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ABSTRACT 

This research study was conducted t o evaluate the 

effects of long-term gains of Reading Recovery students when 

compared to a control group . This study hypothesized that 

there would be no long-term significant differences in the 

reading achievement scores of the 131 students . The study 

examined the national percentile scores from the 1999 

Terra ova exam for reading composite . Scores for students who 

were in grades two, three, four, and five were used . 

The results were analyzed using a ~-test of means of the 

Terra ova reading composite scores (Q< . 05) . The findings from 

this study indicated no significant long-term differences in 

the reading achievement of students who learned to read using 

the Reading Recovery method . 
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CH;!..PTER 1 

I TRODUCTION 

Since the ability to read is a crucial life skill, many 

school systems provide extra help for students having 

difficulty with hat subject . When do students receive 

additional help in reading? According to Slavin and Madden, 

historically, it has been after children fail to read that 

they benefit from supplemental reading programs such as Title 

I or special education (as cited in Donley, Baenen, & 

H ndley, 1993) . Students who have difficulty reading face the 

p ossibili y o f re en i on . Therefore, supplementary programs 

can be costly and offered too late in the students' 

education. 

One of the mos popular approaches to help students 

before they experience reading difficulty is the ew Zealand 

import known as Reading Reco ery. This is a preventive, 

in ervention rea ing program started by Marie Clay . It has 

been implemente ex ensively in he United Sates over the 

past 15 years ( udley- arling & urphy, 1997; Hiebert, 1994) 

Reading Recovery is designed to accelerate the progress 

of the lowest 20% of firs grade readers (Bracy, 1995; Donley 

et al . 1993). Reading Recovery is a half-day, individualized 

one-on-one program. These daily classes feature personalized 

_essons 30 l. tes in leng h . Students remain in the program 

nil they are able to functi on on grade level o r have 

recei •ed 100 lesso s (Center, ~hendall, Freeman, Outhred, & 

.•:cNa ght, 1995; Do ley e al . 1993) · 
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A typical Reading Recovery lesson includes seven phases : 

1) Rereading a familiar book 

2) Independent reading of the previous day ' s book 

3) Letter identification - - if necessary 

4) Student-generated story writing 

5) Reconstructing a cut-up story 

6) Introduction of a new book 

7) Reading a new book 

When students reach grade average reading proficiency or 

have had lessons for 20 weeks, they are discontinued from the 

program and that slot is filled by another student . On 

average, a Reading Recovery teacher works with 8 -10 students 

during the course of the school year (Center et al . 1995) . 

According to Pinnell, Deford, and Lyons, approximately 75-85% 

of the lowest 2 0% of children served by Reading Recovery 

achieved readi g and writing scores in the average range o f 

their class and recei ed no additional supplemental 

ins ruction (as cited 1n Swartz & Klein, 1994) . 

Reading Rec overy advocates claim their program 

identifies reading problems early and is less expensive than 

retention or other forms of remedial help in later grades . 

This supposition has sparked many researchers t o debate the 

a idity of these claims . 

Hiebert (1994) cited a 1992 analysis by Dyer of the 

cost of Reading Recovery versus other types o f services . 

However, Hiebert points out that although Reading Recovery 

0 
s most f 11-time employed Reading Recovery teachers will 

f P tions o f this claim 
sere 16 students per year, our assurn 



may not be consistent with other Reading Recovery sites : 

1) The program is successful with all students . 

2) All students remain successful in subsequent years 

and do not need additional special services . 
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3) One full-teaching equivalent Reading Recovery teacher 

consistently serves 16 students . 

4) Students in other programs do not attain proficient 

reading levels . 

"Using the average student-teacher ratio of 11:1 from 

the three primary training sites, the cost of tutoring per 

student a Grade 1 would be $3, 000 and, using the figure of 

8 6% of the students at aining the average school level, 

$3,488 for each tutee reading at the average school level at 

the end of Grade 1 . hen figures are calculated on the basis 

o f success levels of tutees at Grade 4, the figure of 36% 

rom the longi udinal sample would put the cost per 

successful student at $8,333" (Hiebert, 1994, p . 22). 

These figures are based on the teacher's annual salary 

and excludes other charges . E ery teacher must undergo a full 

year's training in order o be Reading Recovery certified . 

The cost for training one teacher in this method can be as 

much as $17, 000 . This amount does not include required 

eaching aterials, training facilities and mentor visits 

(Ruzzo, 1999) . Teachers ust train in a r oom with a one way 

m· rror in a si uation called "behind the glass . " Although the 

cos varies grea ly, 1 
can cost a school system over $7,000 

to install he mirror system. Finally, adding t o this coS t , 

required to participate in Reading Recovery teachers are 



ongoing staff developmenc f o llowing he ini ial training 

year. This fee f or one southern state was $500 per teacher 

for the 1999-2000 school year . vhen the costs f or training, 

materials, facilities, and mentor visits are added t o 

teachers' salaries, the cost per student increases 

significantly . 

Sa ement of he Problem 
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The purpose of this research study was to make a 

comparison of long- erm gains of Reading Recovery students 

compared to a comparable control group . Proponents of the 

Reading Recovery method believe the program recovers students 

from a life of reading struggle and chac once students have 

had Reading Recovery raining, they ¼ill ever need 

additional reading services . This method of reading 

instruction , though, is extremely costly and time consuming. 

Primarily, school systems refuse to use this method for three 

reasons : it is cost prohibiti e, time consuming, and 

questionably uns s ainable to maintain grade level reading . 

The importance o his study lies in the enormous 

expense of Reading Recovery measured against the sustained 

gains of the students served . There is a demand for educators 

co be accountable O the public for how is educational funds 

are spe t . If chis program's gains are not sustained, the 

ds spent on it may be iewed as wasteful . From this study 

and is findings, here sho ld be an in erest to school 

a 1 ·ng Reading Recovery for 
inis rators who are current Yusi 

~heir f~rs graders and for other administra ors considering 

.i s tra'ning for cheir ceachers. 
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To determine sustained effects for Reading Recovery 

students, a study of current research was conducted. Students 

who had Reading Recovery lessons and are in third, fourth, 

fifth, and sixth grades were compared to students who were of 

he same grade level, who had similar reading ability at the 

beginning of first grade, and who did not receive Reading 

Recovery instruction . Standardized test scores were analyzed 

for both groups of students . Teacher questionnaires were 

completed to determine he reading level for each student and 

which students were referred for special reading classes 

during the current schoo l year . Summaries are made regarding 

whe her students who have had Reading Recovery outperformed 

non-program students. 

Research Oues ions 

The following ques ions were addressed in this study: 

1) To what extent do Reading Recovery students score 

above non-program students in grades two through fie when 

examining the national percentile score f o r Reading Composite 

on the Terra o a? 

2) To what extent do Reading Recovery students receive 

re erral O remedial programs in grades 3-6 when compared to 

non-progra students? 

3) To what extent do Reading Recovery students read on 

d O non-program students as or abo e grade le el when compare 

· o f reading ability in de ermined by teachers' perception 

. ? reg lar classroom settings. 

s a emen o he Hypo hesis 

St 'dents ~ho ~ere discontinued from Reading Recovery 
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classes will show o long erm significa t difference in 

their reading achievement scores when compared to students 

who did not receive Reading Recovery instruction as measured 

by the TerraNova exam. 

Definition of Terms 

Disco. tinued s uden s - Students who completed 60 

Readi.g Recovery lessons or those students who were 

successfully exited fro the program prior to attending 60 

lessons . 

In ermediate s uden s - Studen sin grades four or five . 

Selec 10n shee - Reading Recovery data sheet used to 

record ii ial assessment scores on students referred to the 

Reading Reco ery program . 

Primary studen s - Stu ents 1n grades o ne, two, or 

three . 

Reading Reco ery - a early intervention program for 1st 

grade children at-risk in lear ing to read . 

Reading Reco ery ins ruction . 

Tennessee Comorehensi e Assessmen Program - (TCAP) 

.a ionally nor ed achievement tests which are administered 

s a ewide o Ten essee s uden s . 

