education majors. All
tutoring was done in English. The final sample of studentsin the Read Well
evaluation included 19 experimental and 14 control children. Those in the
experimental group received an average of 22 tutoring sessions. In the Read
Naturally comparison, there were 32 tutored and 28 non-tutored children.

Theresultsindicated substantially higher achievement for the Read Well
students than for controls, with a median effect size of +0.51 across six
measures. Differences were statistically significant only on the Woodcock
Word Attack scale (p < .05) and an oral reading accuracy scale (p <.001). In
contrast, there were no differences between the children tutored with Read
Naturally and those who were not tutored (ES = +0.08).

Conclusions: Sudies of Reading

The research summarized in this article shows how much remainsto be
done on effective reading programs for ELLs and other |language-minority
students. Only ahandful of studies met the minimal inclusion standards applied
inthisreview, which principally required an experimental -control comparison
of areading program over at least 12 weeks, with evidence that the two groups
were equivalent at pretest.

Beginning Reading

Among the 13 studies of interventions beginning in kindergarten or first
grade that met the inclusion standards, the evidence supported structured,
phonetic programs emphasizing language development, in both native-
language and English instruction. The largest number of studies involved
Successfor All, acomprehensivereformmodel (Slavin & Madden, 1999). Two
studies of Success for All in its Spanish bilingual form found consistent
positive effects on students' Spanish reading performance, with a median
effect size of +0.41 (in comparison to schools teaching in Spanish using
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alternative methods). Similarly, five studies of schools using the English-
language adaptation of Success for All with Latino and Asian ELLs found
positive effects, with amedian effect size of +0.37.

Studies evaluating Success for All with embedded video materials found
positive effects of the combined program for Hispanic students (Chambers,
Slavin, et al., 2004) and found that the embedded videos added significantly
to the effects (Chambers, Cheung, et al., 2004).

Two longitudinal studies found strong and lasting effects of DI on the
reading achievement of language-minority students. One was afollow-up of
mostly Hispanic fifth and sixth graders in Texas who had experienced DI in
GradesK—3 (Becker & Gersten, 1982). The other wasa2-year study of Dl ina
structured immersion program for Asian EL L s (Gersten, 1985). An adaptation
of DI for usein small-group tutorials (oneto three children) also found positive
effects(Gunn et a., 2000).

No other beginning reading program had more than a single
methodol ogically adequate study. A study of the systematic phonics program
JP (Stuart, 1999) found promising effectsamong children of Bangladeshi origin
in London, but the study had serious problems with pretest differences. Very
positive effectswere documented in astudy of a Spanish adaptation of Reading
Recovery (Escamilla, 1994). A study of Libros, ahome and school literature
approach using Spanish reading materials, documented benefits for ELL
kindergartners (Goldenberg, 1990).

Upper Elementary Reading

Seven studies of reading in Grades 2-5 met the inclusion criteria. The
evidence generally supported programsthat make extensive use of cooperative
learning, vocabulary instruction, and literature. A 2-year evaluation of BCIRC
(Calderdnet al., 1998), acooperative learning strategy, found strong positive
effects on the Spanish and English reading of children transitioning from
Spanish to English reading in Grades 2—3. A similar treatment, an enriched
Spanish-to-English transition program based on Successfor All, also showed
significantly positive effects on English reading performance (Calderén et al .,
2004). Saunders (1998), and Saunders and Goldenberg (1999), successfully
evaluated an enriched transition process for ELLs moving to English-only
instruction. Carlo et a. (2004) found positive effects of an English vocabulary
intervention for ELL fourth and fifth graders on various experimenter-made
measures of vocabulary skill, and Pérez (1981) found that instruction in oral
English skillsimproved the reading skills of ELL third graders. Denton et al.
(2004) eval uated two tutoring approaches and found that Read Well, aphonetic
program, improved the English reading of very low—achieving ELLSs.

It is important to note that the programs with the strongest evidence of
effectivenessin this review are al programs that have also been found to be
effective with studentsin general: Success for All (Slavin & Madden, 2000,
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2001), DI (Adams& Engelmann, 1996), Reading Recovery (Pinnell et al., 1994),
and phonetic tutoring (e.g., Wasik & Slavin, 1993). In fact, severa of the
studies evaluating Success for All (e.g., Nunnery et al., 1997; Livingston &
Flaherty, 1997; Rosset al., 1998), aswell asDI (Gunn et d., 2000), alsoincluded
non-ELL students, and in each case those students also gained from the
interventions, to about the same degree. The beginning reading programs
with the strongest evidence of effectiveness in this review made use of
systematic phonics, such as Successfor All, DI, and JP, but systematic phonics
has been identified as a component of effective beginning reading programs
for English-proficient students as well (see National Reading Panel, 2000;
Gersten & Geva, 2003). Typically, programsoriginally designed for use with
English-proficient students are considerably adapted for usewith ELLSs, with
more emphasis on vocabulary and oral language (see Fitzgerald, 1995; Slavin
& Calderdn, 2001).

Whilewe do have agood start on research in several areas, thereismuch
more to be done. Large-scale, randomized, longitudinal evaluations of well-
justified approaches are needed to more confidently recommend effective
strategies for ELLs and other language-minority students of all ages and
backgrounds. Research systematically varying program components and
research combining quantitative and qualitative methods are needed to more
fully understand how various interventions affect the devel opment of reading
skillsamong ELLs. It istime to end the ideological debates, and to instead
focus on good science, good practice, and sensible policiesfor children whose
successin school means so much to themselves, their families, and our nation’'s
future.
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