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This study investigated the effects of the Success for All
(sFa) program on elementary school students’ reading
achievement in 4 cities. The purpose was to conduct an
independent examination of the program’s effective-
ness separate from the program’s developers and from
the school district in which it was first implemented.
The research framework employed a pretest-posttest
quasi-experimental design with nonequivalent but
systematically matched groups. Results indicated
greater achievement for students in SFA classes at 3 of
the sites, especially for students achieving below the 25"
percentile, relative to students in control classrooms at
all 4 sites. However, SFa effects were not as strong and
consistent as those obtained in the original studies.
This research suggests that SFA can be implemented in
sites geographically removed from the developers and
apart from their direct supervision, but that continual
monitoring and support of the program’s quality is
needed to ensure success over time.
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critical question for both researchers and practitioners. Although we

know more than we have ever known about how children learn, the basic
skills they will need to keep up, and when to intervene to achieve maximum suc-
cess, translating this knowledge from literacy research into successful practices
that capitalize on the research base remains a difficult task. It was precisely this
challenge of taking what was known from research and translating it into
effective practice thatled Robert Slavin and his colleagues at Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity to develop a program called Success for All (sra), implement it in diverse
contexts, and study its effects over time (Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Dolan, ¢
Wasik,1992).

Further understanding of sra can be gained by comparing its orientation
and strategies relative to those of Reading Recovery, another program that is per-
haps more widely recognized by literacy researchers and has been extensively
evaluated and employed nationally to assist children experiencing difficulty in
reading (Pinnell,1989). Reading Recovery includes a systematically designed set
of procedures for helping the lowest achievers in a class become proficient and
independent readers. Such procedures encompass specific strategies for teaching
children and recommended reading materials, a staff development program, and
administrative systems that coordinate the various program activities. The basic
model involves using trained teachers to tutor first graders who are having diffi-
culties learning to read for 30 minutes a day in addition to their regular reading
instruction. When the child demonstrates the ability to perform satisfactorily
with the regular class, the child is “discontinued” and another child is selected for
the program.

A major common element of both Reading Recovery and Success For All is
individual tutoring by certified teachers. Another element is the emphasis on de-
veloping metacognitive skills and “learning to read by reading.” However, critical
differences are that Reading Recovery requires more extensive training of tutors,
serves first graders only, has longer tutoring sessions (30 minutes versus 20 min-
utes in sFA), and is less likely to select special students (e.g., those with learning
disabilities or who speak English as a second language) for tutoring. Compared
to Reading Recovery, sFa places much greater emphasis on integrating tutoring
with the classroom curriculum, serves all students in the school (not just those
being tutored), and supplements the reading program with family support.

Prior research on Reading Recovery has found fairly consistent positive
effects at the end of first grade, with carryover into at least fourth grade (DeFord,
Pinnell, Lyons, ¢ Young, 1988; Pinnell, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, ¢ Seltzer, 1994). Re-
cently, however, criticism has been directed to Reading Recovery for attending to
a small number of low-achieving students when children with similar needs are
not being served (Hiebert, 1994). Increasingly, Reading Recovery schools are re-
sponding to the need to supply classroom reading teachers with professional de-
velopment to reinforce the strategies used in tutoring and to bring the instruc-
tion in the two settings into closer alignment.

How TO PREVENT THE ACADEMIC FAILURE of many of today’s students is a
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By comparison, SFA was designed to be akindergarten through third grade
preventative and intensive intervention for students at risk of failing to learn to
read. Key elements include individualized tutoring, regrouping across grades
into homogeneous reading classes, smaller reading classes, family support,and a
comprehensive reading program that progresses from specially designed and
sequenced reading materials into basal readers or trade books. Instruction is
imbedded in cooperative learning models including partner reading and Coop-
erative Integrated Reading and Composition (Stevens, Madden, Slavin, ¢
Farnish,1987).

Early evaluations of sra demonstrated that the program could be highly
successful in increasing reading achievement among very disadvantaged stu-
dents (Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, ¢ Wasik, 1993). The initial implementa-
tion of sFA at Abbottston Elementary in Baltimore indicated average effect sizes!
(ESs) of .48 for the overall samples and .74 for the low-25% subsample (Slavin,
Madden, Karweit, Livermon, ¢ Dolan, 1990). In the second year, effects at
Abbottston increased, while those at new schools were positive but relatively
weaker (Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, ¢ Wasik, 1990). Effects continued to
increase at Abbottston and the new Baltimore schools in both the third (Madden
et al., 1991) and fourth years (Madden et al., 1993). In the latter study, Ess across
all reading measures averaged .51 in first grade, .60 in second grade, and .57 in
third grade. For the low-25% subsample, the respective mean Ess were .82,1.00,
and .98.

Developers at Johns Hopkins have continued to monitor the progress of
schools and districts that have implemented the program since its inception in
1987 at Abbottston Elementary, and results continue to support its effectiveness
in a variety of contexts (Slavin, Madden, Dolan, et al.,1994). However, the overall
assessment of impacts is heavily weighted by studies conducted by the develop-
ers or at neighboring sites.

Because sFa is lesser known than other reading programs and because the
understanding of its components, strategies, and materials are important for in-
terpreting the results of this study, a detailed description of the sFA program is
provided.

The Success for All Model

The sra program was developed on the basis of several assumptions regarding
effective interventions for disadvantaged students (Slavin et al., 1990). One as-
sumption was that early intervention to prevent learning problems from occur-
ring would be more influential than remediating already established deficiencies.

1. Effect sizes are calculated by subtracting the control-group mean from the treatment-group
mean and dividing by the control-group standard deviation.
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Another was that reading and language arts are the most critical curriculum
areas for applying special interventions, because the skills taught in these areas
provide the foundation for learning in all other subjects. Finally, interventions
needed to be comprehensive to include factors outside of the classroom that
affect students’ readiness, motivation, and opportunity to learn. Such factors in-
clude parental involvement, school attendance, and health needs.