':'erra o ·a - ra~io ally normed ach·e ement tests 

ad~inis ered sta ewi e to Tennessee st dents in grades l- 8 

si ce 1998. 

ha 

·.-:o of he 

Limi a ions 

the sample popula ion have ten sJste:ns in 

. e Rea,.::.. g Recovery program for more han four years . 



Therefore , not all schools included in the study will have 

Reading Recovery students in grades four and five . 
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2 . The long-term effects of any intervention are difficult to 

measure because there are many intervening variables which 

can influence children's progress (e . g., quality of 

subsequent classroom instruction, promotion and disciplinary 

policies, student's health, mobility, and individual life 

circumstances) . 

3 . The achievement scores will be based exclusively on 

TerraNova, a part of the Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment 

Program . 

Relationship of the Problem 

A cost effectiveness study will give a better view as to 

Reading Recovery's worth to a school system and specifically 

to the students it serves . If the students' academic gains 

are sustained through the elementary years, Reading Recovery 

may be seen as a viable option f or school systems . 



Chapter 2 

Re iew of the Related Li erature 

Early Intervention 

A certain percentage of sc dents who enter school each 

year experience difficulty reading . Some students enter 

schoo from literacy-improverished homes void of print 

ma erial (Spiegel, 1995) . 'hen students are diagnosed as 

having reading difficulties, systems may be able to provide 

addi ion help. However, according to Pikulski (1994), it is 

i porcan o helps dens overcome reading problems early in 

heir school years . The older the child, the more useless 

remedial efforts become . Research by Pikulski found little 

evidence to suggest remedial programs are effective after 

irs grade. According o Kennedy, Birman, and Demaline, any 

effor s o correc reading deficiencies beyond third grade 

are mos ly unsuccessful (as ci ed in Pikulski, 1994) . 

Fr hermore, an argume made by ilofsky is that a program 

¼hich can easily ke gains in reading may have all efforts 

thwar ed when hose students return to regular, and perhaps , 

c aotic, school programs (as cited in Dudley- arling & 

Murphy, 1997) . 

Grow h of Reading Reco ery 

Prior o he id-1990s, here had been a conspicuous 

absence of research on lower functioning readers such as 

sc~de~~s in Cap er 1 (Hiebert, 1994) . Hiebert reported 

researc .ers 
•dy rhe average and above-average 

is orical Y s ~ 



9 

reader and generalize their findings to the lowest performing 

readers . He cautioned this is a flawed and dangerous 

assumption . One program which contradicts Hiebert's 

assumption is Reading Recovery . This program has grown 

tremendously over the last two decades and there is a wealth 

of research on lower functioning readers . 

In analyzing Reading Recovery's historical rapid growth, 

there was only one training site for Reading Recovery in the 

United Sta es in 1984. It was located on the campus of Ohio 

State University . Since then, Reading Recovery has grown 

remendously . By 1993, he program had grown too er 201 

si es in he ni e States (Hiebert, 1994). In he 1997-1998 

school year, Reading Recovery served 122,935 children in the 

United States in 9,800 schools (Colvin, 1997; Reading 

Recovery Council of or th America, 1999) . 

This explosion in Read·ng Recovery has lead to a wealth 

of conflicting s udies as to the long-term effectiveness of 

he program on s dens in he elementary years. The 

li era ure incl des research which supports lasting gains for 

his approach, particularly in the primary grades. According 

o Lee ure, California claimed an 87% success rate during the 

1991-92 school year (as ci ed in Barnes, 1997) • However, 

ere is also research which disputes a difference in student 

_erformance be ween students who had Reading Recovery a nd 

hose who did n o 

Program is designed to rec ove r 
T .e Reading Reco ·ery 

s ' e .ts ff · 1 · s This includes rom a li_e o f reading di icu ie . 

re:::.e ion or referral 0 
any other type of special classes 
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such as Title I or Special Education . 

Characteris ics of Reading Recovery 

Reading Recovery is based on early intervention, serving 

only first grade students . Remedial programs such as Title I 

can serve grades K- 12 . Traditional remedial programs use 

worksheets and workbooks and foes on isolated comprehension 

skills. Reading Recovery stresses larger chunks of printed 

language and has st dents read several short books during 

every lesson . Using a one-on-one approach, Reading Recovery 

minimizes the opportuni y for off-task behavior often 

observed in other in erve tion programs (Spiegel, 1999) 

E fees for Primary Grades 

As dy of the effecti eness of the Reading Recovery 

program in Raleigh, orth Carolina, found mixed results. 

Students served in Reading Recovery had lower special 

education placemen ra es i 990-91 when compared to 

cohor s, but not for he 1991-92 comparison . Retention rates 

or he two years presence mixed results as well (Donley et 

al. 1993) . 

Second gra e teachers rated Reading Recovery students as 

performi ng only slightly better than the cohort for the 1990-

91 group. In fact, 55% percent of the Reading Recovery 

s e ts were in he lo~ reading group compared to 65% for 

he cohor gro p (Doney et al. 1993). The teacher survey 

resu s for the second grade group were ambiguous . o 

o sis et differe ces emerged between the experimen al and 

.o .. - _ rogram gro ps in erms of reading performance reports. 

Do ley e al. ( 993) found only 77% and 73% of students 



11 

in he 1990-91 and 199 1 -92 programs, respectively, were able 

to be successfully discontinued . This is nearly the same 

level o f success reached in Clay's analysis o f her own 

program o f 70% (Cen ter & vhendall , 1992) . 

The Donley et al . (19 93) study was not without its 

flaws . The s tudy's research only involved qualitative data . 

S dent performance was analyzed for retention, special 

educat ion placement, Chapter I services, and t eacher opinion 

o f s tudent reading abi ity. 

performed . 

o quantitative analysis was 

Pinnell, DeFord, and Lyons found s imilar results in a 

Columbus Publ ic Schools study (as ci ted i n Dyer, 1992) . Their 

research indicated hat after five years of examinat ion, a 

high proportion of children served by Reading Recovery 

sus ained progress through third grade without additional 

in erven ion . 

The Wareham School District in Massachusetts found 

different results for its s udents . When an impart ial 

evaluation was conduced by he University of New Hampshire, 

he ew Hampshire Depar ment of Education and the Wareham 

School District, the program did not meet expectations o r 

prod ce lasting results . The \-areham School District decided 

the cost o r Reading Recovery was too high for the results it 

was ge i g . The sys em subseq ently dropped the program 

(Co lins Stevens, 1997) . 

Re en ion Ra es 

:)ye r ( 2- 9 9 2 ) 0 ,nd Reading Recovery reduced the rate of 

re entions in several schoo s. The Upper Arington School 
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District in Ohio showed an average yearly retention r a te o f 

ten student s prior to the program ' s i mplementatio n . In the 

five years after Reading Recovery began , the district 

retained a total of 17 firsc graders . That was a reduction o f 

33 retentions over an equal five year period . Dyer also found 

e ·areham School District in Massachusetts reduced its 

re entions from 14 to zero . However, the areham School 

District dropped Reading Recovery for f ailur e to meet 

district expectations . Dyer's research did not address t he 

retention rate of any grade level other than first grade . 

A longitudinal study conduced by Ohio State University 

sho¼ed he experimental group was favored when data was 

presented in raw unit differences . However, when the data was 

converted to effect sizes, the differences between the 

experimencal and con rol group was almost negligible (Center 

et al . 1995) 

Hieber (1995) questioned whether the United States 

version o f Reading Reco ery transplants well from ew 

Zealand . Hiebert argued hat schools in ew Zealand, where 

he program originaced, were mostly small community schools . 

ew Zealand also enjoyed a high li eracy level . This program, 

she argued, may work ¼e 1 in that situation, but may not 

pro •e ef eccive 1 America's inner ci ies or poor rural 

areas . 

Ef ec s or In ermediate S udents 

In a recen s udy of che effec s of Reading Recovery, 

~a.g an o hnscone (1997) evaluated s udents in the Irving 

ndepe de School Discricc in Texas . Their goal was to 
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determine if students who successfully completed the Reading 

Recovery program were reading at a grade level average, f our 

years after leaving the program . Three questions were 

addressed to determine success of the experiment on 

discontinued Reading Recovery students : 

1) Did students avo id referral to remedial programs 

after first grade? 

