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10	 Family Literacy

(3)	 For New Groups

Main reference: Brooks et al. (1999)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1997–98

Age ranges: (linguistic minorities) 3–6, but reading data reported here only on children of Y1 age; Y4

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: (linguistic minorities) 65; (Y4) 144

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Reading test:	 (linguistic minorities) Hodder and Stoughton Literacy Baseline; 
	 (Y4) NFER–Nelson Progress in English 9

Pre- and post-test average standardised scores and s.d’s, gains (s.d’s not stated), and effect 
sizes calculated (by GB) using s.d. of standardisation sample:

pre post gain effect size

Linguistic minorities 
(reading accuracy)

Average score 93.5 104.3

(s.d.) (16.9) (14.8) 10.8 0.72

Y4  
(reading comprehension)

Average score 87.1 95.8 8.7 0.58

(s.d.) (14.5) (16.4)

Statistical significances: all p<0.05

Starting and ending levels and progress: For the Y1 linguistic minority children the pre-test average 
score was already within the average range, and the post-test was above the norm; this useful progress 
is reflected in the medium effect size. The Y4 children’s pre-test average was just below age-related 
expectation, and their post-test average was much closer to the norm; again, this useful progress is 
reflected in the medium effect size.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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11	 FFT Wave 3

Main reference: Canning (2004)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2004

Age range: Y1–3

Type of children: SEN with very low attainment – working at P6 to 1C

N of experimental group: 67 in about 30 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 10

Reading assessment: A range of early reading and writing assessments was used. The one from which 
an impact measure could be derived, indirectly, was Reading Recovery book levels. All children in England 
who enter Reading Recovery are now routinely assessed on both RR book levels and the BASWRT, and the 
Reading Recovery national coordinators at the Institute of Education, University of London have therefore 
been able to use their large database to correlate book levels with BASWRT reading ages, and these 
equivalences have been used in this analysis.

Pre- and post-test average RR book levels and r.a’s in years and months, gains in book levels 
and in reading accuracy in months of r.a., and RG:

pre post gain RG

book levels 2.2 7.9 5.7

r.a. 5:1 5:8 7 2.8

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Both pre- and post-test average scores show these pupils 
were not yet functionally literate; for those in Y2–3, in particular, this means they were well behind. They 
made useful progress, but this would need to be sustained by further quality teaching.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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12	 Five Minute Box

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Rosy McVittie via Graham and Jane Kendall

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2004–05

Age range: Y1–4

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 40 in 4 schools in Southampton

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: (average) 28 (6.5 months used in calculating RG)

Reading test: not stated

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months, gain (presumably in reading accuracy) in 
months of r.a. (s.d’s not stated) and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

6:8 7:6 10 1.5

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The modest progress brought the average score up from 
functionally illiterate to semi-literate.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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13	 Further Literacy Support

Main references: Beard et al. (2004, 2005, 2007)

Research design: Unmatched groups pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2003

Age range: Y5

Type of children: Low attainment (level 2a–3 of National Curriculum), approximately bottom 20% of the 
average class, but not the very lowest attainers (below level 2a)

N of experimental group: 	 1359 in 161 schools (pre) in 25 LAs, 
				    1054 in 150 of same schools (post) 

N of comparison groups: 	 for standardised test, 120 in 5 schools in 1 LA not among those above  
				    (pre & post) 
				    otherwise, 4215 in same 161 schools as above (pre),  
				    2600 in same 150 schools as above (post)

Equivalence of groups:	 For standardised test, the 5 schools ‘were from a wide range of socio-	
				    economic catchments and were identified through local professional 	
				    networks. The Ofsted website… was consulted to ensure that their pupil 	
				    attainment reflected an appropriate range when the schools were last 	
				    inspected.’ (Beard et al., 2007)

For other measures, it seems to have been assumed that both experimental group and larger comparison 
group would be nationally representative

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12; also 12 weeks between pre- and post-standardised tests (January–
March), but about 25 weeks (January–July) between pre- and post-Teacher Assessments

Reading assessments:	 (standardised test) Literacy Impact (Twist and Brill, 2000) 
		   		  (otherwise) Teacher Assessment scores