Based on these assumptions, the sFA model was designed to include the
following major elements: (a) one-on-one tutoring in reading by certified el-
ementary teachers; (b) regrouping of students in grades 1 to 3 from heteroge-
neous, age-grouped classes into homogeneous, cross-grade ability groups dur-
ing the language-arts period (approximately 9o minutes); (c) reduced class sizes
in language arts as a result of using the reading tutors as reading teachers during
that period; (d) frequent assessments (6 to 8 weeks) in which students are tested
to determine reading progress and needs for tutoring and/or group changes; (e) a
systematic reading program integrating Story Telling and Retelling (STaR),
phonics in beginning reading, vocabulary building, comprehension skills, and
cooperative learning; (f) a family support team to provide parenting education
and assistance for students experiencing personal or health problems; and (g) a
program facilitator who works in the school to coordinate and oversee the pro-
gram. More detailed descriptions of major sFA program features are provided.

Reading Program

The reading program is based on effective practices and research in beginning
reading that point to the need for students to learn to read in meaningful contexts
while also receiving systematic presentation of word attack skills (Adams, 1990).
The context for much of the instruction is provided through models of coopera-
tive learning (Slavin, 1995; Stevens et al., 1987). In most sra schools, a 9go-minute
period is scheduled for the reading program activities in all classes. To permit
support subjects to be taught throughout the day, the primary grades (x-3) typi-
cally are scheduled for reading in one block and the intermediate grades (4-6) in
another.

In all grades, the reading period starts by reading children’s literature to the
class and engaging students in a discussion of the story to enhance their compre-
hension, listening, speaking vocabulary, and knowledge of story structure. The
development of basic language skills is emphasized in kindergarten and early
first grade through the use of Story Telling and Retelling (STaR), which actively
engages students in listening to, retelling, and dramatizing children’s literature
(Karweit, Coleman, Waclawiw, ¢ Petza, 1990). Extensive use of big books con-
tributes to the development of concepts of print, and receptive and expressive
language is further supported by Peabody Language Development Kits (Dunn,
Smith, Dunn, & Horton,1989).
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The k-1 reading program is called Reading Roots (formerly Beginning
Reading) and is usually begun in the second semester of kindergarten. Students
are introduced to letters and letter sounds through a series of active and engag-
ing activities including (a) singing of an alphabet song to coax a puppet named
Alphie to come out of hisbox and bring both a new letter of the day and a tongue-
twister saying to reinforce the sound; (b) discriminating objects and pictures
that do or do not begin with the sound using whole-class responses of pointing
to “yes” or “no” signs posted on the wall; (c) orally repeating a couplet rhyme that
guides children’s tracing of the letters on the backs of their classmates or in the
air; (d) matching letters with pictures of words beginning with those letters; (e)
blending sounds by stretching them out and then saying them quickly; and (f)
performing other activities to help learn the discriminations in many ways using
different sensory modalities.

The sounds and words practiced are then moved into a context of sen-
tences and stories through specially designed curriculum materials called
“shared stories” and “share sheets.” The stories are consumable minibooks con-
taining some material written in small type to be read by the teacher and other
material in large type to be read by students. Both the stories and the practice
sheets are designed to reinforce the sounds, patterns, and words children have
learned, as well as to engage them further in cooperative learning and in early
writing. Students progress through the series of lessons leading to the second
level of the program, Reading Wings.

Once students have reached the primer reading level, they transition into a
form of cooperative learning (Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composi-
tion) guided by custom-designed questions and activities (called Treasure
Hunts) using the school system’s adopted basal series or trade books. Students
engage in partner reading and cooperative learning teams to master vocabulary,
story content, and other reading and writing skills. The learning activities are
built around story structure, prediction, summarization, vocabulary develop-
ment, further decoding practice, and story-related writing. Students receive
other types of direct instruction in comprehension skills (e.g., finding the main
idea and understanding figurative language) and are assigned 20 minutes of
homework each night involving reading books of their choice. They share their
home readings each week through “Book Club” activities such as presentations,
puppet shows, and other formats.

Individual Tutoring
Best-evidence research has indicated that one-to-one tutoring is the most eftec-
tive intervention strategy for students with reading problems (Wasik ¢ Slavin,

1990). In sEFa, certified elementary teachers individually tutor, for 20 minutes
each day, students who are having difficulty keeping up with their reading
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groups. Priority is given to first graders, with older students served as space per-
mits. An important difference between sra and traditional Title I pull-out pro-
grams is that tutoring in sra is directly integrated with the reading curriculum.
This is accomplished by having the tutors teach a 9o-minute reading class and
then work one-on-one with children for the rest of the day on the lessons with
which they are having the most difficulty. After students have participated in the
go-minute classroom reading instruction, they are pulled out of other subjects
(never math or other language-arts blocks) for their individual tutoring. Meth-
ods and materials used in regular classroom instruction are essentially those
used in tutoring with some adaptations for individual differences among stu-
dents. A typical sequence of activity would include (a) rereading of familiar
story, (b) quick drill over letters and/or words with which student is having
difficulty, (c) reading a current story with tutor’s guidance, and (d) story-related
writing.

Regrouping

Students spend most of the school day in conventional heterogeneous aged-
group classes. However, during the daily go-minute reading period, they are
regrouped according to reading performance level into smaller multi-age classes.
The philosophy is to avoid the stigma and detrimental effects on learning of all-
day tracking of between-class ability grouping (Oakes, 1992), while allowing
teachers to adapt instruction to children’s needs using whole-class activities and
cooperative learning. Importantly, children are able to perform with success in
these ability-grouped classes, while also spending most of the school day in regu-
lar heterogeneous classes where they can interact with children of different back-
grounds and abilities. At 8-week (in some districts, 6-week) intervals, the teach-
ers assess student progress with program-provided instruments covering
vocabulary, content, and skills taught during the 8-week period. Using this infor-
mation, they make needed adaptations in tutoring selections, group assignments,
and students’ programs.

Family Support Team

The family support team serves two major functions. One is to increase parents’
involvement with the school and their children’s learning activities to foster more
positive school communities (Epstein, 1989). The second is to provide assistance
to children when health or home problems interfere with their academic perfor-
mance (e.g., needing glasses or not attending school regularly). This type of ser-
vice integration between community and school increases the likelihood that
families will make use of needed services and addresses problems that a school
cannot solve on its own (Glass, McGaw, ¢ Smith,1981).
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Facilitator

Success for All is coordinated by a part-time or full-time facilitator who works in
a shared decision-making role with the principal and school-based management
team. Training is provided for individuals by Johns Hopkins staff at yearly train-
ing conferences in Baltimore to support this type of leadership and effort in the
development of a collaborative school culture - an element that commentators
on school restructuring claim is essential (Lieberman ¢ Miller, 1990). Among
the facilitator’s on-site responsibilities are planning the program, training teach-
ers, assisting teachers who are having difficulty, helping the principal with sched-
uling, and overseeing the 8-week assessments and associated decisions about tu-
toring and reading group assignments.