2) Did students remain above the 40th percentile o n the 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) . The Irving Independent 

School District uses the 40th percentile as the standard for 

referral to remedial programs. 

3) Did studen s main ain gains in reading comprehension? 

The ~ang and Johnstone (1997) study compared a 

raditional cohort group of Title I students from schools 

which d id not offer the Reading Recovery program and a group 

which recei ed he experiment. vang and Johnston found 

s udents in he experimen al group tended to score higher 

than tradi ional Chapter 1 students, but lower than non-

e apter I st dens . The s atistical analysis showed a 

significant difference was less likely between the 

experimental group and non-Chap er I students than when 

compared o traditional Chapter Is udents . Finally, Reading 

Recovery students were less likely to be referred to special 

classes and tended o maintain gains in reading comprehension . 

Wang and Johnstone (1997) found that, on average, 

Rea 1~g Recovery s dens read very close to the na ional 

average at he en o f hird grade and decreased sligh ly, on 

average, by the end of fifth grade . These students tended to 



14 

perform better than students in the Title I comparison group . 

The authors concluded Reading Recovery is an effective 

intervention program to help students obtain an average 

performance level for reading comprehension . 

arie Clay, the founder of the Reading Recovery program, 

has been criticized for her research techniques. Failure to 

include he 25-30% of the population who failed to benefit 

from the program and were withdrawn may have inflated the 

effectiveness of the experimental group (Center & Whendall, 

1992; Center et al . 1995) 

Center and hendall (1992) cited three maJor errors in 

Clay's repor ing : 

1) Clay failed to provide information about the 

students ' progress on ests o her than Clay's own Diagnostic 

Survey . 

2) Clay's research exc uded da a from the 30% of the 

s dents for whom Rea ing Reco rery was found to be 

· nappropria e . Theses ens were ei her removed or did not 

s ccessf lly c o mp e e he Reading Recovery program . 

3) C~ay's control group was not from the same population 

as he experimental group . 

1any children who score poorly on early tests make 

acce erated progress even without intervention. It could be 

tha he resul s o he Reading Recovery group were due to 

error in 

1n erve 

he ini ial selection of children for intensive 

tion . 

oif r ic ~ties in Teachi a Reading Recovery 

Teaching Rea i g Recovery is no easy task . Barnes (1997) 
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lists many factors which turned her against Reading Recovery . 

The enormous amount o f paperwork required by Reading Recover y 

teachers includes attendance records, written analysis, long 

and short-term goals, daily lesson plans , running records, 

weekly updates o f book-level progress, lists of vocabulary 

words , and end o f year evaluations, to name a few. Reading 

Recovery paperwork and planning can take up t o one hour per 

day to complete . 

Teachers may feel pressured to make tremendous reading 

ga ins to validate the cost of the program, including the one-

o - one student ratio . Time constraints (30 minutes per 

lesson) make it difficult to adequately cover the five 

componen s of the lesson . Teachers may feel rushed t o get 

through the lesson and unable to allow students to elaborate 

on their ideas about the text they read o r the stories they 

write . 

Barnes fou d her training o be rigid and contradic ted 

rinciples o f learning such as wri ing development . In 

addition, much o f what is practiced is counter t o classroom 

practices and eads to c onfusion f o r the student . 

Some Reading Recovery teachers believe their lessons 

should n o t d plicate o r mirro r classroom activities . Instead, 

it is the job of Readi g Recovery teachers t o design daily 

lessons for he individual child . "Observant teachers know 

hat good readers and wri ers read and write quickly, and 

ha is our goal _or Reading Recovery st dents . " (Browne, 

Fi s, McLa ghlin, .cNamara & 1:. illiams 1997, p . 295) . 

Some Reading Recovery teachers argue the 30 minute 
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lessons are not rigid . Teachers have choices on the books 

used in the lessons, what skills need to be taught, and what 

instructional prompts are used . Furthermore, with experience, 

the hurried feeling of completing a 30 minute lesson 

diminishes in time (Browne , Fitts, McLaughlin, Mc arnara & 

· . .:..lliarns, 1997) . 

The Readina ·ars 

Re tzel suggests Reading Recovery has been 

misin erpreted in the United States in that it was never 

desig ed to recover 50% of the students reading below grade 

_e e _ . Ins ead, it was in ended to recover only 10-20% of 

s r ggling readers . Reu zel repor ed che United States should 

look oward ew Zea and's Balanced Reading Programmes, which 

include Reading Recovery, as a model for successful reading 

ins rue ion . "Surely he recent movement toward balanced 

literacy in he . S . so d be bathed in the light of proved 

rac ices o _ c. e pas " (Re zel, 1999, p.323) . 

In co. radic i g Reucze 's argume , ~elna (1999) states 

Rea .:..ng Recovery is bei g sold as a means to recover more 

han 20% of struggling first grade readers . Based on a school 

pop a ion of 100 s ens in grade one, no more than three 

s ude s wo d be reco ered based on Reutzel's suggestion of 

a " 0 -2 s ccess ra e for st dents sered by he Reading 

R.ec o ·ery rogram . .-:elna a so questions Reutzel' s support for 

a program hac produces lower scoring students than those 

_o u!ld i. the ni ed S a es (Sha. ahan & Barr, 1995; ·elna, 

~999) . 

era •re rev ev indica es hat f rther research 



is needed t o validate the effects of the Reading Recovery 

program. With the high cos-t of employing Reading Recovery 

teachers, l ong term studies which d o cument the program's 

influence across elementary years, are needed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

The Sample 

The purpose of this longitudinal study was to determine 

if here vere sustained gains for Reading Recovery students 

when compared to a control group of students who did not 

receive Reading Recovery instruction . Both groups of students 

selected for the study were of the identical, current grade 

level and of similar initial reading ability when tested 

during the first month o f their first grade year. 

This study ¼as completed prior to the release of the 

2000 TerraNova test results . Therefore, the data collected 

for this study was relative to students who were in grades 

three, four, five, and six during the 1999-2000 school year . 

The data collec ed and analyzed reflected reading 

progress of randomly selected students for each of grades 

three, four, five, and six in the central region of a 

southeastern state . Approximately half of the subjects were 

students who were discontinued from Reading Recovery classes . 

The data from these students was compared to a randomly 

selec ed group of s udents who formed a control group . The 

following criteria was used : 

a) students in both groups were of the same current 

grade level for the 1999-2000 school year 

Were of comparable reading 
b) students in both groups 

abil'ty hen in the first grade based on the Reading Recovery 



selection sheet (see Appendix A), and 

c) students in the control group did not receive Reading 

Rec overy instruction. 

The sample for each grade level included students from 

five schoo l systems located in the central region of a 

s o uthern state . A simple random sample was used t o identify 

the five schools used in each o f the four grade level groups . 

Since there were fewer than five systems able to provide data 

f o r two grade levels, the sample o f 80 students needed for 

t h ose studies wer e d r awn equa l l y from all available systems. 

Procedures 

1 . There were t e n school systems within the designated 

regio n who had Reading Recovery t e achers . These systems 

combined f o r a t o tal of 48 potential Reading Recovery 

teachers. 

System : umber o f Reading Recovery Teachers 

#1 1 0 

#2 10 

#3 4 

#4 3 

#5 1 

#6 4 

#7 2 

#8 10 

#9 1 

#10 3 

2 . S i nce two teacher s were needed from any s elected system, 

sch ool s y stems #5 and #9 we r e combi ned t o comprise one system 
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with two Reading Recovery teachers . After the five systems 

were identified through a simple random drawing , two randomly 

selected Reading Recovery teachers from each system were 

asked to provide the selection sheet which was used to place 

students in Reading Recovery for the targeted school year . 

3 . Permission to collect data for the study was obtained 

fr om appropriate school officials (see Appendix B) . School 

officials who agreed to participate in this study were given 

the opportunity to receive the results for their further 

evaluation . 

4 . A checklist for research involving human subjects was 

provided for each teacher identified for the study (see 

Appendix C) . 

