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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  What was the intended outcome of the goal?

Name/Title:  One-on-One Tutoring in Reading for Elementary Students at Risk for Reading Failure

Research Question:

· How effective are adult-delivered, one-to-one instructional interventions in reading for children at risk for reading failure?

· Goal was to provide a reasonable estimate of the gains (as measured immediately after an intervention) that students at risk for reading failure are likely to achieve as a result of participating in one-to-one reading intervention.

· How do key features of the intervention relate to intervention outcomes?

· Goal was to identify importance/impact of expertise of the individuals who implement the program, the training they undergo before beginning the intervention, the frequency of tutoring sessions, and the total hours of instruction provided to each student.

· To what extent are variables related to the studies’ research methodology associated with study outcomes?

· Goal is to examine the relation between effect size variation and methodological variables, including the assignment of students to treatment groups, implementation of treatment with fidelity, and impact of standardized or nonstandardized tests.

· How do the outcomes of Reading Recovery compare with outcomes produced by other interventions?

· Goal is to recognize impact of Reading Recovery compared with other one-to-one interventions designed to prevent or remediate reading failure in young children.

· How do the outcomes of one-to-one reading interventions compare with those of small-group interventions.  

· Goal is to compare the effectiveness and efficiency of one-to-one reading interventions with small-group interventions.

Description of subjects:  (Include number of participants, ages, SES, etc.):  Include a description of special education students and/or general education students that are included in the study.  

The students in two studies (3 samples of students) had learning disabilities; students in all other studies (39 samples) had no identified disability but were identified as at risk for reading difficulties.  The preponderance of students represented in the present synthesis were first graders (n = 1,164), 8 samples of students in grades 2 or 3 (n = 182), 5 samples of students in grades 4-6 (n = 130), and one sample of students ranging from first through fourth grade (n = 63).

2. Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention.

The meta-analysis looked closely at the impact of one-on-one tutoring by adults to students who are at risk in reading.  The areas of tutoring were the following:

· Decoding-word recognition

· Comprehension

· Mixed (combination of decoding, word recognition, and comprehension)

· Phonemic awareness – phonics

· Visual-perceptual skills

· Under-specified (not sufficiently well described to be coded)

3. Describe the design of the study (e.g., sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention).

Criteria for the inclusion of studies in the meta-analyses of the research studies included the following:

· Studies were published or available between 1975 and 1998.

· Participants were elementary students identified as at risk for reading failure, scoring in lowest 20-30 percentile on grade-level reading assessments or possessing learning disabilities.

· Outcomes of students receiving one-to-one instruction in reading were compared with those of students who exhibited comparably low performance in reading but did not receive one-to-one instruction in reading

· Outcome data amenable to the calculation of an effect size were reported.

Twenty-nine of the 31 studies that met the search criteria contrasted one or more groups of students who participated in a supplemental one-to-one instructional intervention in reading with a group of students who did not receive any one-to-one instructions.  Two studies, comprising three effect size comparisons, contrasted outcomes for students participating in a one-to-one reading intervention with outcomes for students participating in a small-group reading intervention.

Summary of intervention procedures are available on pages 610 – 612 of the summary of the meta-analyses.  The categories included the following:

· Decoding-word recognition

· Comprehension

· Mixed (combination of decoding, word recognition, and comprehension)

· Phonemic awareness – phonics

· Visual-perceptual skills

· Under-specified (not sufficiently well described to be coded)

Intervention intensity was examined in two ways:  duration (length in weeks) and total instructional time (number of hours).  Duration ranged from8 to 90 weeks; instructional time ranged from 8 to 150 hours.  

4.  What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (e.g., effect size, tests of significance) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)  Do the instruments collect data that answer the research question?

Calculation of Effect Sizes of Studies that Meet the Criteria:  Standardized effect sizes were computed as the difference between the mean posttest score of the intervention group minus the mean posttest score of the control or comparison group divided by the standard deviation of the control or comparison group.  The data set included effect size comparisons for 45 independent samples of students.

5.   Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study.

