
53

Research

Spring 2013 Journal of Reading Recovery 

The 2011–2012 school year marked 
the 27th annual evaluation of Read-
ing Recovery by the International 
Data Evaluation Center (IDEC) . 
Yet, unlike the prior 26 years, major 
changes to the evaluation design 
were implemented in 2011–2012 . 
This article will discuss the major 
design changes and report key find-
ings from the annual national report 
of Reading Recovery and Descu-
briendo la Lectura (DLL) . As has 
been the case over the prior 26 years, 
the 2011–2012 literacy outcomes 
for the two interventions were very 
strong . Students in both interven-
tions made significantly greater year-
ly gains relative to their respective 
random samples, and respective new 
similar comparison groups known 
as the tested-not-instructed (TNI) 
students, which reflect a substantial 
closing of the literacy gaps at year-
end testing . 

Since 2005–2006, IDEC has gener-
ated low random samples to gauge 
the effects of Reading Recovery and 
DLL, but the designs employed to 
create such samples led to certain 
methodological limitations . One 
method employed was to select the 
lowest 20% of the random sample 
distribution . For last year’s report, 
propensity score matching was used 
to identify similar random sample 
students . The fundamental problem 
with those approaches was that not 
every Reading Recovery or DLL 

school had low random sample stu-
dents, and the schools that did were 
not representative of the entire popu-
lation of Reading Recovery or DLL 
schools . When it was discovered 
that Reading Recovery and DLL 
students outperformed low random 

sample students, it could not be con-
cluded for certain how much of the 
difference was due to a true treat-
ment effect and how much was due 
to differences in the subsample of 
schools attended by the low random 
sample students . What was missing 
from the similar comparison group 
approach were students from each 
and every Reading Recovery or DLL 
school to (a) ensure that the similar 

comparison group represented all 
schools, and (b) allow for the com-
putation of intervention effects at the 
school level, rather than computing 
an overall effect with disregard for 
school membership . A more-accurate 
method of figuring the overall effect 
of Reading Recovery and DLL is to 
average the effects from each school 
(as opposed to collapsing the data 
into a student-level analysis), because 
the treatment students in each school 
are compared to their local similar 
comparison group . 

To create local school comparison 
groups, half of the Reading Recovery 
and DLL schools across the country 
were randomly assigned to test from 
4 to 10 students who were poten-
tially eligible or were near eligible 
for the interventions, but who did 
not receive them during the school 
year . These TNI students represented 
a subgroup of children who were 
slightly more proficient at the begin-
ning of the school year, but below 
the random sample . They were the 
closest students achievement-wise  
at each school to the treatment 
children, which served as a similar 
comparison group for each sampled 
school . The other half of the  
Reading Recovery and DLL schools 
were asked to implement the extant 
method of testing two randomly  
chosen students (random sample 
children) in order to generate  
estimates of average student perfor-
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mance . The TNI data allowed for 
multilevel hierarchical linear mod-
eling (HLM) analyses to identify 
school characteristics that may have 
been associated with school Read-
ing Recovery effects (there were not 
enough schools to conduct a DLL 
school-level analysis) .

Summary of Reading 
Recovery Outcomes

Characteristics of participants
Reading Recovery was implemented 
in 41 states through 20 university 
training centers located throughout 
the country (see Table 1) . There 
were over 53,000 children who were 
selected and who participated in the 
one-to-one intervention . On average, 
the nearly 6,546 teachers trained in 
Reading Recovery also worked with 
an additional 35 students during 
the school year . These teachers were 
supported by 334 teacher leaders 
from 284 training sites that served 
nearly 1,372 school districts . Reading 
Recovery was implemented in 4,120 
schools, for an average of 1 .60 teach-
ers per building . 

The Observation Survey was admin-
istered to Reading Recovery, random 
sample, or TNI students in fall, mid-
year, and spring . As can be seen in 
Table 1, 3,657 random sample and 
8,813 TNI students were tested . 