5. Teachers selected four discontinued Reading Recovery 

students by a simple random drawing . A second group of four 

s dents was selected for the control group . The control 

group was identified by a simple random drawing, comprised of 

s udents who had similar scores on the Reading Recovery 

selection sheet as the selected Reading Recovery students . 

6 . System supervisors provided the Reading Composite score 

from the 1999 Terra ova exam. 

7 . Classroom teachers completed teacher questionnaires (see 

~ppendix D). The total number of data sheets returned appear 

in the following Tables: 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4 . 
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Tab le 3-1 

Number o f Data Sets Returned Grade 3 

TerraNova Scores Teacher Questionnaires 

System c ontro l experiment c ontrol experiment 

1 0 0 0 0 

2 7 8 7 8 

4 7 8 7 8 

7 7 5 8 5 

8 6 7 6 7 

ote . Fo r unknown reason s, system 1 did not participa te in 

thi s s tudy. 

Tab l e 3 - 2 

umber o Data Se s Re urned - Grade 4 

Terra ova Sco res 

System c o r o l experiment 

2 9 6 

3 0 0 

6 7 8 

7 4 4 

8 8 8 

Teacher Questionnaires 

con r o l exper iment 

9 5 

0 0 

7 8 

4 6 

7 6 

k reaso ns, Sys em 3 did not participate in 
i o e . Fo r un n own 

his st dy . 
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Table 3-3 

umber of Data Sets Returned Grade 5 

TerraNova Scores Teacher Questionnai r es 

System control experiment control 

1 0 0 0 

2 6 2 6 

3 0 0 0 

5 2 2 2 

o e . Fo r unk. own reasons, systems 1 and 3 did not 

par icipate in this study . 

Table 3-4 

umber of Da a Se s Re urned - Grade 6 

experiment 

0 

2 

0 

2 

Terra 0 a Scores Teacher Questionnai res 

System con rol experiment control experiment 

1 0 0 0 0 

2 5 5 5 5 

o e. For unkno¼TI reasons, system 1 did not part icipate in 

hiss udy . 

7 . antita i e data was c o llected from the Reading 

Composite scores o f the 1999 TerraNova exam . The scores were 

analyzed t o de ermine a group mean f o r the experimental and 

c on r o l groups . A ~ - test f o r independent subjects was used 

- Or a a ysis t o e ~e r i e significance . The resulting means 

are prese ted in graphic f o rm . 
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8 . A questionnaire was given to teachers who currently 

teach the randomly selected students to determine the 

students' reading ability . Teachers were asked if the 

students were currently reading below, on , or above grade 

level . Teachers were asked if the students were referred for 

special reading classes during the current school year . 

Permission for ad.ministering the questionnaire was contingent 

upon written approval from each school system's contact 

person prior t o beginning the study . Also prior to the 

study's beginning, approval letters from each school system 

was presen ed to Austin Peay State University's Office of 

Gran sand Sponsored Programs . A letter of informed consent 

was read by each eacher prior to the study (see Appendix E) 

Permission was granted from principals at the selected 

schools . 

9 . Although Shanahan ad Barr (1995) believe all students 

who ha e had Reading Recovery ins ruction should be included 

in research da a, s udents who were retained were not 

included in this s udy . It would n o t be valid to compare 

s udents who received an ex ra year of instruction to th0se 

studen s who did not . 



CHAPTER 4 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIO S , AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

S rnmary 

This chapter contains a summary and analysis of data 

co lee ed to test the stated hypothesis . The data was 

analyzed according to the procedures outlined in Chapt er 3 . 

The s t ated hypothesis for this study was : Student s who 

were discontinued from Reading Recovery classes will s h ow no 

significant difference in their reading achievement scores 

han hose st dents who did not receive Reading Recovery 

is ruction as measured by the Terra ova exam, part of the 

Te nessee Compre ensive Assessment Program . 

The data consis ed of national percentile scores on the 

Terra. ova Reading Composi e from the 1999 TerraNova e xam and 

wo ques i ons o n a eacher ques ionnaire about reading 

er o rmance in he reg lar classroom during the 1999-2000 

school y ear . Alls uden s selected for this study were 

referred f o r Reading Recovery instruction during heir first 

grade year. The experimental group received Reading Recovery 

ins r c ion . s dents in the control group did not receive 

Readi g Recovery is r ction . 

were used in this s udy . 

o students who were retained 

A - test ~as sed t o determine a significance of 

difference f o r each grade level . All scores were then 

combi ed and a Used t o de ermine a significance of 
- est was 

d' erence f o r the o tal p opulati on . 
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Curren t Third Grade Students 

TerraNova scores of 55 students were submitted for this 

group from four different school systems (see Table 4-l). The 

national percentile mean for the control group was 41.3 . The 

national percentile mean for the experimental group was 44 . 9. 

Table 4-1 

Analysis of Differences Betveen Con rol 

and Experimen al Groups in Third Grade 

Group n 

Control 27 

Experimental 28 

p< . 05 

Mean 

41 . 3 

44 . 9 

St . Dev. 

26 . 6 

20 . 9 

DF 

49 

49 

~-Value 

- 0 .55 

Based on the t-test results, which is a comparison of 

the two groups for significant differences, the groups appear 

o be relatively equal according t o the items tested on the 

Terra ova Reading Composite exam . At the . 05 level of 

confidence, the ~-test for independent samples for unequal 

groups showed that there is no significant difference in the 

hird grade gro ps . 

c Fourth Grade S uden s 

TerraNova scores of 54 students were submitted for this 

gro p from four different school systems (see Table 4-2) . The 

a ional percentile mean for the control group was 39 . 2 . The 

na i o al percentile mean for the experimental group v✓as 42 . 8 . 



Table 4-2 

Analysis of Differences Between Control 

and Expe rime ntal Groups in Fourth Grade 

Group 

Control 

Experimental 

p< . 05 

n 

28 

26 

Mean 

39 . 2 

42.8 

St.Dev . 

23 . 6 

22 . 7 

DF 

51 

51 

~-Value 

- 0 . 56 

Based on the t-test results, the groups appear to be 

relatively equal according to the items tested on the 
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Terra ova Reading Composite exam . At the . 05 level of 

confidence , the ~-test for independent samples for unequal 

groups showed that there is no significant difference in the 

fourth grade experimental and control groups . 

Current Fifth Grade S udents 

Terra ova scores of twelve students were submitted for 

this group from two school systems (see Table 4-3) . The 

national perc entile mean for the control group was 58 . 7 . The 

national percentile mean for the experimental group was 48 . 7. 



Table 4-3 

Analysis of Differences Between Control 

and Experimental Groups in Fifth Grade 

Group 

Control 

Experimental 

p< . 05 

n 

8 

4 

Mean 

58 . 7 

48.7 

St.Dev. 

22 . 0 

19.4 

DF 

6 

6 

_t-Value 

0.80 

At the . 05 level of confidence the t-test for I -

27 

independent samples for unequal groups showed that there is 

no significant difference in the fifth grade groups. 

Current Sixth Grade S udents 

TerraNova scores of 10 students were submitted from one 

school system (see Table 4-4) . The other school system who 

had students eligible for this study failed to participate . 

The nati onal percentile mean f o r the control group was 54.2 . 

The nati onal percentile mean f o r the experimental gro up was 

34 . 8 . 



Table 4-4 

Analysis of Differences Between Control 

and Experimental Groups in Sixth Grade 

Group 

Control 

Experimental 

Q<.05 

n 

5 

5 

Mean 

54 . 2 

34 . 8 

St . Dev . 

32 . 5 

25 . 2 

DF 

7 

7 

1.-Value 

1.05 

At the . 05 level of confidence, the t_-test for 
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independent samples showed no significant difference in the 

sixth grade groups . 

Combined Scores o f All Grade Levels 

Terra ova scores of 131 students were submitted from six 

school systems (see Table 4-5) . The national percentile mean 

for the contro l gro up was 43.5 . The national percentile mean 

for the experimental group was an exact equal at 43 . 5 . 

Table 4-5 

Analysis of Differences in Combined 

Scores o f all Grade Levels 

Group 

Co rol 

Experimen al 

< . 05 

n 

68 

63 

Mean 

43.5 

43 . 5 

St.Dev. 