Teacher Training

Training for sFa in the first year involves 3 days per teacher (usually during the
summer) and approximately 2 to 4 additional in-service days during the school
year. In addition, each class is visited intermittently by the school facilitator for
the purposes of monitoring methods and providing feedback. Twice per year,
trainers from Johns Hopkins University visit the school and observe most teach-
ers classes. After the first year, training is reinforced through regular in-services,
an annual SFA conference, and implementation checks for the facilitators and
John Hopkins University trainers.

Program Costs

The cost of sFa varies depending on the components selected. For a “full” model
(the type used at the present sites), the cost is roughly $800 to $1,200 per student.
However, these costs normally fit within allocated budgets for school-wide Title
programs. Without Title I (or other supplementary) support, the more costly ele-
ments of SFA (i.e., tutors and a full-time facilitator) would be difficult for many
schools to fund, although they could still use the curriculum, regrouping, and re-
stricted tutoring/facilitator services.

Purpose of the Study

Empirical support for the benefits of sFa is well established in the research litera-
ture (Madden et al.,1993; Slavin et al.,1992). The dissemination of that evidence,
along with positive anecdotal reports by teachers and administrators at existing
SFA sites, has spurred the rapid expansion of ska to what is presently over 300
schools in districts and states across the United States. Although the evaluations
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appear to have been carefully and rigorously performed, that they were con-
ducted by the sra development team at Johns Hopkins University created a natu-
ral interest in replication research.

The acceptability of sra as a prototype model for at-risk prevention
depends to a great extent, especially among the research community, on scrutiny
by independent investigators and the extent to which it can be replicated in sites
apart from its home base. This paper presents results and conclusions from 2 to 3
years of independent evaluations conducted in four cities beyond the original
home of sra in Baltimore. Accordingly, the present studies were commissioned
by the sra developers at Johns Hopkins University to test the generalizability of
sFA benefits when the program is introduced into new settings outside the devel-
opers’ home city and monitored over time by outside evaluators. Although the
developers, through a grant from the Carnegie Foundation, funded the research,
they had no involvement with its conduct and no special involvement with the
particular sites beyond providing routine training services. Programs in four cit-
ies were examined: Memphis, Tennessee (1 school); Fort Wayne, Indiana
(2 schools); Montgomery, Alabama (4 schools); and Caldwell, Idaho (2 schools).
These programs were selected on the basis of providing diverse geographic and
socioeconomic contexts, having available control schools, and expressing inter-
estin participating. The data presented here include 3 years of implementation at
the Mempbhis site (1990 to 1993) and two years at the other three sites (1991
t01993).

Method

Research Design

A common research design was used for all four project sites. In general, the ori-
entation is best described as quantitative evaluation research (Borg, Gall, ¢ Gall,
1993), although some qualitative methods (surveys, interviews, observations)
were selectively used at two sites to increase understanding of processes and out-
comes. In this paper, we will focus on reporting and synthesizing the quantitative
findings from assessments of reading performance.2 The quantitative model
employed a pretest-posttest quasi-experimental design with nonequivalent (but
systematically matched) groups (Wiersma, 1995). Such designs have the disad-
vantage of being unable to randomly assign students to groups, but generally
provide reasonable internal validity, given the use of pretesting, and are highly

2. The qualitative findings, obtained for Memphis and Fort Wayne only, are described in the techni-
cal reports by Ross and Smith (1991) for Memphis, and Ross, Smith, Casey, and Johnson (1993)
for Fort Wayne.
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practical for applied school research in which random assignments cannot be
made. Use of a multi-site replicated experiment also provides reliability and
generalizability checks that would not be present in a single-site study (see Slavin
¢ Madden, 1993). Procedures and conditions specific to individual sites are de-
scribed in the separate sections to follow.

Each sra school was matched with a control school similar in poverty level
(percentage of students qualifying for free lunch), historical achievement level,
ethnicity, and other factors. At all sites, the control programs were “traditional,”
basal-oriented reading approaches using within-class reading groupings. Stu-
dent cohorts were formed by matching sra subjects to control counterparts
based on pretest scores on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test — Revised
(ppvT). The rationale for using the PPVT was to test students’ general language
abilities before they began participation in sFa and could be influenced by its
strategies. This criterion involved testing students at the beginning of kindergar-
ten, before they could read. In some instances where PPVT scores for kinder-
garten students were not available, random samples were selected from the
kindergarten populations at the sea and control schools.

Except where otherwise noted, the basic method used for the test compari-
sons was multivariate analysis of variance (MANOva) performed on posttest raw
scores. Overall significance across all test dimensions was evaluated via the mul-
tivariate F, and where multivariate significance was found, individual test
significances were evaluated via univariate ANOVAs.

Participants

Participants were sFa and control-school primary-grade students (x-2) at four
sites implementing sra. The number of students involved by grade, site, and year
is provided in Table 1. More specific descriptions of the samples are provided in
the separate site-specific sections in Results. General characteristics are as fol-
lows: The Memphis site served a 100% African American population in a highly
disadvantaged inner-city environment. Over 90% of the children received free
or reduced lunch. The Montgomery schools were also inner-city with an African
American population of 91% to 99% with over 70% receiving free or reduced
lunch. In contrast, the Fort Wayne school served a racially mixed student popula-
tion (about 60% Caucasian and 40% minority) that was less disadvantaged
(about 65% on free or reduced lunch). Caldwell, Idaho served a rural population
of mostly Caucasian students with about 15% Hispanics, of which about 45%
were receiving free or reduced lunch.