Pre- and post-test average scaled reading comprehension scores and s.d’s (apparently pooled 
between pre and post within groups), gains (s.d’s not stated), effect size calculated (by GB) as 
difference in gains divided by comparison group’s s.d., and statistical significances of gains and 
difference as reported by authors:

FLS Comparison 

N 1054 120

Pre 21.86 31.12

Post 28.92 36.28

(s.d.) (10.10) (10.74)

Gains 7.07** 5.17**

Difference in gains 1.90*

Effect size 0.18

** = p<0.01; * = p<0.05
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Pre- and post-test average Teacher Assessment levels for reading comprehension and s.d’s 
(apparently pooled between pre and post within groups), gains (s.d’s not stated), and effect 
size calculated (by GB) as difference in gains divided by comparison group’s s.d. (statistical 
significances not stated):

FLS Comparison 

N 1054 2600

Pre 5.11 6.10

Post 6.75 7.57

(s.d.) (1.81) (1.71)

Gains 1.64 1.47

Difference in 
gains 

0.17

Effect size 0.10

Ratio gains: n/a

Starting and ending levels and progress: The scaled scores do not permit absolute statements about 
starting and ending levels. However, they do suggest the comparison group was also receiving some 
help since they made better-than-average progress, but show the experimental group made even better 
progress. Teacher Assessments also show the experimental group made better progress than a nationally 
comparable group not receiving the programme. But both effect sizes were very small.

Follow-up: In school year 2003–04 these pupils were followed up in three ways: they were re-tested using 
the standardised test in April/May 2004; their teachers again provided Teacher Assessments, also in April/
May 2004; and their National Curriculum KS2 (age 11) test results were gathered in July 2004.

The average standardised test results, and gains since March 2003, were as follows:

Reading

Group N average gain

FLS 574 36.48 8.43

Comparison 109 42.36 6.09

The comparison group’s average score was significantly higher than the FLS group’s; the slight difference in 
gain was not statistically significant. However, this does mean that the FLS group had maintained their gain 
from the previous year.

In the teacher assessments and KS2 national test results the percentages at each level were as follows for 
those of the FLS group who could be traced:

National Curriculum 
level

TA reading 
(N=516)

KS2 reading 
(N=516)

KS2 English 
overall (N=575)

5 and above 20.2% 22.1% 8.7%

4 66.3% 67.3% 75.3%

3 12.7% 9.9% 15.5%

2 and below 0.8% 0.7% 0.5%
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There are no comparison data and no way of calculating an impact measure. However, before the 
programme none of these children would have been predicted to achieve level 4 in reading, yet 89% 
achieved level 4 or even level 5.
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14	 Improving Spelling by Teaching Morphemes

(1)	 The large study

Main reference: Hurry et al. (2005)

Research design: Mainly two-group unmatched groups pre-test/post-test study, with small RCT within it

Date: 2003

Age range: Y3–6

Type of children: Attending inner London primary schools; probably attaining below national average

N of experimental group: 340 (article erroneously says 318) in 17 schools (for breakdown by years, see 
below)

N of comparison group: 346 in 15 schools, of which 8 were among those above and 7 were different (for 
breakdown by years, see below)

Equivalence of groups: Mainly not equivalent (but see below for small RCT). The 17 intervention-group 
teachers were directly recruited; comparison-group teachers were recruited either from the same schools 
or from teachers who had attended a numeracy course the previous year. However, pre-test average scores 
were similar except in Y3, where the comparison group had a significantly higher average.

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group except within RCT)

Length of intervention in weeks: 7

Spelling test: Experimenter-devised test focusing on the aspects of morphology to be taught

Pre- and post-test average raw spelling scores and s.d’s, gains (s.d’s of gains not stated), and 
effect sizes calculated by authors as differences in gains divided by pooled post-test s.d’s of 
experimental and comparison groups:

pre post gain effect 
size

Year group N ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

3 exps 96 57 (23) 62 (23) 7 0.26

comps 109 64 (24) 64 (22) 0

4 exps 129 65 (27) 70 (26) 5 0.15

comps 57 65 (25) 68 (25) 3

5 exps 86 72 (21) 76 (20) 4 0.18

comps 126 74 (22) 76 (19) 2

6 exps 29 76 (22) 86 (16) 10 0.49

comps 54 75 (26) 77 (24) 2

Overall exps 340 65 (25) 71 (23) 6 0.22

comps 346 69 (24) 71 (23) 2

Overall statistical significance as stated by authors: p<0.001

Starting and ending levels and progress: The raw scores do not permit absolute statements about 
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starting and ending levels. However, they do show the experimental group made better progress, though 
the effect sizes are small or very small.