Among the Reading Recovery par-
ticipants from 2011–2012, 58% were 
boys, and 67% were eligible for free 
or reduced-price lunch . Children 
were from a diversity of ethnic  
backgrounds including 60% White, 
17% African American, 11% His-
panic, 2% Asian American, 1% 
Native American, and 9% which 
represented multiple races or other 
ethnic backgrounds . 

Among the Reading Recovery 
students

•  15% (n = 7,898) were sec-
ond or later entry and still in 
lessons at year-end without 
enough time in the school year 
to complete the intervention,

•  4% (n = 2,185) moved during 
the school year while they were 
enrolled in lessons, and

•  2% (n = 1,115) were removed 
from the intervention by some-
one other than the Reading 
Recovery teacher .

Of the remaining students who had a 
complete intervention (n = 41,927)

•  74% (n = 30,864) reached 
average levels of reading and 
writing and their programs 
were successfully discontinued, 
and 

•  26% (n = 11,063) made prog-
ress but not sufficient enough 
to reach within-average levels 
of reading and writing . They 

were recommended for consid-
eration of follow-up support or 
longer-term intervention . 

Observation Survey results
The comparison groups (random 
sample and TNI) served to address 
two fundamental questions regarding 
the effectiveness of Reading Recovery . 
One key question is whether Reading 
Recovery students reach average levels 
of literacy achievement at the end of 
first grade relative to all other first-
grade children who do not receive the 
intervention . The Observation Survey 
scores of all random sample students, 
including those that received Reading 
Recovery, were used to compute aver-
age achievement levels . A second key 
question relates to whether Reading 
Recovery students performed better 
than how they would have performed 
if not provided the intervention . TNI 
students’ scores were used to address 
that research question . 

The total score scale was created 
based on 2009–2010 random sample 
student data (including the random 
sample students who received  
Reading Recovery) . Students’  
Observation Survey scores on all 
six subtests from fall, mid-year, and 
spring were used to create the mea-
sure . Instead of using the Observa-
tion Survey scores of each student 
from the three time points, the ran-
dom sample was divided into three 
randomly assigned groups; and the 
fall, mid-year, or spring Observa-
tion Survey scores were chosen from 
each group, respectively, to represent 
a sample of students from the three 
time points during the school year . 
The six Observation Survey subtasks 
were treated as partial credit “items” 
in a Rasch-based IRT analysis to 
convert the total raw scores to log 
odd values that ranged from about 

Table 1.  Participation in Reading 
Recovery in the United 
States 2011–2012 

Entity n

University Training Centers 20 

Teacher Training Sites 284 

States and Federal Entities* 41 

Districts 1,372 

Schools 4,120 

Teacher Leaders 334 

Teachers 6,546 

Reading Recovery Students 53,170 

Random Sample for RR 3,657 

Tested Not Instructed for RR 8,813

* including Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
Department of Defense Domestic, and 
Department of Defense Overseas
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-4 to 4 . Those values were converted 
using a linear transformation to  
create the final 0 to 800-point scale . 
Because student scores were from 
various test points during the school 
year, the scale reflects yearlong 
growth . Hence, a score such as 500 
indicates the same literacy achieve-
ment level at any time point . 

Figure 1 presents the mean total 
scores for successfully discontinued 
Reading Recovery students who 
were served first (Entry 1), or fall 
entry of the school year; Reading 
Recovery students served second 
(Entry 2); random sample; and 
TNI students . Only the scores of 
students with valid scores at all 
three tests points were included in 
the analysis . As expected, the TNI 
group had a slightly larger fall mean 
score relative to the Entry 1 and 2 
Reading Recovery students, but less 
than the random sample students . 
By mid-year, Entry 1 students had 
a significantly greater mean gain 
than the Entry 2, TNI, and random 
sample students . By year-end, the 
mean Entry 1 growth rate dropped 
off to some degree from the average 
random sample student, but Entry 
1 Reading Recovery students, on 
average, finished the year at about 
the achievement level of random 
sample students and considerably 
higher than TNI students . The mean 
achievement level of Entry 2 students  
was comparable to Entry 1 and 
random sample students, but higher 
than TNI students in the spring or 
year’s end . 