Instruments

Following the Baltimore studies (e.g., Madden et al., 1993) and the evaluation
model used by Slavin et al. (1990), reading/language scales were selected from
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TABLE 1. Average Effect Sizes for the Overall and Low-25% Samples

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Site K 1 2 K 1 2 1 2
Memphis
Overall
SFA n 20 45 47 35 26 17 30 15
Control n 23 45 47 35 68 17 33 43
Mean ES 0.97 0.17 0.00 0.08 0.90 0.14 0.38 0.51
Low-25%
SFA n — 11 11 9 7 4 7 5
Control n — 11 11 9 18 5 8 11
Mean ES —a 0.90 0.42 0.00 3.15 1.35 0.11 2.66
Montgomery
Overall
SFA n 129 94 — — 71 — — —
Control n 129 94 — — 96 — — —
Mean ES 0.00 0.11 — — 1.27 —a — —
Low-25%
SFA n 33 27 — — 17 — — —
Control n 33 27 — — 24 — — —
Mean ES  -0.08 0.15 — — 2.28 —a — —
Fort Wayne
Overall
SFA n 73 68 — — 25 36 — —
Control n 73 68 — — 25 36 — —
Mean ES 0.38 0.47 — — 0.51 0.44 — —
Low-25%
SFA n 19 19 — — 7 12 — —
Control n 19 19 — — 7 12 — —
Mean ES 0.56 0.60 — — 0.79 0.79 — —
Caldwell
Overall
SFA n 52 64 — — 31 32 — —
Control n 52 64 — — 31 32 — —
Mean ES 0.10 0.01 — — -0.21 0.12 — —
Low-25%
SFA n 14 19 — — 9 8 — —
Control n 14 19 — — 8 — —
Mean ES 1.59 -0.21 — — -0.52 0.33 — —

aNo sample tested for this population in this year.
SFA = Success for All, ES = effect size.
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two nationally standardized reading test batteries. All scales were individually
administered in sessions that generally lasted from 20 to 30 minutes. In previous
research by the present authors, the scales were found to intercorrelate in the .3 to
.6 range with first and second graders, with the lower correlations occurring be-
tween the oral reading measure (see below) and the four Woodcock scales; the
higher correlations were among the latter four scales. The examiners were stu-
dents from local colleges in each city. They were all pretrained and received on-
site supervision by experienced testers. They had no knowledge about the ex-
perimental or control status of the schools and were rotated between schools on
different days to avoid any testing bias due to examiner characteristics or abilities.
The measurement instruments included:

Woodcock Reading Mastery Test — Revised. Four scales - Letter Identifica-
tion, Word Identification, Word Attack, and Passage Comprehension (Wood-
cock, 1987) - measure student knowledge of the alphabet, recognition of com-
mon sight words, phonetic synthesis skills, and comprehension in context.
Reliability data provided on these scales indicate median split-half reliability
coeflicients of .94 for Letter Identification, .98 for Word Identification, .94 for
Word Attack, and .94 for Passage Comprehension (Woodcock,1987, p.99).

Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty. The Oral Reading scale presents a se-
ries of graded reading passages, which students read aloud, followed by compre-
hension questions. It was individually administered. The parallel forms reliabil-
ity was reported by Durrell and Catterson (1980, p. 58) to be .85. Two additional
language measures, the Merrill Language Screening (Mumm, Secord, & Dykstra,
1980) and the Test of Language Development (Newcomer ¢ Hammill,1988) were
used in kindergarten in 1991-1992 only. These instruments were selected because
they provide national norms for comparison of student achievement and reflect
relative mastery of letter-sound correspondences, word knowledge in isolation
and context,and comprehension of connected text in graded story passages.

Program Implementations

Depending on the resources available and particular interests, implementations
of SFA may vary across sites with regard to the component strategies included
and extensiveness of interventions (Slavin, Madden, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik,
1994). The programs employed at the four sites examined in this study, however,
were highly similar in the sense of being “full models” that implemented all com-
ponents (e.g., full-time facilitator, one-to-one tutoring, family support, etc.) in
the prescribed manner. As a function of participating in the research, each of the
SFA schools was visited at least once yearly by Johns Hopkins University training
experts and received systematic formative evaluations of their sra programs. Al-
though some had minor problems in particular years (e.g., a new teacher who
was not well trained, too many or too few students in certain reading classes), all
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were judged overall to be of good quality. The only more substantive problems
that occurred during the period of the research were principal and major staff
transfers at the Caldwell school (year 2), facilitator changes in Mempbhis (years 1
and 3), and undeveloped family support programs at all sites. Although the
Caldwell and Fort Wayne programs did not receive school-wide Title I funding
(Memphis and Montgomery did), the former schools managed through budget
reallocations and creative staffing assignments to offer the full range of strategies.
Similarities in philosophies and specific orientations to sra were further engen-
dered by the involvement of similar training teams (from Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity) in servicing the sites.

Aside from control schools being similar demographically and geographi-
cally to the sra schools, the main criterion for their selection was that they offered
“traditional” or “conventional” reading programs, the type that would likely be
used at the sFa school had it not adopted the special program. During the year
prior to the study, the control programs were all basal driven and delivered in
heterogeneous classes, with extensive use of reading groups alternated with
seatwork and some whole-class instruction. However, certain control schools
initially or over time used certain strategies (e.g., tutoring or regrouping) that
were comparable to key elements of ska. When such practices were considered to
be influential, they are discussed below with regard to research design consider-
ations and possible impacts.

Results

Consistent with previous studies of sra (Madden et al., 1993; Ross ¢ Smith,1994;
Ross, Smith, Casey, - Slavin, 1995; Slavin et al., 1990), effect sizes (Ess) were com-
puted to provide descriptive indices of the magnitude of sra and control-group
contrasts on the various outcome measures. Although inferences involving pro-
gram effects were made on the basis of the MANOVA results, the Ess were reported
(even where MANOVA was nonsignificant) to provide useful descriptive infor-
mation about the size and direction of each effect (see, e.g., rationale by Hedges,
Laine, ¢ Greenwald, 1994). As Slavin and Madden (1993) indicated, usage of Ess
provides the advantage of being able to compare and aggregate results obtained
from comparable multiple studies where individual studies may have lacked
sufficient power to produce significant results. Results are also separately pre-
sented for the student subgroups in each grade who scored in the lowest 25% on
the pretest (these students are also part of the “overall sample” analyses).