25.7 

21 . 6 

DF 

127 

127 

t_-Value 

o.o 
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At the . 05 level of confidence , the ~-test f or 

independent samples for unequal groups showed t hat there is 

n o significant difference when the scores o f all grade groups 

are combined . A complete lis t o f all student scores can be 

found in Appendix F . 

Graphina of Score Differences 

In comparing the national percent ile scores for the 

control and experimental groups on a bar graph, it was 

surprising to n ote a similarity in the scores of the two 

groups (see Appendix G). The movement on the bar graph 

appeared to be a sloping straight line rather than an 

expected skewness in the experimental group. 

Teacher Questionnaire 

Teachers were asked three question regarding student 

selection for the program and student performance in the 

regular classroom for the current school year . 

Questi o n One 

u e stion o ne was, "Did this child receive Reading 

Rec overy instruction in first grade?" The answers to this 

questio n plac ed students into groups . Those who had Reading 

Recovery v-.•ere placed into the experimental group• Students 

who did n o t have Reading Recovery were placed in the contr ol 

g r oup . 

Ques ion Two 

d "Currently , is this child reading 
uestion t wo aske, 

d level ?" Table 4-6 summarizes 
below , o n, o r a bove gra e 

eacher r esp o ses o this ques t i on. 
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Table 4-6 

Teacher Questionnaire R esponses to Question Two 

Grade Level Reading Performance 

below on above 

Grade 3 

control (n=2B) 16 (57 . 1%) 11(39 . 3%) 1 (3 . 6%) 

experiment(n=28) 13 (46 . 4%) 14(50 . 0%) 1 ( 3 . 6%) 

Grade 4 

control (n=28) 16 (57.1%) 11 (39 . 3%) 1 ( 3 . 6%) 

experiment (n=25) 16 (64.0%) 7 (28 . 0%) 2 (8 . 0%) 

Grade 5 

control (n=B) 2 (25 . 0%) 5 (62 . 5%) 1 (12 .5%) 

experiment (n=4) 0 (00 . 0%) 4 (100 . 0%) 0 (00 . 0%) 

Grade 6 

control (n=S) 2 (40 . 0%) 3 (60 . 0%) 0 (00 . 0%) 

experiment (n=S) 2 (40 . 0%) 3 (60.0%) 0 (00 . 0%) 

Combined Grade Levels 

c ontrol (n=69) 36 (52 . 2%) 30 (43 . 5%) 3 (4 .3 %) 

experiment (n=62) 31 (50 . 0%) 28 (45 . 2%) 3 (4 . 8%) 

At grade f our, students from the control group had more 

students sco ring on or above grade level in reading. Sixty­

f our percent of the students who received Reading Recovery 

ins rue i o n were reading below grade level . 

The sample size for fifth grade was small. Only two 

syste s returned q estionnaires, four from one system and 
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eight from the second . Of the questionnaires returned, 25 % of 

the control group fell in the category marked "below grade 

level . " All other students were reading on or above grade 

level . 

Grade six had the smallest sample size of any group . All 

questionnaires were from the same system . The control and 

experimental groups perfo rmed at exactly the same level . 

When the scores from all grades were c ombined, there 

appeared to be n o difference in the two groups . Each group 

had nearly half of their students performing below grade 

level , nearly 45 % performing on grade level, and nearly 5% of 

heir students performing above grade level. 

Question Three 

The third question teachers answered was, "Has this 

child at ended special classes in reading this year such as 

Title I or Special E ucation? Do not consider speech 

(articulation) as special classes . " Table 4-7 summarizes 

eacher responses . The intent of this question was to 

" students from being de ermine if Reading Recovery "recovers 

referred f or fu ure reading referrals. 
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':'able 4 - 7 

Teac her Questionnaire R esponses to Question Three 

Referred for Special Classes 

Yes No 

Grade 3 

contro l (n=28) 12 (42 . 9%) 16 (57 . 1%) 

experiment (n=27) 8 (29 . 6%) 19 (70 . 4%) 

Grade 4 

cont r ol (n=2B) 4 (14 .3 %) 24 (85 . 7%) 

experiment (n=25) 2 ( 8 . 0%) 23 (92 . 0%) 

Grade 5 
control (n=B) 0 (00 . 0%) 8 (100.0%) 

e x periment (n=4) 0 (00 . 0%) 4 (100 . 0%) 

Grade 6 

con rol (n=5) 2 (40 . 0%) 3 (60 . 0%) 

experiment (n=5) 0 (00 . 0%) 5 (100 . 0%) 

Combined Grade Levels 

control (n=69) 18 (26 . 1%) 51 (73 . 9%) 

experiment (n=61) 10 (16 . 4%) 51 (83.6%) 

There appears to be no substantial differences in the 

percentages of students referred for special classes . In 

fact, nearly 25% o f each group or less was referred f o r 

special reading classes in grades three through six . A 

complete lis of all questionnaire responses can be found in 

hppendix F. 
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Conclusions 

The problem investigated in this study was whether 

Reading Rec overy instruction for first graders would show 

s i gnificant differenc e fr om the s tude nts who did no t receive 

this instructi on . There is a plethora o f literature available 

to con f irm o r contes t t his que s t ion . Many studies were 

available supporting the Re ading Recovery method as a means 

t o r ecover firs t gra ders f r om a li f e o f reading failure . 

Th e r e wer e , however , many references whe r e the program did 

n o t meet school district expec t ations . 

The c on c lusio ns based upon t he analysis o f the data, 

h owever , show that there was n o significant differen ce i n 

sustained gains f o r those r e ceiving Reading Recovery 

instructio n than those who were referred for testing for t he 

program , but b ecaus e o f limited number of students served , 

d i d n o t rec eive the instruction . Not only was there no 

s u s tained ga i ns in r e ading, the was n o s ign ificant difference 

i n s a nd ard ize d t e st s cor e s taken at the second grade lev e l, 

on ly o n e y e a r o ut o f t he program . 

Attemp t s we r e ma d e t o co llec t as muc h data as p ossible . 

· · · were asked t o search all schools Distric t - l eve l supervisors 

t he name s Of t h e s tudents s e l ected . with i n the ir distric t f o r 

On e Schoo l Wi. thi' n the di s tric t t o ano the r) was ~obility (from 

ot con sidered a n e x clu s i ona r y fac t o r in this study . However, 

one major problem wi h collec t ing t he data f o r t h is s t udy wa s 

h longer wer e enro l led in che large number of students w o no 

. h hey received Reading Recovery the districc in whic 

ins r ct i on . 
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Th e finding s o f this study indicate the c ontro l group 

was n o t adversely affected by n o t receiving Reading Recover y 

instruc ti on. This wa s e v idenced b y the l ack o f significant 

di ff e r e n ce at t h e Q< . 05 lev el o f confi den c e on a ~-test f o r 

all gra des examined a n d wh e n the t o tal scores were c ombined 

for analysi s . 

Teacher ques t ionna ire s s howed the c ontro l g r oup did as 

we l l reading o n o r a bove g rade level a s the experimental 

g r oup and wer e not r e f erred t o s pec i al r e a ding classes at any 

highe r ra t e than the experimental group . 

Recommendations 

An analysis of the data does not support the use o f 

Readi n g Recovery over other means o f improving read i ng 

instruct i on for first grade students . The f ollowing 

recommendations are being made as a resu lt of the study : 

1 . I t is recommended that replicat i on of this study be 

administered with o her populations . 

2 . It is recommended that replication of th i s study be 

administered comparing the Reading Recovery program to a 

varie y of reading programs such as Success For All . 

3 . It is recommended that this study be admi niS t e r e d 

with larger nwnbers in the sample . 

4 . It is recommended that the implications of this s tud y 

teache r institut i ons for resear ch . be made available to 
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Appendix A 

Reading Recovery Selection Sheet 



READING RECOVERY™ SELECTION SHEET 
School 

Teacher -----------------

Number of Grade 1 students used for alte rnate ranking 

X 20% 

List bottom 20% of first grade cohort in rank order from lowest to highest as determined on Reading Recovery TM Ranking Form 

Name 
Classroom 
Teacher 

Date 
of 
Birth 

Kdg. 
Enroll 

YIN 

Atten­
Dance 

Kdg. 