Note that Entry 2 students had a 
significantly smaller fall-to-mid-year 
mean gain than TNI students . This 
finding is critical to strengthen the 
inference that Reading Recovery is 
an effective intervention for three 
reasons . One, it may indicate that 

Reading Recovery teachers accurately 
identify and provide the treatment 
to the students most in need . On 
average, the students served in the 
second round are those who are fall-
ing behind the TNI group . Two, one 
possible explanation for the larger fall 
to mid-year gain for Entry 1 students 
is that their scores regressed more 
to the mean than TNI or random 
sample students . If that explana-
tion were true, however, one would 
also expect the Entry 2 students to 
regress more toward the mean given 
their lower fall mean score . As can 
be seen from Figure 1, their growth 
rate in the first half of the year does 
not reflect greater regression . Three, 
Entry 2 students essentially serve as 
another (even more similar) com-
parison group for Entry 1 students 
at least in the first part of the year to 
address the question, “What would 
happen to the achievement levels 
of Reading Recovery students if 
they did not receive the treatment?” 
Clearly, the growth rate for Entry 1 

students would be considerably lower 
without the treatment, as reflected in 
the Entry 2 student fall to mid-year 
growth . Entry 2 students had the 
largest growth rate in the second half 
of the year during the time of their 
intervention .

The magnitude of mean differences, 
or effect sizes, between Reading 
Recovery and random sample or TNI 
students was examined . Tables 2 and 
3 present the mean Observation Sur-
vey total score and six subtask scores 
of Entry 1 and Entry 2 Reading 
Recovery students pooled together, 
and random sample and TNI stu-
dents, respectively . In both tables, the 
right-hand columns provide the effect 
sizes in terms of standardized mean 
differences (positive values indicate 
that the Reading Recovery mean was 
greater than the comparison mean 
value) and the percentile standing of 
the average Reading Recovery child 
in the comparison group distribution 
(in parentheses) . As expected, the 

Figure 1.  Mean Observation Survey Total Score for Successfully Discontinued 
Reading Recovery (Entry 1 and Entry 2), Random Sample, and 
Tested Not Instructed Students in the United States, 2011–2012 
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mean Reading Recovery scores in fall 
ranged from the 20th to 34th percen-
tile, with the latter value likely due 
to an apparent ceiling effect of Letter 
Identification in the random sample . 
By year-end, the effect size differ-
ences shrank significantly, indicating 
the closing of the achievement gap . 
On the total score measure, Reading 
Recovery students, on average, per-
formed at the 48th percentile relative 
to the random sample . On Concepts  
About Print and the Ohio Word Test, 
the mean Reading Recovery score was 
slightly larger than the average ran-
dom sample value . Ceiling effects on 
those measures, however, may have 

contributed to the small differences 
between Reading Recovery and ran-
dom sample students . On Vocabulary 
and Text Reading Level, the average 
Reading Recovery students were at 
the 48th and 43rd percentiles, respec-
tively . Thus, the Reading Recovery 
mean scores were in average national 
achievement ranges on all six tasks .

The fall and spring test scores for 
Reading Recovery Entry 1 and 2 
students combined and TNI children 
are provided in Table 3 . In fall, the 
Reading Recovery total score mean 
was at the 35th percentile in the fall 
TNI distribution, indicating the 

greater initial proficiency of the TNI 
group . The Reading Recovery and 
TNI students, on average, were the 
most comparable on Text Reading 
Level, as indicated by the smallest 
fall effect size difference among the 
measures . 