Summary results for Memphis and the other sites are presented in Table 1.
The narrative descriptions following, however, highlight only significant results.
Means and standard deviations of sa and control groups are reported in Tables
2 (kindergarten) and 3 (grades 1and 2) for significant comparisons only.
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TABLE 2. Kindergarten Reading-Test Means and Standard Deviations for
Significant MANova Comparisons between ska and Control Students

Letter Word
Site identification  identification TOLD Merrill
Memphis
Year 1 overall
SFA M 32.35 5.90 NA2 NA?2
SD 4.84 4.29
Control M 31.05 3.05 NA2 NA2
SD 7.40 3.98
Fort Wayne
Year 1 overall
SFA M 32.43 10.26 15.86 4.45
SD 4.28 9.82 6.51 0.87
Control M 29.36 3.15 17.73 4.30
SD 7.81 4.95 6.42 0.92
Caldwell
Year 1 overall
SFA M 22.98 3.44 13.75 4.21
SD 12.62 5.35 6.47 1.02
Control M 25.35 3.48 12.23 4.06
SD 10.22 8.84 7.31 1.21

aThis test not given in year 1.
TOLD = Test of Language Development, SFA = Success for All

Memphis, Tennessee

The ska program was first implemented in grades x to 2 at an inner-city school in
Memphis, Tennessee in the 1990-1991 school year (Ross ¢ Smith, 1991; Ross ¢+
Smith, 1994). Thus, it has the longest history of the four cities and an additional
year of data. To assess first- and second-grade outcomes, SFA students were indi-
vidually matched to control students from a school in the same inner-city neigh-
borhood. The two schools were nearly identical in the percentage of students re-
ceiving free lunch (over 90%) and in standardized achievement scores obtained
during previous years. All sra control student matches were based on student
performance on total language skills scores and total reading scores on the Cali-
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TABLE 3. First- and Second-Grade Reading-Test Means and Standard Deviations
for Significant MaANovAa Comparisons between sra and Control

Students
Word Passage
Site identification Word attack comprehension Oral reading
Memphis
Grade 1
Year 2 overall
SFA M 38.65 13.50 18.38 7.23
SD 7.66 8.65 6.73 3.05
Control M 27.59 5.51 11.15 4.81
SD 13.01 7.26 7.77 3.36
Year 2 low-25%
SFA M 29.86 11.14 11.57 5.14
SD 8.07 7.73 5.62 1.57
Control M 10.78 1.06 3.61 1.00
SD 5.77 2.24 3.73 1.57
Grade 2
Year 3 low-25%
SFA M 45.80 7.40 24.40 12.40
SD 1.30 3.98 1.67 2.61
Control M 27.18 1.46 12.09 4.73
SD 7.10 2.30 5.05 2.57
Montgomery
Grade 1 overall
Year 2 overall
SFA M 29.97 9.66 12.16 6.17
SD 11.01 7.13 6.58 2.61
Control M 16.93 3.79 5.54 2.56
SD 10.18 5.71 5.08 2.44
Grade 1/pair 1
Year 2 overall
SFA M 29.84 9.70 12.19 6.14
SD 11.08 6.92 6.93 2.62
Control M 16.42 3.93 5.25 2.44
SD 10.58 5.98 5.08 245
Grade 1/pair 2
Year 2 overall
SFA M 30.50 9.50 12.00 6.29
SD 11.58 8.22 5.07 2.70
Control M 19.67 3.07 7.93 3.20
SD 7.34 3.97 4.90 2.37
Grade 1
Year 2 low-25%
SFA M 14.29 5.24 6.88 2.65
SD 8.40 4.35 4.27 1.69
Control M 5.83 0.75 1.79 0.92
SD 3.64 2.01 1.77 1.02
Fort Wayne
Grade 1

Year 1 Overall



TABLE 3. CONTINUED

Word Passage
Site identification Word attack comprehension Oral reading
SFA M 35.04 12.60 16.37 6.74
SD 10.63 7.43 8.07 4.25
Control M 28.00 7.90 13.91 4.68
SD 14.70 7.91 9.31 3.83
Year 1 low-25%
SFA M 28.16 9.05 9.84 5.05
SD 10.02 5.37 6.18 3.29
Control M 18.53 4.68 8.11 2.84
SD 12.78 5.76 7.13 3.35
Year 2 overall
SFA M 39.88 17.08 19.24 7.68
SD 13.07 8.10 7.13 3.30
Control M 30.60 10.76 17.12 6.32
SD 11.57 9.51 8.36 4.11
Grade 2
Year 2 overall
SFA M 51.06 20.39 27.44 12.78
SD 9.67 9.44 6.81 5.16
Control M 41.92 15.53 23.78 11.11
SD 14.64 9.12 10.10 7.04
Caldwell
Grade 1
Year 1 overall
SFA M 35.30 15.45 19.19 6.31
SD 12.39 8.15 13.41 3.36
Control M 37.77 13.88 17.27 6.98
SD 10.28 7.37 7.87 3.68
Year 1 low-25%
SFA M 28.26 12.21 13.21 5.11
SD 11.49 6.06 7.53 3.00
Control M 35.05 10.11 12.90 5.84
SD 8.18 6.15 6.03 1.95
Year 2 overall
SFA M 22.68 11.52 12.06 3.68
SD 14.36 7.72 8.16 3.02
Control M 29.42 10.90 12.71 5.32
SD 13.27 8.27 8.72 4.78
Year 2 low-25%
SFA M 15.78 6.00 9.44 2.44
SD 13.66 4.03 7.92 3.43
Control M 29.22 9.56 12.44 533
SD 17.03 8.68 10.38 5.00
Grade 2
Year 2 overall
SFA M 53.94 24.44 29.19 14.19
SD 8.71 6.76 6.21 6.63
Control M 54.4 21.81 26.28 15.38
SD 78.10 8.66 7.39 7.46

SFA = Success for All.
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fornia Achievement Test (CAT), a state-mandated assessment administered to
district students each spring semester. At the kindergarten level, no prior
achievement test scores were available for use in matching. Therefore, random
samples were selected from the kindergarten populations at the sra and control
schools.

Kindergarten

Dependent variables for the kindergarten analysis in year 1 were Letter Identifi-
cation, Word Identification, and Oral Reading. Results (sra n = 20, control
n =22) were highly consistent with pronounced sFa effects. For the overall
sample in year 1, the dependent-samples MANOVA was significant, 7(3,38) = 3.20,
p=.03. Univariate tests showed significant sra advantages on Word
Identification only, F(1, 40) = 5.00, p = .03, (ES = .72). A significantly higher per-
centage of sFA than control students (35% versus 3%) successfully read the initial
paragraph on the Oral Reading test, X2(1) = 5.05, p <.05. Kindergarten out-
comes, however, were not significant in year 2. In year 3, kindergarten outcomes
were not assessed, based on our feeling that the kindergarten program compari-
sons were highly influenced by the amount of emphasis given by the school’s cur-
riculum (regardless of program) to teaching reading prior to first grade.