RCT: within one Y5 class pupils had been randomly assigned to do the morpheme tasks (N=11), an 
alternative intervention consisting of some comprehension tasks (N=11), or the standard classroom 
programme (N=12). Pre- and post-test averages (not given in Hurry et al., 2005; supplied by Jane Hurry; 
s.d’s not stated) were:

group pre post

morphemes 60 68

comprehension 64 64

control 67 67

Statistical significances: The morphology group made significantly better progress than the others 
(p<0.01).

Starting and ending levels and progress: The raw scores do not permit absolute statements about 
starting and ending levels. However, they show that groups receiving no morphology training made no 
progress on this test.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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14	 Improving Spelling by Teaching Morphemes

(2)	 The small study

Main reference: Hurry et al. (2005)

Research design: Three-group unmatched groups pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 2004

Age range: Y4

Type of children: Attending an inner London primary school; probably attaining below national average

N of experimental group: 23 in 1 class in 1 school

N of comparison group: 19 in different class in same school

N of alternative intervention group: 27 in a third class in same school

Nature of alternative intervention: Described as ‘NLS [National Literacy Strategy] spelling sessions in 
addition to their literacy hour’ (p. 199); the comparison group did not receive these

Equivalence of groups: Non-equivalent because assigned at class level; however, pre-test differences 
were allowed for statistically, hence effect sizes considered reliable

Length of intervention in weeks: 13 

Spelling test: Experimenter-devised test focusing on the aspects of morphology to be taught

Pre- and post-test average raw spelling scores and s.d’s, gains (s.d’s of gains not stated), and 
effect sizes calculated by authors as relevant group’s gain minus comparison group’s gain over 
pooled post-test s.d’s of relevant group and comparison group:

pre post gain effect size

group ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

exps 41.5 (29) 56 (29) 14.5 1.88

AI 44 (29) 49 (29) 5 0.08

comps 41 (27) 44 (24) 3

Ratio gains: n/a

Statistical significances as stated by authors: Both experimental (p<0.001) and AI (p<0.02) groups 
made statistically significant gains, and the experimental group made a significantly larger gain than either 
the AI group (p<0.002) or the comparison group (p<0.001), but the AI group did not make significantly more 
progress than the comparison group.

Starting and ending levels and progress: The raw scores do not permit absolute statements about 
starting and ending levels. However, the effect size for the experimental group was spectacularly large.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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15	 Individual Styles in Learning to Spell

Main reference: P. Brooks and Weeks (1999)

Research design: Two-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1996–99

Type of children: Mixed-ability but many with spelling problems

Age range: Y2–3

N of experimental groups: (phase 1) 21; (phase 2) 26, all in 2 schools

N of comparison groups: This was a cross-over design, in which the group of 26 acted as a 
comparison group for the group of 21 in phase 1, then received the intervention in phase 2. As with BRP in 
Worcestershire, therefore, the phase 2 data for the first group are follow-up data.

Equivalence of groups: Not equivalent – chosen by teachers – but differences handled statistically 
(analysis of variance)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group) 

Length of intervention in weeks: (phase 1) 26; (phase 2) 22

Spelling test: not stated

Average s.a’s at pre-test and 2 post-tests and s.d’s for pre-test in years and months (other s.d’s 
not stated), gains and s.d’s (in months of s.a.), ratio gains for each phase separately, and effect 
size for 1st phase calculated (by GB) as difference in gains divided by group 2’s pre-test s.d. 
(calculation not possible for 2nd phase because relevant s.d. not stated):

pre 1st post-
test ave.

gain RG effect 
size

2nd post-
test ave.

gain RG

Group N ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)  ave. (s.d.)