By spring, Reading Recovery students 
outperformed the TNI students on 
all six tasks and the total score .  
Reading Recovery students started 
the year below the TNI group and 
surpassed them by the end of the 
year . The average Reading Recovery 
student scored at the 64th percentile 
in the TNI group distribution on the 

Table 2.  Mean Fall and Spring Observation Survey Total Scores with Effect Sizes for Successfully Discontinued Reading 
Recovery and Random Sample Students 2011–2012 

 
 Discontinued Random Sample Effect Size
 (n = 20,858) (n = 3,657) Difference
Observation Survey Task Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring

Total Score 390.89 552.59 436.65 555.81 -.85 (20) -.07 (48) 

Text Reading Level 1 .49 19 .53 5 .40 20 .67 - .64 (26) - .17 (43) 

Writing Vocabulary 12 .11 56 .14 20 .73 57 .52 - .72 (24) - .06 (48) 

Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words 22 .38 35 .98 28 .34 35 .84 - .69 (25) - .08 (47) 

Letter Identification 49 .42 53 .46 51 .23 53 .48 - .42 (34)  .00 (50) 

Ohio Word Test 4 .25 19 .16 9 .34 19 .04 - .82 (21) + .06 (52) 

Concepts About Print 12 .99 20 .92 15 .19 20 .85 - .61 (27) + .03 (51)

Table 3.  Mean Fall and Spring Observation Survey Total Scores with Effect Sizes for Successfully Discontinued Reading 
Recovery and Tested Not Instructed Students 2011–2012 

 
 Discontinued Tested Not Instructed Effect Size
 (n = 20,858) (n = 7,713) Difference
Observation Survey Task Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring

Total Score 390.89 552.59 411.46 538.01 -.38 (35) +.35 (64)

Text Reading Level 1 .49 19 .53 2 .56 17 .47 - .17 (43) + .85 (80) 

Writing Vocabulary 12 .11 56 .14 15 .65 51 .13 - .28 (39) + .27 (60) 

Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words 22 .38 35 .98 25 .68 35 .25 - .40 (34) + .30 (62) 

Letter Identification 49 .42 53 .47 50 .54 53 .30 - .26 (40) + .10 (53) 

Ohio Word Test 4 .25 19 .16 6 .35 18 .48 - .34 (37) + .32 (62) 

Concepts About Print 12 .99 20 .92 13 .95 19 .85 - .27 (39) + .44 (67)
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total test . An overall effect size for 
Reading Recovery can be computed 
by subtracting the fall from spring 
mean scores of Reading Recovery and 
TNI students respectively, subtracting 
the mean gain difference of the two 
groups, and dividing by the pooled 
fall standard deviation (40) . The 
resulting value was  .90, indicative of a 
strong effect for Reading Recovery . 

Figure 2 provides a visual interpre-
tation of the year-end effect sizes 
on the composite measure . On the 
horizontal axis are the mean scores 
of the TNI, Reading Recovery, and 
random sample . Around each mean 
is a hypothetical bell curve indicat-
ing the expected distribution of the 
scores in each population among the 
three groups . The Reading Recovery 
mean of 553 (which is at the 50th 
percentile in the Reading Recovery 
distribution) would be at the 64th 
percentile in the TNI distribution, 
and at the 48th percentile in the ran-
dom sample distribution . Note that 
the Reading Recovery student distri-
bution is closer to the random sample 
than the TNI by the end of the year . 

School effects analysis
Half of the Reading Recovery schools 
were asked at random to employ the 
TNI method in 2011–2012, which 
allowed for a school-level analysis of 
the effects of the intervention . HLM 
was employed to compute school- 
level treatment effects and an a 
ggregate overall effect for the 1,958 
schools with adequate Reading 
Recovery and TNI student data . 
Students’ spring total scores served 
as the outcome . A covariance analy-
sis was conducted by adjusting the 
spring outcome by the students’ fall 
total scores . A variable coded “1” if a 

student received Reading Recovery  
and completed the intervention  
(discontinued and referred status  
students) and “0” if the student was 
in the TNI group served as the pri-
mary Level 2 predictor of adjusted 
average spring scores . The average 
slope of that predictor across the 
schools indicated the overall effects 
of Reading Recovery when compar-
ing Reading Recovery completers to 
TNI students . The HLM analysis 
yielded a 14 .47 average school dif-
ference on spring total scores while 
adjusting for fall values in favor 
of the Reading Recovery students . 
Dividing that difference by 40 (the 
pooled spring standard deviation) led 
to an effect size of  .36 for Reading 
Recovery . This estimate was lower 
than the  .90 effect based on the pre-
post differences, mainly because the 
school-level analysis included referred 
and discontinued students . 