First Grade

Posttests for first grade in year 1 were the same as for kindergarten, but the
MANOVA performed on the overall sample was not significant (p = .19), whereas
the overall MANOVA for students who had scored in the lowest 25% in reading on
the previous-year cAT test only approached significance (p = .08).

For posttesting in year 2, the Letter Identification test was replaced by the
Passage Comprehension test on the basis of the former appearing to be too easy
and not discriminating enough for students at this level. The MmaNova for first
grade (second year in sFA ) was significant, F(4, 42) = 3.10,p = .03. Effect sizes were
larger than those obtained for kindergarten, averaging .9o across all tests. The
two largest effects were 1.10 for Word Attack and .93 for Passage Comprehension.
Univariate comparisons, using ANovA, showed significant advantages for sra on
Word Identification, F(1, 45) = 5.22, p = .03; Word Attack, (1, 45) =10.66,p = .01;
and Passage Comprehension, F(3, 45) = 6.44, p = .02. Oral Reading advantages
approached significance, (1, 45) = 3.84,p = .06.

Parallel analyses conducted for the low-25% subsamples (sFa 1 =7, control
n =18), F(4,9) = 5.06, p = .02, also indicated extremely high Ess, averaging 3.15
overall. Significant univariate effects, all favoring the sra group, were obtained
for Word Identification, F(1, 12) = 16.45, p < .01; Word Attack, F(1, 12) = 14.79,
p <.o;and Oral Reading, F(1,12) = 12.24,p < .01.
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In year 3, results for first grade (SFA 1 = 30, control n = 33) indicated a di-
rectional SFA program advantage on all of the tests, but the overall MaANOVA was
not significant (p =.09), nor was the MANOvA significant for the low-25%
subsample.

Second Grade

At the second-grade level, neither the overall sample nor low-25% subsample
MANOVAs were significant for years 1 and 2. In year 3, the MaNova effect for sec-
ond graders (ska n = 15, control n = 43) approached significance, F(4, 53) = 2.43,
p =.06. The overall mean Es was .51. Results for the low-25% subsample were
more striking, F(4, 11) = 9.53, p < .oo1, with significant group differences (all
ps < .o1) favoring sra on all tests: Word Identification (Es = 2.62), F(1,14) = 32.68;
Word Attack (Es = 2.59), F(1, 14) = 14.16; Passage Comprehension (Es = 2.44),
F(1,14) = 27.40; and Oral Reading (Es =2.98), F(1,14) = 30.31. The mean Es
was 2.66.

Montgomery, Alabama

Success for All was implemented at four elementary schools in Montgomery in
1991-1992. Both the program and evaluation procedures were fundamentally the
same as those described for the Memphis program. Each school was matched toa
comparable school having similar demographic characteristics and prior
achievement on standardized tests. During year 1, the evaluation encompassed
all four schools at grade x but only two schools at grade 1. The reason for exclud-
ing two schools from the grade 1 evaluation was that their first graders had been
in sFA as kindergartners in the previous year and thus could no longer be pre-
tested to achieve matches with control counterparts without possible contami-
nation from sra effects.

Kindergarten

In year 1, the matched MaNoOVvA design at the kindergarten level consisted of four
school pairs (Pair 1 n = 39, Pair 2 n = 34, Pair 3 n = 19, Pair 4 n = 48). The overall
MANOVA was not significant for either the overall sample or for the low-25%
subsample. Kindergarteners were not assessed in year 2.

First grade

Year 1 results were not significant for either the overall sample or the low-25%
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subsample. A follow-up descriptive study of the control schools (see Bond, Ross,
¢ Smith, 1993) indicated that these schools (which received curriculum guid-
ance from the same Title I coordinator who helped to bring sEa to the district)
were using many of the essential SEA program elements, such as tutoring, re-
grouping, reduced class sizes, and language development programs (e.g., STaR
and Peabody) in beginning reading.

Based on these findings, the two original sra schools that lacked suitable
control schools were eliminated from the evaluation in year 2. Two other sra
schools, matched to control schools that were predominately using traditional
reading curricula and support strategies, were maintained (to be called Pairs 1
and 2 below). Only first grade was examined because of the establishment of new
pairings. Success for All Control Pair 2, however, included 14 surviving matched
subjects who had been pretested in kindergarten. Pair 1 (SFA n = 57, control
n = 82) showed significant program differences, F(4, 133) =17.90, p = .001, and
large, significant effects (all ps <.o1) favoring sra students on all of the tests
(mean Es=1.28): Word Identification, F(1,136) =51.80; Word Attack,
F(1,36) = 27.36; Passage Comprehension, F(1,136) = 46.12; and Oral Read-
ing, F(1,136) = 72.03. For Pair 2, the MANOVA F(4, 24) = 3.08, p < .04. Success for
All advantages were significant (all ps <.o1) on all tests: Word Identifica-
tion, F(1,27) =9.19; Word Attack, F(1,27)=7.37; Passage Comprehension,
F(1, 27) = 6.91; and Oral Reading, F(1, 27) = 10.74. For the low-25% subsamples,
the overall maNova yielded F(4,36)=7.50, p <.o1. Significant univariate
effects, both favoring ska, were obtained on Word Identification, F(1, 17) = 4.28,
p <.05,and on Word Attack, F(1, 17) = 4.54, p < .05. The mean Es, however, for
the combined Pairs 1and 2 low-25% subsamples was 2.28 (see Table 1).

Fort Wayne, Indiana

Two elementary schools in Fort Wayne, Indiana implemented sFa in grades x
to 6. Unlike Memphis and Montgomery, these schools were racially mixed and
located in lower- to middle-income neighborhoods. Kindergarteners and first
graders were pretested and posttested in the first year and then as first and
second graders during the second year using the same instruments as the Mem-
phis and Montgomery sites.