1 21 7:6 (0:11) 8:4 10 (6) 1.7 0.30 9:0 8 (4) 1.6

2 26 6:9 (0:10) 7:4 7 (4) 1.2 8:1 9 (6) 1.8

Statistical significances and progress: The experimental group made significant gains in both phases, 
the comparison group only in phase 2. In phase 1 the experimental group made significantly more gain than 
the comparison group; in phase 2 the difference was ns. This was the predicted outcome: both groups 
made modest gains while receiving the intervention, while the second group made only standard progress 
in phase 1 before receiving it, and the first group continued to make modest progress in phase 2.

Starting and ending levels: At pre-test, Group 1’s average score was in the semi-literate range, and 
Group 2’s just below this. Both were in the semi-literate range at both post-tests, though at 2nd post-test 
Group 1 was on the verge of functional literacy. 

Follow-up: see above
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16	 Inference Training

(1)	 Sussex

Main reference: Yuill and Oakhill (1988)

Research design: Matched groups four-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: Autumn 1985–Spring 1986

Age range: Y3

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental groups:	 (1) 13 less skilled comprehenders 
				    (2) 13 skilled comprehenders

N of comparison group: (no no-intervention comparison group)

N of alternative intervention (AI) groups: (AI1) 14; (AI2) 12, all in same 5 schools

Nature of alternative interventions:	 (AI1) comprehension exercises 
					     (AI2) rapid decoding practice

Equivalence of groups: Groups matched on age, reading accuracy and vocabulary; experimental groups 
deliberately differentiated on reading comprehension

Length of intervention in weeks: 4

Reading test: Neale, form C at pre-test, form B at post-test, thus avoiding specific practice effects over the 
short interval

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and pre-test s.d’s in years and months (post-test s.d’s not 
given), gains (in months of r.a.), and ratio gains:

Aspect of Neale group pre-test post-test gain RG

ave. r.a	 (s.d.) ave. r.a.

(yrs & months) (months)

accuracy exps 1 8:2 (0:6) 8:6 4.3 4.3

exps 2 8:3 (0:6) 8:7 3.9 3.9

AI1 8:5 (1:2) 8:10 5.0 5.0

AI2 8:4 (0:5) 8:7 3.0 3.0

comprehension exps 1 7:3 (0:3) 8:8 17.4 17.4

exps 2 8:8 (0:8) 9:4 5.9 5.9

AI1 8:1 (1:0) 8:11 9.6 9.6

AI2 8:1 (0:7) 8:9 8.2 8.2

Effect sizes: were not stated and could not be calculated reliably because only pre-test s.d’s were 
available and it is clear from inspecting them that the variances were significantly different.

Statistical significances: Poor comprehenders (exps 1) made significantly more progress than 
good comprehenders (exps 2) (p<0.001), and the combined inference training groups (exps 1+2) made 
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significantly more progress than rapid decoding group (AI2) (p<0.01).

Starting and ending levels and progress: All pre-test average scores were in the semi-literate range 
and, except for the deliberate separation of poor and good comprehenders which shows up in the 
comprehension scores for the two experimental groups, close to c.a. By post-test, one month later, all 
average scores were well above c.a. The RGs for accuracy show substantial or remarkable progress; those 
for comprehension show remarkable and, in the case of the poor comprehenders, spectacular progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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16	 Inference Training

(2)	 Leicester

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Joanna Lockley

Research design: Unmatched groups two-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2006

Age range: Y5–6

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 57 in 6 schools

N of comparison group: 18 in 3 of same schools

Equivalence of groups: not stated, but comparison group appears to have been other children in same 
schools

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 6

Reading test: Neale

Pre- and post-test average scores and s.d’s: not stated

Average gains (in months of r.a.), and ratio gains:

group gain RG

accuracy exps 9.7 6.5

comps (not tested)

comprehension exps 13.5 9.0

comps 5.6 3.7

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre- or post-test data it is impossible to characterise 
the starting and ending levels. However, the RGs show substantial progress for the comparison group in 
comprehension (the report says all Y6 children were receiving booster sessions as preparation for the KS2 
tests), and remarkable progress in both aspects for the experimental group.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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17	 Integrated Learning Systems, National Council for Educational Technology study