Although the overall Reading Recov-
ery effect was  .36 at the school level, 
the effects varied dramatically across 
the schools . The standard deviation 
of mean school differences between 
Reading Recovery and TNI students 
was 23 .4 points . There were many 
schools with very large effect sizes, 
and others with much smaller effects .  

HLM analysis also can produce spe-
cific effects by individual schools . 
That is, each school has a unique 
slope of the 0 .1 predictor variable, 
with larger values indicating greater 
adjusted spring mean differences 
between Reading Recovery and TNI 
students . Available school variables 
that reflected certain building char-
acteristics were used as potential 
predictors of these individual school 
slopes . This analysis addressed the 
question, “What school properties 
account for differences in Reading  
Recovery effectiveness across 

Figure 2.  2011-2012 Year-End Observation Survey Total Score Effect Sizes 
Comparing the Reading Recovery, Random Sample, and Tested Not 
Instructed Student Means
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schools?” Effectiveness was defined 
as the adjusted mean difference at 
the school between the Reading 
Recovery and TNI students . 

IDEC presently does not collect 
more-substantive information about 
schools . Most of the school-level 
variables at our disposal were rather 
rudimentary, such as the number of 
first-grade students and the number 
of Reading Recovery teachers .  
Most of those variables did not sig-
nificantly predict school effectiveness 
scores . The best available predictors  
related to the experience at the 
school in terms of delivering Read-
ing Recovery . Three variables were 
constructed:

1 .  the average years of teacher 
experience in Reading 
Recovery (If the school had 
one Reading Recovery teacher, 
that teacher’s years of Reading 
Recovery service was used .)

2 .  the number of years Reading 
Recovery was offered at the 
school

3 .  if greater than half of teachers 
at the school were not in their 
training year (coded “1” if 
majority not in training year, 
“0” if otherwise)  

Table 4 presents the results of the 
school-level analysis . All three experi-
ence variables predicted the school 
effectiveness values . As can be seen 
from the table, the impact on the 
school effects for having at least half 
of the teachers-in-training were rath-
er dramatic . Schools with most of 
their teachers beyond their training 
year had an average effect of  .60 ( .36 
plus  .24) . In addition, each addition-
al year of teacher experience at the 
school added to the effect size, and to 

a lesser extent, each additional year 
the school had Reading Recovery  
increased the effect . 

In last year’s analysis of teacher 
effects, it was discovered that more 
years of Reading Recovery service 
was positively related to teacher 
effectiveness, but only up to a point . 
After about 12–15 years of service, 
the effect declined . Given those find-
ings, it was important to examine if 
the same curvilinear relationship held 

Table 4.  School-Level HLM Results 2011–2012 

Model for Adjusted Spring Total Scores       Coefficient Effect Size

Average Reading Recovery vs . TNI Slope 14 .47  .36

Average Years Reading Recovery Teaching Experience  .77  Add  .10 to the average effect per 5 additional 

years of teaching experience 

Years School Has Had Reading Recovery  .37 Add  .05 to the average effect per 5 years