Date 
of 

Survey 

RR 
TEXT ACC% 
LEVEL 

SC WORD 
RATE LID TEST 

54 20 

WR RR. 
CAP voe DICT RANK WL. 
24 37 other 
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Letters of Permission 
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Dear Ms . 

1920 Claymont Drive 
Clarksville, TN 37040 

May 15, 2000 

I am a Title I Supervisor with the Clarksville 

o ntgomery County School System and an Ed . S . candidate at 

Austin Peay State University. I am preparing a field study 

research project to be completed this spring . The research I 

am planning involves evaluating the sustained gains for 

students who had Reading Recovery lessons . My goal is to 

include data from ten mid-state school systems for students 

who are currently in grades three, four, five, and six. 

The procedure will be as f ollows : 

1. Five school systems will be randomly drawn for each 

targeted grade level from the possible pool of ten 
systems . 

2 . Two randomly selected Reading Recovery teachers from 

each of the selected school systems will be drawn for a 

t otal of ten teachers . 

3. Each of these ten teachers will provide the Reading 

Recovery selection sheet for the targeted year. 

4. Four randomly selected students will be drawn from the 

. h t This will provide a list Reading Recovery selections ee • 

of 40 Reading Recovery students from five systems . 

umb f students will be randomly selected 5 . An equal n er o ·11 b d wn 
These students will wi e ra for a control group. f 

from students d . · 1arly to those selected or who score simi . 

he experimental group based on scores from the Reading 

Recovery selectio n sheet. their 1999 
l selected student, 

6 . For each random Y ·11 be included 
Comprehension score wi TerraNova reading 

a group mean . 

d l selected 7 . For each ran om Y 

eacher will be given a three 

student, their current 
survey regarding question 

for 



the student's reading ability. 

I am requesting permission to : 

1) Meet with selected Reading Recovery teachers to 

randomly draw student names for the study . 
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2) Conduct a records review of students in your system . 

3) Give the questionnaire to a very limited number of 

teachers . 

All the data collected will be held i n the strictest 

conf idence . o student, teacher, school or school system 

names will be reco rded o r used in this study . All data will 

be number coded to protect this information . To fur ther 

protect the identity of all participants, an equal number o f 

student scores will be taken from five school systems for 

each of the four grades studied . 

This research study should be beneficial to your system . 

The results will be provided for further evaluation to the 

systems participating in the study . 

I look forward t o hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Shoulders 
Clarksville-Montgomery County Schools 

W: (931) 648 - 5653 

F : (931) 648 - 5654 



Oal¼?ville 
Montgomery county 
s=HCDLf~t• 
sYSIEM~I 

April 3, 2000 

Mr. Michael Shoulders 
Supervisor Title I 
Learning Center 

Dear Mr. Shoulders 

Board of Education 

93 l -920-78 13 

Frank M. H odgson, Ed.D . 
Director o f Instructional Support 

Research and Development 

.62 l Gracey Avenue Clarksville, Tennessee 3 7040-4012 4 5 

Fax: 931-920-9812 or 905-2243 1 f "hod cma1 . ran 1t . gson@cmus.net 

Your research, survey and/or research project titled Long-Term Effectiveness 
of the Reading Recovery Program, has been approved by the research 
committee. The date of approval wa March 29, 2000 

ow that you have approval from the research committee, you may contact the 
principal for approval. According to Board Policy File IFA, the principal has the 
final authority and re ponsibility for approving or disapproving research conducted 

in his/her building. 

Please read the Research Policv and Procedures Handbook for all 
information concerning re earch in the Clarksville-Montgomery County Schools. 

1f you have que tions, please call my office at (93 1) 920-7813. 

Sincerely, 

etf:P'---
cc: Re earch Committee 

File 
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Appendix C 

Checklist f o r Research Involving Human Subjects 



AUSTIN PEAY 

REVIEW BOARD 
STATE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL 

APPLICATION FOR PROJECT (APIRB} 

APPROVAL 
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~his f orm has been designed t . 
information it needs toe 1 ° provide the APIRB with the 

1 va uate your pro · t 
compete each item carefull Jee . Please 
d · f f · Y • It ems that s t · i iculty are clarified O th _ome imes cause 

n e reverse side of this form . 

1. TITLE OF PROJECT: Long-Term Effectiveness o f the 
Reading Recovery Program 

2 • 

3 • 

4 . 

5 . 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGA TOR(s): Michael Shoulders, 
Education Dep t ar ment, (931) 552-4538, shouldem@k12tn . net 

FACULTY SUPERVISOR: Dr . Ann Harris, Education 
Department, (931) 221 - 7757, HarrisA@apsuOl . apsu.edu 
FAX : (931) 221 - 6306 ' 

SOURCE OF FUNDING FOR THE PROJECT: NONE 

PURPOSE OF THE INVESTIGATION: The purpose of this 
research study will be to make a comparison o f long-term 
gains of Reading Recovery students compared t o a control 
group . Proponents of the Reading Recovery method believe 
the program recovers students from a life of reading 
difficulty and that once students have had Reading 
Recovery training they never will need additional reading 
services such as Title I or Special Education . This 
method of reading instruction, though, is extremely 
cos ly and time consuming . Many systems refuse to use 
this method for three reasons : it is cost prohibitive, 
time consuming, and may not be able to sustain a 
student 's ability to remain on grade level for reading . 

The following questions will be addressed in this 

study : 
a . To what extent do Reading Recovery students score 

above non-program students in grades two through 

five? . 
h t t do Reading Recovery students receive 

b . Tow at ex en . . 
referral to remedial programs or are retained in 
grades 2-5 when compared to non-program students? 

t t d o Reading Recovery students 
c To what ex en . · . . h . ading gains or make continuous 

maintain t eir re 
progress across years? 
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6 . THIS RESEARCH IS BEING CONDUCTED TO FULFILL 
REQUIREMENTS FOR A GRADUATE DEGREE. YES __x_ NO 

7. DESCRIBE WHO PARTICIPANTS WILL BE, HOW 

8 . 

PARTICIPANT ( S) WILL BE RECRUITED, THE NUMBER AND 
AGE OF THE PARTICIPANTS AND ANY PROPOSED 

COMPENSATION. Reading Recovery teachers will provide a 
list of possible names for an experimental and control 
group for students currently in grades three, four, five, 
and six . A random drawing will be made to select the 
students for each group . The primary research will consist 
of records reviews . School district contacts from the 
participating school systems will be asked to provide 1999 
TerraNova reading comprehension percentile scores for 
selected students and to provide classroom teachers of the 
selected students with a two part survey . Classroom 
teachers will complete the two part questionnaire. 
Students will not be questioned in this study . Schools 
systems agreeing to participate in the study will be given 
copies of the final project results . Individ~al _ 
participants will not be compensated for their involvement 

in this study. 

DESCRIBE THE RESEARCH PROCEDURES IN NON-TECHNICAL 

LANGUAGE: Five school systems will be randomly drawn for each 
a . targeted grade level from a possible pool of ten 

systems . t hers 
b. Two randomly selected Readingh R~covy::~mse:~11 be 

from each of the selected sc oo s 1 1 
drawn for a total of ten teachers per grade eve 

studied . . 11 provide the Reading 
f h ten teachers wi c. Eacho t ese . for the targeted year . 