(1)	 Mainstream, Phase II

Research design: Unmatched groups two-group pre-test/post-test study

Main reference: National Council for Educational Technology (1996)

Date: 1994–96

Age range: Y3–6? (‘Key Stage 2’; in School U, Y2 and Y6)

Type of children: Mixed-ability (mostly; in School U, SEN)

N of experimental group: 760 in 7 primary schools in main study (NCET, 1996, p. 12); this certainly 
includes children involved in numeracy but not literacy – but not clear if it includes comparison group – only 
375 experimentals traceable in details of report

N of comparison group: not stated

Equivalence of groups: not stated, except that comparison groups ‘were provided by the participating 
schools’

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: not stated (26 in Schools A and U)

Reading test: Progress in reading comprehension was measured by tests within the programs. These 
provided ‘... assessment in terms of “AVG” levels. These represent US grade equivalents and, although 
preliminary work to reference them to UK measures seems to indicate that they are reasonably accurate, 
they have been treated with caution by our evaluators’ (NCET, 1996, p. 21).

Pre- and post-test average scores and s.d’s: not stated

Gains:	 ‘No consistent learning gains’ (NCET, 1996, p. 19) in School A (KS2), 30 experimentals (across full 
primary age range?) made average gain of 8.4 months of r.a. in 6 months – comparison group’s average 
gain was 2.7 months in School U (Y2 and Y6), comparison group outperformed experimentals

Ratio gains: RGs overall and for School U were not stated and could not be calculated; for School A, exps: 
1.4; comparison group: 0.5

Effect sizes calculated using pooled pre-test s.d’s of experimental and comparison groups (for 
formula used, see NCET, 1996, pp. 6 & 10, footnotes), as stated in report (p. 19):

School A, 0.55 in favour of experimentals;

School U, -0.40, i.e. in favour of comparison group;

report also implies that overall effect size was close to zero and ns, because there were no 
consistent learning gains

Statistical significances: ns except for Schools A and U

Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre- or post-test data it is impossible to characterise 
the starting and ending levels. However, in general there was a remarkable lack of progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)



What works for pupils with literacy difficulties� 00688-2007BKT-EN
Primary and Secondary National Strategies� © Greg Brooks and NFER 2007176

17	 Integrated Learning Systems, National Council for Educational Technology study

(2)	 Mainstream, Phase III

Main reference: BECTa (1998)

Research design: Unmatched groups two-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1996–97

Age range: Y5

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental group: 193 in 11 schools

N of comparison group: 284 in 19 schools

Equivalence of groups: not matched – pre-test differences handled statistically

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 52

Reading test: not stated, but presumably the same comprehension tests within the programs as in Phase II

Pre- and post-test average standardised scores, gain, and s.d’s: not stated

Ratio gain: n/a

Effect size as stated by authors: -0.02

Statistical significances: statistically significant in favour of comparison group even though difference 
was very small (BECTa, 1998, p. 9)

Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre- or post-test data it is impossible to characterise 
the starting and ending levels. However, the minute effect size shows that in general there was a remarkable 
lack of difference in progress between the groups.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)

17	 Integrated Learning Systems, National Council for Educational Technology study

(3)	 For pupils with low attainments in reading

No data reported here – see section 3.17
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18	 Interactive Assessment and Teaching (IA&T)

For data on the computerised version of this approach, see RITA, and for a later development, Direct Phonics

Main References: Fawcett et al. (1999), Nicolson et al. (1999)

Research design: Matched groups two-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: not stated (1996–97?)