Majority Not In Training 9 .40  Add  .24 to the average effect for schools  

without majority of teachers in training

Figure 3.  School Effectiveness as a Function of Average Years of Teacher  
Reading Recovery Experience and School Years with Reading  
Recovery 2011–2012
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for average years of Reading Recov-
ery teaching at each school, and the 
number of years the school has had 
the intervention . Figure 3 presents 
the average school effects plotted on 
the vertical axis by both predictors . 
A school effect score of 0 indicates 
average effectiveness, with larger val-
ues indicating greater effectiveness . 
The same curvilinear relationship 
was detected at the school level, but 
the peaks of maximum effectiveness 
were slightly different . School effects 
peak at about 15–16 years of aver-
age teacher experience, and at about 
19 years of Reading Recovery at the 
school . Note that the effects for aver-
age years of Reading Recovery teach-
er experience has a greater impact 
on effectiveness than years the 
school has had Reading Recovery, as 
reflected in the higher peak for the 
former variable . Also keep in mind 
that the two variables are related but 
distinct . The first variable pertains to 
how experienced the teachers are at a 
school, on average, the second vari-
able relates to how long the school 
has had to establish the intervention 
at the building . 

Summary of Descubriendo 
la Lectura Outcomes
Descubriendo la Lectura (DLL), the 
reconstruction of Reading Recovery 
in Spanish, is for first graders who 
receive their initial literacy instruc-
tion in Spanish . Table 5 provides 
basic descriptive information about 
DLL implementation in the country . 
During the 2011–2012 school year, 
837 DLL children were taught by 
110 teachers, many of which serve 
RR children as well because they 
were trained to implement both 
interventions . The students were 
from 96 schools in 29 school districts 

located in 6 states . The teachers 
receive professional development  
support from 9 teacher leaders who 
support DLL implementation across 
multiple sites . Fifty-eight percent of 
DLL students were boys, 99% were 
Hispanic, and 98% qualified for free 
or reduced-price lunch . 

Among all children served in DLL, 
53% reached the average reading 
levels of their peers and their lessons 
were discontinued . Another 24% 
were recommended for further evalu-
ation, two percent moved, and 18% 
received incomplete interventions . 
Among the students who completed 
the intervention (discontinued and 
referred students), 69% had their  
lessons discontinued .

Following the same sampling pro-
cesses as Reading Recovery, two stu-
dents per participating DLL school 
were administered the Instrumento 
de Observación in fall, mid-year, 
and at the end of year in half of the 
schools assigned at random . Those 
students combined represented the 
random sample . In the other half 

of the randomly assigned schools, 
teachers were asked to implement the 
TNI method . There were an equal 
number of TNI and random sample 
students . 

DLL random sample students’ scores 
on the six tasks of the Instrumento 
de Observación across multiple 
years were combined as was done 
for Reading Recovery to create a 0 
to 800-point total score measure 
that reflected literacy development 
throughout the school year . Note 
that although this measure was 
developed using the same methods, 
a score of the same value on each 
measure should not be interpreted to 
indicate the same degree of literacy 
achievement (the tests contain differ-
ent items and were scaled on differ-
ent random samples) .

Figure 4 on the following page pres-
ents the mean scores for both Entry 
1 and 2 successfully discontinued 
students and all DLL random sample 
participants on the total score at each 
time point . Tables 6 and 7 provide 
the mean scores and effect sizes for 
Entry 1 and 2 DLL, random sample 
and TNI students in fall and at the 
end of year . The trends for DLL 
were similar to the Reading Recovery 
results presented in Figure 1 with 
some differences . DLL students had 
considerably lower total scores than 
random sample students, on average,  
in fall, but by the end of year, the 
two DLL groups surpassed the 
random sample . Unlike in Reading 
Recovery, the TNI group had a fall 
mean total score value that was great-
er than the random sample, and the 
two comparison groups performed at 
about the same level in spring . Thus, 
the TNI DLL group did not serve as 
a similar comparison group . 

Table 5.  Participation in 
Descubriendo la Lectura 
in the United States 
2011–2012 

Entity n

University Training Centers 6 

Teacher Training Sites 26 

States  6 

Districts 29 

Schools 96 

Teacher Leaders 9 

Teachers 110 

DLL Students 837 

Random Sample for DLL 76 

Tested Not Instructed for DLL 78
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The greatest growth of any group 
was Entry 1 DLL students from 
fall to mid-year, followed by Entry 
2 DLL students from mid-year to 
spring, indicating that gain was 
greatest during the intervention peri-
ods . Entry 2 students gained about 
the same amount from fall to mid-
year relative to random sample and 
TNI students, but then outgained 

them during their treatment period 
in the latter half of the year .