Kindergarten

The independent-samples manNova performed on the kindergarten overall
sample (n = 73 pairs) yielded a significant program eftect, (5, 67) = 2.30,p = .04.
Univariate tests showed that srA students were superior to control students on
the Merrill test only, (1, 71) = 7.86, p = .01. The overall mean Es across all tests
was .38 (see Table 1). For the low-25% subsamples, the MANOVA result only ap-
proached significance, F(5,14) = 2.65,p = .069.
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First Grade

The first-grade MANOVA results (n = 68 pairs) indicated a significant program
effect, F(4, 63) = 6.45, p < .01 (mean ES = .47). Univariate tests showed the sra
schools to be superior to the control schools on Word Identification,
F(1, 66) = 10.84, p < .001; Word Attack, F(1, 66) = 18.08, p < .01; and Oral Read-
ing, F(1, 66) = 9.93, p < .o1. The sra advantage on Passage Comprehension ap-
proached significance (p = .052). Results for the low-25% sample (n = 19 pairs)
also significantly favored sra, F(4,13) =3.73, p <.05 (mean ES=.60). Two
univariate tests, both significantly favoring sra, were on Word Identification,
F(1,17) = 4.28, p < .05, and Word Attack, F(1, 17) = 4.54, p < .05. In year 2, how-
ever, program effects were not significant for either the overall or low-25%
samples.

Second Grade

The maNova onsecond grade conducted in year 2 revealed a significant effect fa-
voring SFA, F(4, 31) = 3.40, p = .02 (mean ES = .44). Again, sFA students per-
formed better than control students, but significant effects occurred on Word
Identification (Es = .62) only, F(1,34) = 8.20,p < .oL

Caldwell, Idaho

Success for All was implemented in grades k and 1 of one elementary school
during 1991-1992 in the Caldwell, Idaho community. In 1992-1993, the Caldwell
district opened a new school and moved the principal and part of the staff from
the original srA implementation, making both schools sFa schools. These two
sites were the first rural sra schools to be evaluated. All evaluation procedures
and instruments were consistent with the other three sites.

Kindergarten

The kindergarten research design included the core tests used in other cities, but
added the PPVT as a posttest to determine whether differences in language vo-
cabulary occurred at the end of the year. Kindergarten outcomes were generally
positive, although slight negative effects occurred on Letter and Word Identifica-
tion. The maNova yielded F(5, 47) = 2.63, p < .05, with an average Es of .10.
Univariate analyses revealed a significant difference only on the PPVT posttest,
F(1, 51) = 8.52,p < .01 (ES = .41). The analyses of the low-25% sample of grade K
(n = 14 pairs) revealed no significant differences on either the overall MANOVA or
the univariate analyses (mean Es =1.59). The small number of pairs obviously
limited the power of the formal analyses.
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First Grade

For grade 11in year 1 (n = 64 pairs), the MANOVA was significant, F(5, 59) = 2.69,
p < .05 (mean Es = .o1). Follow-up univariate analyses, however, yielded no sig-
nificant effects on any test. Results from the low-25% sample (n = 19 pairs) were
negative, with a mean Es of -.21, £(5, 14) = 4.53, p < .05. Univariate tests favored
the control sample on Word Identification only (s =-.83), F(1,18) = 6.48,
p <.05.

In year 2,the MaNoOVaA for first graders (1 = 31 pairs) was highly significant,
F(4,27) =12.50, p < .01 (mean ES =-.21). Univariate analyses indicated that
control students achieved significantly better than sra students on Word
Identification (Es =-.51), F(1,30)=5.51, p <.05. For low-25% first graders
(n =9 pairs) the overall MANOVA was also significant, F(4,5) =9.80, p=.01
(mean Es = -.52). Univariate results indicated significant advantages for the
control students on Word Identification (Es = -.79), F(1, 8) =10.01, p < .01; and
Oral Reading (s = -.58), F(3, 8) = 9.26, p < .05.

Second Grade

The manova for second grade (n = 32 pairs), conducted in year 2, was highly
significant, F(4, 28) = 3.24, p = .03, revealing overall advantages for sra (mean
Es = .12). Success for All students performed significantly better than control
students on Passage Comprehension (Es=.39), F(1,31) = 4.76, p <.05. The
MANOVA revealed no significant results for the low-25% subsample (n = 8 pairs),
F(4,4) =218, p=.24 (mean Es = .33).

Overall Comparison of Four Sites

Kindergarten Ess for each site’s first year of implementation ranged from .97
in Memphis to .00 in Montgomery (see Table 1). It is interesting to note that for
Memphis, the only site where kindergarten results were collected for 2 years,
there was great disparity in results from the first year to the second (.97 Es to
.08 Es). During the first year of implementation, the sFA program’s more aca-
demic emphasis represented a fairly substantial deviation from the traditional
kindergarten curriculum taught at the control school. However, during the sec-
ond year, the control school had shifted its emphasis to a more academic curricu-
lum including direct teaching of alphabetic and sound principles in addition to
acquiring a Writing to Read computer program in which all kindergarten chil-
dren participated. Effect sizes for the low-25% subgroups are generally higher
than those for the overall sample and ranged from a low of -.08 at the Montgom-
ery site to a substantial 1.59 in Caldwell.

Our results, overall, are equivocal regarding sra’s effects in kindergarten
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when the control school is also employing a quality academically focused pro-
gram (e.g., the school noted previously in year 2). Fluctuations in sFa effects
within or across sites would be least surprising at the kindergarten level given
several factors. First, the teaching of actual reading skills to sra children does not
occur until the second half of the year, with the introduction of the Reading
Roots program. Second, outcomes from the sra control school comparison are
largely dependent on the degree of emphasis the control school places on aca-
demic learning objectives as opposed to developmental concerns. Regardless of
the quality of the curriculum, high concentration on reading instruction is likely
to produce observable success on posttest measures assessing beginning skills.
For example, in evaluating a phonics-based program, Bond et al. (1992) found
very high benefits in kindergarten, but smaller effects in higher grades.

Outcomes at the first-grade level are of key importance in view of SEA’s pri-
mary focus of giving all students a strong start in reading. Of particular note are
the second year results at each site. It is during the second year of implementa-
tion, when teachers have had a year’s experience with the program and have re-
ceived children from kindergarten with the early sFa experiences in language,
storytelling, and graphophonic principles, that the true impact of the program
can be seen. With the exception of Caldwell, all sites realized increased benefits of
program during the second year of implementation, with Ess ranging from .51 to
1.27 for the overall sample. Similar to the findings for kindergarten, for the
low-25% first graders the Ess were even stronger, ranging from .79 to 3.15. These
larger effects are consistent with sra’s philosophy of providing all possible inter-
ventions to help children most at risk of failure (Slavin et al.,1990). Accordingly,
the low-25% achievers tend to be the primary recipients of tutoring and family
support services.