Age range: Y2–3

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental groups: (Y2) 60; (Y3) 36

N of comparison groups: (Y2) 38; (Y3) 51

Equivalence of groups: Comparison groups matched with experimental groups on reading level (Y2: 
bottom half of class; Y3: <90 on pre-test) and age

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 10

Tests: Wechsler Objective Reading Dimension (WORD) reading and spelling

N, pre- and post-test and 6-month follow-up average standardised scores and s.d’s, and effect 
sizes calculated (by GB) as the difference in gains divided by the relevant comparison group’s 
post-test s.d.:

Reading accuracy standardised scores Spelling standardised scores

group and N pre post effect 
size

follow-
up

pre post effect 
size

follow-
up

Y2

Experimental 
N=60

89.03 
(3.51)

92.76 
(7.46)

0.72 89.93 
(8.89)

84.26 
(8.97)

91.67 
(10.57)

0.56 91.53 
(12.53)

Comparison 

N=38

89.08 
(3.96)

88.87 
(5.49)

87.03 
(10.55)

83.70 
(7.82)

85.58 
(9.93)

86.18 
(10.21)

Y3

Experimental 
N=36

79.94 
(3.41)

83.31 
(3.61)

0.33 83.36 
(5.23)

82.64 
(5.87)

88.28 
(5.11)

0.44 86.64 
(6.55)

Comparison 

N=51

79.49 
(5.55)

80.53 
(7.01)

81.05 
(10.46)

81.19 
(7.87)

83.22 
(8.22)

83.00 
(8.02)

Ratio gains: n/a

Statistical significances: Both experimental groups made significantly greater gains than their 
comparison groups from pre to post in both reading and spelling. 

Starting and ending levels and progress: Pre-test average scores were below age-related expectation 
for both Y3 groups, just below it for both Y2 groups, and the same was broadly true at post-test. The effect 
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sizes were modest for Y3, useful for Y2. For Y2 both groups’ gains were maintained at follow-up in spelling, 
but in reading the experimentals’ gain had been almost completely lost (meanwhile, the comparison group 
had slipped back even further). For both Y3 groups the gains in reading were maintained, while the spelling 
gains had been partly lost.

Follow-up: see above
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19	 Lexia

(1)	 Norfolk

Main reference: Worsley (2003b)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2003

Age range: Y2–3

Type of children: Low attainment (most had r.a’s 2 years or more below c.a.)

N of experimental group: 37 in 13 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 10

Tests used: Salford Sentence Reading Test, revised; Young’s Parallel Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months, average s.a’s in years and decimal years, 
gains in months of r.a./s.a. (s.d’s not stated), and ratio gains:

pre post gain RG

reading comprehension 5:1 5:7.4 6.4 2.6

spelling 6.5 6.7 2.4 1.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre- and post-test average scores were all within the 
functionally illiterate range. There was useful progress in comprehension, only standard progress in spelling. 
These children would need systematic further intervention.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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19	 Lexia

(2)	 York

Main reference: Wilson and Clarke (2005)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2005

Age range: Y2–6

Type of children: Most on SEN register at School Action or School Action Plus

N of experimental group: 42 in 7 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 10

Tests used: Salford Sentence Reading Test, revised; SPAR Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s in years and months, gains in months of r.a./s.a. (s.d’s not 
stated), and ratio gains:

pre post gain RG

reading comprehension 6:7 7:3 8 3.0

spelling 7:11 8:4 5 2.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test average score for comprehension was in the 
functionally illiterate range, while the pre-test average for spelling was in the semi-literate range – it is very 
unusual for s.a. to be above r.a. but no explanation is offered in the report. For the upper primary pupils 
in the sample this means they were well behind. There was useful progress in both comprehension and 
spelling, but post-test scores were all in the semi-literate range and these pupils would need further 
structured support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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20	 Multi-sensory Teaching System for Reading (MTSR)

(1)	 Initial study in 3 LEAs in North-West England

Main references: Johnson et al. (1999) and unpublished data supplied by Mike Johnson

Research design: (Y2) one-group pre-test/post-test study; (Y5) unmatched groups two-group pre-test/
post-test study

Date: not stated

Age range: Y2, Y5

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: (Y2) 25 in 4 schools; (Y5) 18 in 3 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

Nature and N of Y5 alternative intervention (AI) group: ‘Beat Dyslexia’ (no details available), N = 17 in 3 
schools; (no Y2 AI group)

Equivalence of groups: (Y2) n/a; (Y5) not stated, but appear to be non-equivalent opportunity samples in 
different schools