Recovery_Observation ~~:::~ation survey is an 
The Reading Recovery d an entry score for 
. t used to recor instrurnen . 'dered for Reading Recovery 
students being consi . parts to the survey and 

t . n There are six · The six 
instruc i o . . recorded as a sta~ine . 
each part's score is f' 1 score. students 
scores are added for a ina instruction usually 
selected for Reading Recovery 

· and eight . d t score between six . Recovery stu ens 
selected Reading .. g 

d . Four randomly f this list . The remainin 
·11 be drawn r om d and listed to use 

wi ndomlY rawn d . ude ts will be ra . "tial group have move 
s from the ini 
in case students . 
or have been retained. 
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e . The same ~roc~ss w~ll be f ollowed for the control 
group . T~i~ list will be drawn from students who 
scored similarly to those selected for the 
experimental group based on scores from the Reading 
Recovery observation survey. 

f . The two lists of students will be given to the 
system's contact person. The contact will begin at 
the top of the list containing the names of 
students who have had Reading Recovery and identify 
the first four names of students who are still 
attending school in the school system . For each 
student selected for the experimental group, the 
contact will select a name for the control group . 
The selection will be based on an identical or 
similar score from the Reading Recovery Observation 
Survey and if the student is still enrolled in the 
system . 

g . The contact person will place the names of the 
students on sticky notes and affix each o f the 
stickies to a "Teacher's Quest i onnaire" form . The 
contact will circle the students' grade levels, 
fill in the national percentile scores, and answer 
the question , "Did this child receive Reading 
Recovery instruction in first grade?" 

h . The system contact will identify the stud~nht's 
current teacher and provide the teacher wit an 
envelope containing an informed consent and a 
questionnaire . . 
The teacher will complete questions 

i . of the form, remove the sticky note 
student's name, and return the form 

two and three 
identifying the 
to the system 

contact. 1 ll 16 forms and 
J . The system contact will col ect a 

mail them to the researcher . 
. ·re" and school system contact The "Teacher's Questionnai 

let er are attached . 

BENEFITS AND ANTICIPATED RISK: A cos t 
9. POTENTIAL . . ve a school system a better 

effectiveness study will gi th to that school system . 
view as to Reading Recovery'~ wo:re sustained through the 
If the students' academic gains be seen as a viable 

R d'ng Recovery may f 
elementary years, ea i There are no known risks or 
optio n f o r school systems . 

. . · this study • participating in 

10.DESCRIBE 
COPY OF 

CONSENT PROCESS. INCLUDE A 
THE INFORMED NT Once the 

CONSENT DOCUME . THE INFORMED 
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experimental and control groups have been determined, 
their current classroom teacher will be identified . They 
will be asked to read the "Information for Participation 
in a Research Study" ( informed consent) f orm . Completion 
and return of the survey constitutes their informed 
consent to participate in the project . 

This is t o certify that the only involvement of human 
participants in this research study will be as described 
above . 

1ichael Dwayne Shoulders 
Principal Investigator's Signature 

Dr. Ann Harris 
Faculty Supervisor's Signature 



February 23, 2000 

Michael Shoulders 
343 Pageant Lane 
Clarksville, TN 37040 

Austi_n P_eay State University 
lnst1tut1onal Review Board 

RE: Your applicat_ion dated February 22, 2000 regarding study number 00-038. 
Lo~g-T~rm Effectiveness of the Reading Recovery Program (Austin Peay Stat~ 
Un1vers1ty) 

Dear Mr. Shoulders: 

I have reviewed Y?Ur request fo~ expedited approval of the new study listed above. This -
type of study qualifies for expedited review under FDA and NIH (OPRR) regulations. 

This is to confirm that I have approved your application through one calendar year. You 
must obtain informed consent from teachers; however, signed written consent is not 
required . Informed consent from students is not required as this is a review of records 
withou t student names attached. Th is approval is subject to APSU Policies and 
Procedures governing human subjects research . The full lRB will still review this 
protocol at the next meeting (2-28-00) and reserves the right to withdraw expedited 
approval if issues are ra ised during their review. 

You are granted permission to conduct your study as described in your application 
effective immediately. The study is subject to continuing review on or before February 
23, 2001, unless closed before that date. 

Please note th at an chan es to the stud as a roved must be rom ti re ?rted and 
approved. Some changes may be approved by expedited review; others requ ire full . 
board review. Contact Sarah Lundin-Schiller or me (931-22~-7881; fa~ 931-22_1-7304, 

· · t· s or require further 1nformat1on. email : grants@apsu .edu) 1f you have any ques ion 

Sincerely, 

~ 
s n -
anager, Office of Grants and Sponsored Programs 

cc: Dr. Ann Harris 
Dr. Frank Hodgson 

5 1 
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Teacher's uestionnaire 
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Teacher 
I

s Questionnaire 

Student's Grade level during 1999-2000 School year: 3 

Student 's National % score for Reading Composite on the 1999 
4 5 

TerraNova: ____ _ 

Direc i o ns : Fo r the identified student, please answer 

ques i o ns 
1 

and 3 by circ ing the most appropriate answer. 

·::b.en i·o u are d o ne, remove and discard the sticky containing 

he stu en 's name and re ur the f o rm to your school 

s ~· s t e rn ' s c o n act . Thank y o 
_o r y o _ help in this study. 

Did this child receive Reading Recovery 
1 . 

instruction in first grade? 

Ye s 0 

2 . Curr ntly, l.• 8 thi' 6 child r ading: 

G:::: a e .... e re l o .. Grade Level Above Grade Level 

3 . Has 

this year 

consider 

this 

such 

c hild attended 

I or 

sp cial 

Sp cial 

r ading classes 

Education? Do not 

speech 

as Titl 

(articulation ) as sp cial classes . 

"les 0 

53 
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Informed Consent 
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Information for Part , . . ic ipa t ion in 
AUS.TIN PEAY STATE UNIV;RS~;;earch Study 

Title of ProJ ect: Long-Term Ef feet. R d · iveness of th 
ea ing Recovery Program e 

You are being asked to partic ' . 
Please read the following matip~t~ in a research study . 
the purpose of the study thee~ia ~arefully . It describes 
and benefits of particip~tion ~o~e ~res ~o be used, risks 
information that is collected' frn w at will happen to the 
researchers listed below about t~~ you. You may ask the 
Office of Gran sand Sponsored Re~s stuhdy or you may ca~l the 
Peay St t u · · earc , Box 4517 Austin 

.a e niv~rsity, Clarksville, T 37044 (931) 221 _ 
7881. w~th questions about the rights of resea~ch 
participants . 

l. The pu~pose of this research study will be to make a 
comparison of long-term gains of Reading Recovery students 
compared to a control group . 

2 . You will be asked to fill out a three part questionnaire 
o n a student currently in your classroom . When the 
q estionnaire is completed, you will give it back to the 
administrator for tabulation. Please do not put any 
identifying marks, the student's name, or your name on 

his form. 
3 . Your participation is completely voluntary. There are no 

kno wn risks for participating in this study . If you feel 
uncomfortable at any time during the study, you may 
discontinue your participation . 

4 . A c o s effectiveness study will give a school system an 
info rmed view as to Reading Recovery's worth to that 
school system. If the students' academic gains are 
sustained through the elementary years, Reading Recovery 
may be seen as a viable option for school systems . 

5 . Theda a collected will be analyzed and stored by the 
e xaminer for future research . It may be used for 
ins i u i onal decisions . Since your responses are 
anonymous and will be added to dat~ fro~ four other 
sys tems, it will be impossible to identify.the 
par icipants o f this study. If you would like a summary of 

he findings of this study, you may contact , Michael 
Shoulders or Dr. Ann Harris: . • at any time without 

6 . You may terminate your participation 
penalty o r prejudice. constitutes your 

7 . Completion and return o f t~e sur~eythe proJ·ect 
i f o rmed c onsent to participate in · 

-i chael Shoulders 
Grad a e Student in Educat i on 
3 3 Pageant Lane 
Clarksville, T 37o4o 

Dr. Ann Harris . 
Department of Educat7on . 
Austin Peay state University 
Clarksville, TN 37044 



Appendix F 

Experimen al Group and Con rol Group 

Raw Scores 



, I 

.. ; ' l .. l t ... ! : t If<• 
t .. rn ':-'t:-r r c1!~0 •:c:.t r • ' • J .J ~j 

..... :.1 r· st _,, c..,:r, i-. "' t ~ . . di .g T f 
i; _._ Rect ng P. • l .g C' • 

Composi 
..-1 .. €:c 1a 

e Le•; l R-ading 
( in ) Classes? 

jf tMt r,.!f; l ;1 ~rel '.,,!. (,\,:I) ,( ,. 