Reading outcomes for 42 samples of students (N=1,539) investigated in 29 studies reported between 1975 and 1998 had a mean weighted effect size of 0.41when compared with controls.  Interventions that used trained volunteers or college students were highly effective.  For Reading Recovery interventions, effects for students identified as discontinued were substantial, whereas effects for students identified as not discontinued were not significantly different from zero.  Two studies comparing one-to-one with small-group supplemental instruction showed no advantage for the one-to-one programs.

The tutors whose students made the greatest gains as a result of one-to-one instruction were college students.

The effect size associated with consistent tutors was 0.85, compared to inconsistent tutors at 0.06.

The effect size for students in the earlier years was 0.37 – 0.49 compared to the students in grades 4-6, which was insignificant.

The focus associated with the largest effect (2.41) was reading comprehension; this effect was derived from two interventions that used direct instruction to improve comprehension of upper elementary students with learning disabilities.  Medium-range effect foci were those on “mixed” or phonemic awareness-phonics.  Interventions focused on visual-perceptual skills had effect size close to 0.

Interventions lasting up to 20 weeks had a mean weighted effect size of 0.65, compared with 0.37 for those lasting longer than 20 weeks.  Total instructional time was not reliably associated with effect  size variation.  The meta-analyses also indicated that the same amount of instructional time, delivered more intensively, tends to have more powerful effects.

The Reading Recovery students experienced an effect size of .66; discontinued students were .71, not discontinued were .00.    Compared with other interventions, those who had the Reading Recovery (effect size of 0.66) were significantly higher that that for other matched interventions (effect size of 0.29).

It should be noted that those receiving small-group interventions did as well as those with one-on-one (including Reading Recovery).

6. Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  Did implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the integrity of the implementation?  Was the intervention prescriptive in nature?

Homogeneity tests revealed that the use of a check on the fidelity of treatment was not significantly associated with the variation in effect sizes.  In contrast, the method that researchers used to assign students to treatments was reliably associated with such variation, so that studies that used random assignment or matching yielded significantly higher effect sizes (0.56) than studies that used other procedures (e.g., teacher judgment, convenience). 

7. Were gains in student achievement reported?

Yes:  If yes, briefly describe. 

The increase was most significant in the area of comprehension. 

8.   Replication:  Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  Is this study a replication of an earlier study?  Did this study match up special education and/or general education students in the same way as the earlier study?

Yes:  If yes, briefly describe.

The effectiveness of one-to-one instruction has been validated by empirical research, especially for students who are considered at risk for school failure or have been identified as having reading or learning disabilities.  (Bloom, 1984; Jenkins, Mayhall, Peschka, & Jenkins,1974; Juel, 1991; Wasick & Slavin,1993).

Cohen et al., 1992 and Mathes & Fuchs, 1994, found that students who were tutored by their classmates or by older students made greater academic gains than did untutored students.

Summary:

Rating:    __4_  Design (scale 1-5)   

Summary:  A meta-analysis of supplemental, adult-instructed one-to-one reading interventions for elementary students at risk for reading failure was conducted.  Reading outcomes for 42 samples of students (N=1,539) investigated in 29 studies reported between 1975 and 1998 had a mean weighted effect size of 0.41when compared with controls.  Interventions that used trained volunteers or college students were highly effective.  For Reading Recovery interventions, effects for students identified as discontinued were substantial, whereas effects for students identified as not discontinued were not significantly different from zero.  Two studies comparing one-to-one with small-group supplemental instruction showed no advantage for the one-to-one programs.

The meta-analysis revealed that significant help was given to struggling readers by college students and trained, reliable community workers.  It may be possible to reduce the cost of providing effective, supplemental one-to-one instruction to students at risk for reading failure.  

It is important to note that when highly qualified teachers implement a well-designed intervention, the academic benefit to students is the same, whether students are taught individually or in a group of 2 to 6 students.

This meta-analysis did not provide support for the superiority of Reading Recovery over other one-to-one reading interventions.

The authors of the meta-analysis do recommend that schools give serious consideration to one-to-one reading interventions that use trained college students and volunteers and to intensive small-group interventions.
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