Length of intervention in weeks: 8

Tests used: (reading) Macmillan Individual Reading Analysis; (spelling) Vernon

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s and s.d’s: not stated

Gains (in months of r.a./s.a.) and ratio gains:

gain RG

Y2 reading comprehension exps 9.0 4.5

spelling exps 4.2 2.1

Y5 reading comprehension exps 4.3 2.2

AI 3.4 1.7

spelling exps -7.3 -3.6

AI 6.7 3.4

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre- or post-test data it is impossible to characterise 
the starting and ending levels. The RGs mostly show useful to substantial progress, including for the AI 
group in Y5. However, the experimental group in Y5 experienced a remarkable falling-back in spelling – but 
compare the next entry.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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20	 Multi-sensory Teaching System for Reading (MTSR)

(2)	 Bolton

Main references: Johnson et al. (1999) and unpublished data supplied by Mike Johnson

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: not stated (2001–02?)

Age range: Y2

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 66 in 12 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 26

Tests used: (reading) Neale Analysis; (spelling) Single Word Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s and s.d’s: not stated

Gains (in months of r.a./s.a.) and ratio gains:

gain RG

reading accuracy 22.1 3.7

reading comprehension 23.4 3.9

spelling 80.5 13.4

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre- or post-test data it is impossible to characterise 
the starting and ending levels. However, the RGs show substantial progress in reading and spectacular 
progress in spelling – but compare the previous entry.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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20	 Multi-sensory Teaching System for Reading (MTSR)

(3)	 Southampton

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Rosy McVittie via Graham and Jane Kendall

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2004–05

Age range: Y2–6

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 64 in 5 schools in Southampton

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: (average) 34 (8 months used in calculating RG)

Reading test: not stated

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months, gain (presumably in reading accuracy) in 
months of r.a. (s.d’s not stated) and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

7:0 8:1 13 1.6

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Pre- and post-test average scores are both within the semi-
literate range. For the upper primary pupils in the sample this means they were well behind. The progress 
made was modest, so all these pupils would need further structured support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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21	 Paired Reading in Kirklees

Main reference: Topping and Lindsay (1992)

Research design: Mainly a one-group pre-test/post-test study, but partly a matched-groups two-group 
pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment because some experimental groups had matched comparison groups

Date: 1984–87

Age range: not stated but known to be across full school age range (Y1–11); also known to be mainly 
primary and therefore included here and not under secondary level

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental group: 2372 in 155 projects in 71 schools for main accuracy measure – for other N, 
see below

N of comparison group: 446 in 37 projects for main accuracy measure – for other N, see below

Equivalence of groups: Method not stated, but thought to be matched groups

N of alternative intervention group: (some projects had alternative intervention groups, but too 
numerous and disparate to report here)

Nature of alternative interventions: (impractical to summarise)

Length of intervention in weeks: (average) 9

Reading tests: Many, including Burt, Holborn, Neale, New Macmillan Reading Analysis, Primary, Salford, 
Schonell, Standard (Daniels & Diack) 1, Standard (Daniels & Diack) 12, Widespan

Pre- and post-test average scores and s.d’s, and gains (not given in principal original report 
because too numerous):

Ratio gains: accuracy comprehension

N RG N RG

all experimentals 2372 3.3 690 4.3

experimentals in comparison-group projects 580 3.4 170 4.6

comparison groups in comparison-group projects 446 2.0 159 2.5

Effect sizes as stated by authors and calculated using s.d. of comparison group gain:

accuracy comprehension

N of projects (N of children not given) 34 12

effect size 0.87 0.77

However, mean effect size for published studies in the literature (12 controlled studies) is 2.12 (Keith Topping, 
personal communication, 4 July 2002)

Statistical significances: All ratio gains were highly statistically significant (p<0.001) for both accuracy and 
comprehension (Keith Topping, personal communication, 10 August 1998).
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Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre- or post-test data it is impossible to characterise 
the starting and ending levels. However, the large effect sizes and the RGs show substantial progress for the 
experimental groups, while the RGs for the comparison groups show useful progress.