Tables 6 and 7 provide the fall and 
spring means and effect sizes on 
all tasks and the total score of the 
Instrumento de Observación for 
DLL discontinued students (Entry 1 
and 2 combined) and random sample 
and TNI students, respectively . 

Combined, the average DLL student 
performed at the 63rd percentile of 
random sample students on the total 
test and at the 50th percentile of the 
TNI in spring . Discontinued DLL 
students outperformed the random 
sample on all six Instrumento de 
Observación tasks in spring (see 
Table 6), and DLL students outper-
formed TNI students on three of the 
six Instrumento de Observación tasks 
at year-end (Table 7) . 

It is not completely clear why the 
TNI group was more proficient on 
average compared to the random 
sample group in both the fall and 
spring . With such small sample sizes, 
the standard errors are relatively 
large, which weakens the confidence 
in the mean scores as “true” values . 
Also, the random sample contains 
DLL students, whereas the TNI does 
not, and if a school is fully covering 
all of its students who need DLL, the 
TNI students may be significantly 
more proficient in Spanish at the 
beginning of the year . Nonetheless, 
the TNI method did not work as 
well for DLL as it did for Reading 
Recovery, which will need to be 
revisited in future years .

Table 6.  Mean Fall and Spring Instrumento de Observación Total Scores with Effect Sizes for Successfully Discontinued 
Descubriendo la Lectura (DLL) and DLL Random Sample Students 2011–2012  

 
 Discontinued Random Sample Effect Size
 (n = 335) (n = 66) Difference
Instrumento de Observacíon Task Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring

Total Score 468.70 578.49 491.35 567.94 -.56 (29) +.32 (63)

Análisis Actual del Texto 1 .36 18 .50 4 .47 17 .41 - .47 (32) + .15 (56)

Escritura de Vocabulario 11 .08 48 .56 16 .89 44 .21 - .52 (30) + .28 (61) 

Oír y Anotar los Sonidos en las Palabras 25 .32 38 .51 28 .38 37 .56 - .30 (38) + .34 (63) 

Identificacíon de Letras 47 .94 58 .64 52 .39 58 .21 - .47 (32) + .13 (55) 

Prueba de Palabras 8 .20 19 .59 11 .68 18 .64 - .53 (30) + .04 (51) 

Conceptos del Texto Impreso 10 .35 20 .11 12 .14 18 .73 - .46 (32) + .38 (65)

Figure 4.  Mean Instrumento de Observación Total Score for Successfully  
Discontinued Descubriendo la Lectura (Entry 1 and Entry 2), 
Random Sample, and Tested Not Instructed Students in the United 
States, 2011–2012 
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Conclusion
IDEC continually strives to make 
improvements to the national evalua-
tion design to better and more accu-
rately inform stakeholders about 
the effects of Reading Recovery and 
Descubriendo la Lectura . The major 
design change in 2011–2012 was the 
inclusion of the TNI comparison 
group, which allowed for the compu-
tation of school-specific effects and 
a more representative and balanced 
similar comparison group than the 
low random sample . The outcome 
patterns of random sample and TNI 
students indicated that teachers did 
an incredible job collecting the com-
parison group data in this first year 
of design alteration . 

The overall Reading Recovery school 
effect was  .36, indicative of a strong 
intervention impact . Yet the effects 
across schools varied considerably, 
with some schools having much 
smaller and larger effects than  .36 . 
A major advancement in the evalu-
ation of Reading Recovery would 
be to understand why school effects 
vary, and to describe school scenarios 
where the effects are high and low . 
Presently, IDEC has but rudimentary  

information on schools, but it was 
possible to explore the effects of 
school experience on magnitude 
estimates .