Given the above interpretations, however, an anomalous outcome would
appear to be the drop in both the overall and low-25% sample Ess for the Mem-
phis site in the third year. Although cross-site results suggest that sFa is fairly ro-
bust, despite site-specific variations in its implementation, certain elements seem
likely to have a greater impact than others on program effects. In this sense, it is
significant that the Memphis program’s veteran facilitator retired at the end of
the second year and was not replaced for the third. In the absence of a facilitator,
program fidelity and efficacy would be expected to decrease over time.

Results for the overall second-grade samples were fairly strong in Mem-
phis (gs = .51) and Fort Wayne (Es = .44) but weaker in Caldwell (es = .12). For
the low-25% sample, the strongest effects occurred in Memphis (s = 2.66) and
Fort Wayne (Es = .79), with more moderate results in Caldwell (£s = .33).

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of the sra program on
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reading achievement in locations apart from the school district in which it was
developed and first implemented. Results for Memphis, Montgomery, and Fort
Wayne are generally supportive of sra benefits for students in all grade levels,
with stronger effects for the lowest performing students. Some inconsistency of
results and variance within and between sites suggests that it may be unrealistic
to expect outcomes to be identical across all applications. Programs differ in
teacher training, school conditions, and types of students. Another key factor
affecting evaluation outcomes is the appropriateness of the control programs
used for evaluation comparisons. In basic research, it is reasonable to establish a
pure control condition that is identical to the experimental condition, but does
not receive the “treatment.” In contrast, in applied research with schools, every
school has a treatment in the form of the curriculum program being imple-
mented during the year. As our longitudinal research has shown, such programs
continually evolve with staff changes and exposure to new ideas, and even more
critically, may even become influenced within a district by the experimental pro-
gram (in this case, stA). This latter situation occurred in Montgomery and com-
promised the original sa control school comparison.

In the case of Caldwell, a different control school problem occurred - the
absence in a small district of an available control school that was highly similar to
the sra school in neighborhood location and types of students served. Out-
comes at the Idaho site have been the most inconsistent of all site comparisons
and are particularly puzzling. Observations of the sea implementation by Johns
Hopkins University trainers indicated that the school was implementing the pro-
gram with high fidelity. Given that the control school is a high-quality school that
provided special reading programs,and that it is located in a more suburban, less
rural area of the region, it is reasonable to question the validity of the sra control
comparison. The results for the overall second-grade sample, and especially the
second-grade low-25% subsample, however, do reflect the general pattern of
findings at other sites and suggest the cumulative benefits of sra over time. That
is, the longer a lower achiever is in SFA, the greater the effects.

Other types of dynamics from school to school probably had additional
extraneous effects. In some instances, a clear competitive spirit naturally arose
between school stafts and principals of the matched schools as well as between
schools that were starting up new programs at the same time, as in Fort Wayne
and Montgomery. Principal and major staff transfers, as in Caldwell and to some
degree in Fort Wayne, and facilitator changes (Memphis, years 1 and 3; Caldwell,
year 2), could conceivably have had major impact on program implementations.
Other seemingly influential differences from one site to another were inner-city
(Memphis and Montgomery), urban (Fort Wayne), and rural (Caldwell) envi-
ronments; and background characteristics of students (100% African American
and highly disadvantaged in Memphis and Montgomery; less disadvantaged and
more culturally diverse in Fort Wayne and Caldwell).

Based on these considerations and from the achievement results of this
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study, it seems fair to infer that sFa can typically be replicated successfully at dis-
tant locations from, and with limited monitoring by, the program developers.
Success for All contains the characteristics most often reflected in exemplary
reading programs including systematic procedures, comprehensive intervention
strategies, frequent diagnosis, facilitator leadership, monitoring components,
and extensive and ongoing staff development (Samuels, 1981). These elements
appear to be consistent with other literacy interventions (e.g., Reading Recovery)
that have been associated with high levels of literacy attainment (Hiebert,1994).

Overall, of the many multivariate comparisons (f= 31) across grade levels,
subsample types, and sites reported in this paper, close to half (f = 14) signifi-
cantly favored sFA, whereas only three (all in Caldwell) indicated advantages for
the control program. Yet, these results are not as strong and consistent as those
obtained in the original series of sra evaluations performed by the developers
(Maddenetal.,1993; Slavin etal.,1990). Variations in implementation quality and
particularly in achievement outcomes both within and across sites suggest that
expectations regarding sFa’s potential to enhance reading achievement at a given
school must be realistic. As with any other comprehensive educational program,
the various elements must be effectively operationalized and integrated, teachers
must be well trained, and principals and school staffs must be supportive of the
program philosophy and invested in ensuring its quality or “high reliability”
(Stringfield,1993). A key challenge in this regard is maintaining the integrity and
fidelity of strategies as school administrators and teachers and district policies
change over time. As sFa expands nationally, the attention that individual
schools and districts can receive from the developers will decrease. The associ-
ated need will be stronger local monitoring and quality control of the programs.
This area is already being addressed by the developers through the establishment
of regional training centers and the placements of local expert trainers, funded
by the school districts, to work with the individual schools.

Although measurements used in these studies were individually adminis-
tered tests that are sensitive to all aspects of reading (comprehension, fluency,
word attack, and word identification), there may be broader definitions of lit-
eracy that would be beneficial to examine in programs such as sFa and Reading
Recovery (e.g., listening comprehension, oral language development, writing
ability, and student perception of self as reader). In addition, other studies inves-
tigating the effects of the individual components of the program on literacy ac-
quisition and reading achievement will help schools determine appropriate
choices for implementation, especially when resources are limited and a full
model would not be feasible for schools to implement.

Research that continues to explore the effectiveness of programs across
widely diverse elementary-school contexts and over extended time is crucial for
restructuring initiatives. Increasing schools’ abilities to ensure that disadvan-
taged children will have opportunity to learn and be successful in school hope-
fully is the inevitable result.
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