1 , 
9 - ~ el o·,1 yes 

') 9 below yes 

3 2 29 be lo·,., yes 

4 2 17 below yes 

5 2 47 on no 

6 2 37 on no 

7 2 80 on no 

8 4 49 be lov.i yes 

9 4 18 below yes 

10 4 6 bel o·w yes 

11 4 82 on no 

12 4 61 below yes 

13 4 17 below yes 

14 4 99 on no 

15 7 34 below no 

16 7 38 below yes 

17 7 87 on no 

18 7 18 on no 

7 49 below no 
19 

20 7 17 below yes 

7 17 below yes 
21 

above no 
22 7 

on no 
23 8 66 

{Qata ~QD~iDl.Lf~ l 



::,e 

• ,- I I t..: ! I ~'JS . . ~ ·IT n , . 
~ 

. t.:rr . , O '/d Classro-:im i-.t .- ~ .di. g ... I! Headi g RE: di .g 
Composi 

S ec·a 
E: Le·, 1 R ad'ng 

( in ) Classes? 
") 8 32 on no 

~5 8 77 on no 

26 8 38 belov,1 no 

27 8 52 below no 

28 8 31 on no 

G;t:QQe 3 ExperimentQl Group 

29 2 28 below no 

30 2 43 belO'.•: 

31 2 49 on no 

32 2 43 on yes 

33 2 39 on no 

34 2 55 on no 

35 2 58 on no 

36 2 75 on no 

37 4 72 below yes 

38 4 88 below yes 

39 4 35 on yes 

4 0 4 42 on no 

41 4 27 below no 

42 4 40 below no 

43 4 4 below no 

4 38 on no 
44 

45 7 19 below yes 

18 below no 
~6 7 

(Qgt~ ~Qot im,u:s l 



t'. 
~ 

_; r ' l i1•: Sy s ·m ,. 
t ra Jo•r Closs r oom 1 

J.,, t - ·· ing .. , 
It R di eading 

... g Sp c Composi L vel P. ading ( in ) Class s? 
~~ 7 7 17 on no 
.; 8 7 31 on yes 
~9 7 70 above yes 

so 8 54 on no 

51 8 9 below no 

52 8 9 below yes 

53 8 70 on no 

54 8 82 on no 

55 8 30 below no 

56 8 32 below no 

Gr ade 4 Con r ol Group 

57 2 39 below no 

58 2 58 below no 

59 2 63 below no 

60 2 3 be l ow yes 

6 1 2 4 below yes 

62 2 17 below yes 

on no 
63 2 75 

on no 
6 4 2 41 

on no 
65 2 41 

no 
74 on 

66 6 
below yes 

67 6 2 

below no 
6 3 6 14 

no 
31 bel ow 

6 continues > 6 9 (gata 



f.lJ 

S t. ·d ~r L Sys ·m T•rr O "✓a Cl ssroom A -nd. g 
r-

ff R ad · ng R acting s cia 
... 

Composi e Le , el Reading ( in ) Class s? 
70 6 14 belo'.>1 no 
71 6 22 below no 
72 G 36 on no 
73 7 54 abo1✓e no 
74. 7 8 below no 
75 7 55 below no 
76 7 30 below no 
77 7 on no 
78 8 72 on no 

79 8 20 

80 8 68 on no 

8 1 8 13 below no 

8 2 8 30 on no 

8 3 8 75 on no 

8 4 8 36 below no 

85 8 64 on no 

Grade 4 Exoe rimenta l Grouo 

86 2 29 below no 

87 2 21 below no 

88 2 17 below yes 

89 2 74 on no 

90 2 67 on no 

91 2 41 

92 6 79 above no 

(data continues) 



s n Sys rn Terra O'I Classroom A end'ng lD # Reading Reading Sp c · a Cornposi e L vel Reading ( in ) 
Classes? 

93 6 59 belo·w no 
94 6 14 below no 
95 6 39 below no 
96 6 28 below no 
97 6 48 belo..-1 no 
98 6 49 on no 
99 6 1 5 below no 
100 7 3 0 below no 

101 7 79 on no 

102 7 22 be low no 

1 0 3 7 16 below yes 

10 4 7 be low no 

1 0 5 7 above no 

106 8 48 on no 

1 07 8 65 below no 

108 8 15 

1 0 9 8 39 

11 0 8 23 be l ow no 

1 11 8 85 on no 

11 2 8 64 on no 

113 8 46 be l ow no 

Grade 5 Contro l Grouo 

114 2 66 on no 

1 15 2 53 on no 

(da t a con inues l 



_j ..- ' -~1' ~ • •::r, ! l t • ! • ' 
' : C·! ! a: : v •/c.1 Cl c:1 s s r 0'~rr: ' . R 

;.. .. ·r.d . r.g ... . .) R· 1.ng Re ding Sp ci Composi Le,, ... 1 R ading ( i n ) Classes? 
2. .:_ C 2 93 0 no 
117 J 8 1 on no 
::. ~ 3 2 4 6 below no 
119 2 28 below no 
120 5 37 on no 
121 5 66 above no 

Grade 5 Experimental Grouo 

122 2 36 on no 

123 2 70 on no 

12 4 5 60 on no 

1 2 5 5 29 on no 

Gra d e 6 Contro l Group 

126 2 5 8 below no 

127 2 12 below yes 

123 2 8 4 on yes 

12 9 2 8 6 on no 

13 9 2 31 on no 

Gr ade 6 Experime ntal Group 

14 0 2 77 on no 

1 4 1 2 30 below no 

1 4 2 2 33 on no 

43 2 2 4 be l ow no 

144 2 10 on no 

(data ~QOt;iDJJs:S l 



..iI.. .vi= 3 
Men : 
~ GJard Devia 1 0 n: 

r,;radi; 4 
Mean : 
S andard Deviation : 

Grade 5 
Mean : 
S andard Deviation : 

Grade 6 
Mean : 
Standard Deviati on : 

All Scores Combined 
Mean : 
S a~dard Deviation : 

Control 

41.3333 
26 . 5503875 

39 . 2500 
23 . 626139 

58 . 7500 
21 . 9983766 

54 . 2000 
32 . 5299862 

43 . 4705882 
25 . 6512026 

Ewerim1:ntal 

44.8929 
20.9007164 

42 . 7692 
22 . 7443315 

48 . 7500 
19 . 414341 8 

34 . 8000 
25 . 1932531 

43 . 4603175 
21 . 6100525 
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J..ppendix G 

All Scores Graphed 



I (X) 

rJ 90 > 
0 I 
z 
rJ 
h 
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E--< 

m 
m 
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70 

QJ 
h 
0 
u 60 

CJ) 

QJ I contro l group 
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I ex pe rimenta l group 

C 
QJ 
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h 
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QJ 
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E 
0 
lJ 

20 
01 
C 
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'D 
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10 l]J 
c.c 

11 I I I I 
F igu r 4 . 1 

All Scor s Gr ph d 
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'JI T;.. 

1i r h a · 1 

sis e r, 

11a yn e Shoulders •,.;as bo r n 

Pa r icia , i n Fo r Meade , 

wo m·n s befor his 

1a ryland on Aug s 19, 
1954 . Being an army bra , h e a t e nded 

hree in Germany, be f o r e gradua t i ng from 

e n schools , includ'ng 

o rthwes High 
Sc h ool o n May 21, 1972 H d • e e n ere Austin Peay s a e 

Uni •Je r s i Y in Sep ember, 1972 and earned a Bachelo r o f 

Science in Elementary Educa i o n degree on June 4, 1976 . He 

began e a ching f o r the Clarksville-Montgomery County Sc hool 

Sy s em in hugust o f 1976 . 

He con inued his educa 1On at Austin Peay State 

University and received his Master of Arts in Education 

degree on August 21, 1980 . He received his Administration 

Endo rsement in 1987 . 

He became an elementary supervisor for the Clarksville­

Mo ntgo mery Co unty School System on September 6, 1989 . He is 

presently serving as a Title I supervisor, a position he has 

held since July 1 , 1996 . 

His first children's b o ok, "V 1s for Volunteers - a 

Tennessee Alphabet," has been accepted for publication by 

Sleeping Bear Press . From the Appalachian Mountains to the 

zebra swall owtail, children can learn interesting fact about 

the Vo lunteer state . 
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