More years of teacher experience at 
the school, on average, was positively 
associated with school effects, as was 
having a majority of the teachers 
beyond the training year . Schools 
with half or more of their teachers in 
training were much less effective . To 

a lesser extent, the number of years 
a school has had Reading Recovery 
continuously was positively related 
to school effect sizes . More teacher 
experience and more school years in 
Reading Recovery, however, were 
associated with larger Reading  
Recovery effects up to a point, and 
then begin to decline after about 

15–16 average years of teacher 
experience and 19 years of school 
experience .

There are some potential limitations 
with measuring school effective-
ness with the intervention through 
the TNI method . Some schools, 
especially small ones, had but a few 
TNI students which lowers the reli-
ability of the individual school effect 
estimate . With over 1,800 schools 

with adequate data, the overall effect 
estimates is quite reliable, but the 
individual school effect estimates 
can be compromised due to small 
sample sizes . Further, schools that 
offer supplemental interventions to 
TNI students, or who have high-
quality classroom practices are at a 
disadvantage in terms of positing 

Table 7.  Mean Fall and Spring Instrumento de Observación Total Scores with Effect Sizes for Successfully Discontinued 
Descubriendo la Lectura (DLL) and DLL Tested Not Instructed Students 2011–2012  

 
 Discontinued Tested Not Instructed Effect Size
 (n = 335) (n = 56) Difference
Instrumento de Observacíon Task Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring

Total Score 468.70 578.48 494.84 578.55 -.65 (26) .00 (50)

Análisis Actual del Texto 1 .36 18 .50  .32 18 .75 + .16 (56) - .03 (49)

Escritura de Vocabulario 11 .08 48 .56 18 .09 49 .29 - .62 (27) - .05 (48) 

Oír y Anotar los Sonidos en las Palabras 25 .32 38 .51 30 .50 38 .20 - .51 (31) + .11 (54) 

Identificacíon de Letras 47 .94 58 .64 53 .71 58 .82  .62 (27) - .05 (48) 

Prueba de Palabras 8 .20 19 .59 12 .05 19 .41 - .59 (28) + .05 (51) 

Conceptos del Texto Impreso 10 .35 20 .11 12 .23 19 .34 - .48 (32) + .21 (58)

Reading Recovery and DLL are extremely extraordi-
nary interventions that have been able to persistently 
produce large effects over multiple years at a relatively 
large scale . Very few, if any, other interventions have 
been able to succeed at the same level in the U .S .



Research

Journal of Reading Recovery Spring 201362

a larger Reading Recovery effect, 
because as the TNI scores increase, 
the Reading Recovery-TNI gap likely 
decreases . IDEC is exploring if other 
design methods—such as using 
Reading Recovery students’ Observa-
tion Survey growth rates adjusted 
for background differences among 
students—would yield more-accurate 
school effect indices, especially given 
that any effective treatment offered 
to comparison students adds error 
to the Reading Recovery effect 
estimates .   

The outcome data across Reading 
Recovery, DLL, and comparison 
group students revealed strong yearly 
gains for intervention students rela-
tive to their peers . As was the case in 
2010–2011, the average Reading  
Recovery discontinued student 
reached the 48th percentile in the 
random sample distribution on the 
total score by spring, essentially clos-
ing the literacy achievement gap . The 
same student would have reached 
the 64th percentile in the TNI dis-
tribution by spring, exceeding the 
proficiency levels of the majority of 
students who started the year more 
proficient . The average discontinued 
DLL student reached the 63rd per-

centile in the random sample distri-
bution on the spring total score . This 
gap reduction was an improvement 
over the prior year, where the average 
discontinued DLL student reached 
the 51st percentile in the random 
sample at the end of the year . 

Reading Recovery and DLL are 
extraordinary interventions that have 
been able to persistently produce 

large effects over multiple years at 
a relatively large scale . Very few, if 
any, other interventions have been 
able to succeed at the same level in 
the United States . The results from 
2011–2012 further corroborate the 
continued positive impact that both 
interventions have had on struggling 
readers and schools that serve those 
children .
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