Follow-up: The Kirklees project provided follow-up data on 272 children in 17 projects. In follow-ups at less 
than 17 weeks after the end of the interventions, 102 children in 7 projects averaged RGs during the follow-
up period of 2.0 for accuracy and 2.3 for comprehension. In follow-ups at more than 17 weeks, 170 children 
in 10 projects averaged RGs during the follow-up period of 1.2 for accuracy and 1.4 for comprehension.
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22	 Parental Involvement in Reading in Haringey

Main references: Tizard, Schofield and Hewison (1982), Hewison (1988)

Research design: Matched groups four-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 1976–78

Age range: Y2–3

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental group: 51 in 2 schools

N of main comparison group: 86 in same schools

N of alternative intervention (AI) group: 45 in 2 different schools

Nature of alternative intervention: Extra teacher help with reading 

N of comparison group for alternative intervention: 66 in same schools as AI group

Equivalence of groups: The 4 schools were assigned at random to experimental and alternative 
intervention groups; then one Y2 class in each was chosen randomly to receive the experimental or 
alternative intervention; other Y2 classes became the comparison group; pre-test data showed that 
experimental and alternative intervention groups did not differ from their respective comparison groups

Length of intervention in weeks: 104

Reading tests: (pre-test) Southgate; (post-test) NFER Reading Test A

Pre-test scores and gains: not shown because different tests used pre and post

Post-test average standardised scores and s.d’s for reading accuracy, and effect sizes 
calculated (by GB) as differences between post-test average scores divided by post-test s.d’s of 
comparison groups:

ave. stand. 
score

(s.d.) effect size

experimentals 104.2 (10.8) 0.84

main comparison group 95.0 (11.0)

AI (extra teacher help) 99.3 (16.6) 0.09

comparison group for AI 98.1 (13.7)

Ratio gains: n/a

Statistical significances: At post-test, experimentals significantly higher than main comparison group, 
alternative intervention group vs their comparison group ns

Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre-test data it is impossible to characterise the 
starting levels or progress made. However, the post-test average scores were all within the average range, 
with the experimentals’ score above the national norm. Their effect size shows substantial progress, the AI 
group’s was minute.
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1-year follow-up, July 1979 (Tizard et al., 1982):

Sample sizes, average scores on NFER Reading Test BD and s.d’s:

N average score 
(reading accuracy)

(s.d.)

Experimentals 66 99.0 (10.5)

Comparison group 78 91.6 (11.0)

AI (extra teacher help) 37 96.3 (12.3)

Comparison group for AI 58 92.9 (12.6)

Statistical significances: Experimentals were significantly better than their comparison group; the AI 
group and their comparison group did not differ.

3-year follow-up, July 1981 (Hewison, 1988):

Sample sizes, average scores on London Reading Test (national norms) and s.d’s:

N average score 
(reading 
comprehension)

(s.d.)

Experimentals 41 101.0 (11.9)

Comparison group 69 94.5 (13.5)

AI (extra teacher help) 34 98.9 (14.3)

Comparison group for AI 56 97.3 (11.3)

Statistical significances: Experimentals were significantly better than their comparison group; the AI 
group and their comparison group did not differ.

It would seem that the experimental group maintained their relative position at both follow-ups.
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23	 Personalised Learning

(1)	 Y3

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Linda Perry and Carole Price

Research design: One group pre-test/post-test study

Date: January–March 2006

Age range: Y3

Type of children: All on SEN register with very low literacy scores. Criterion for inclusion in project was that 
they were working towards level 1 in reading. Many had complex needs, such as ADHD, autism, dyslexia, or 
speech and language difficulties

N of experimental group: 69 in 45 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Reading test: Reading Progress Test (Hodder and Stoughton) 

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s (in years and months), gain in reading comprehension 
in months of r.a. (s.d. not stated), and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

average (s.d.) average (s.d.)

5:11 (0:7) 6:10 (0:9) 11 3.7

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: p<0.001

Starting and ending levels and progress: These Y3 pupils were not yet functionally literate at pre- or 
post-test, and started about 18 months behind in r.a. They made a substantial gain in 3 months.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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23	 Personalised Learning

(2)	 Y1

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Linda Perry and Carole Price

Research design: One group pre-test/post-test study

Date: January–March 2007

Age range: Y1

Type of children: Many children were on SEN register and had very low literacy scores. A considerable 
number were also unsure of many of the basic aspects of literacy, e.g. letter knowledge, concepts of print, 
etc. Criterion for inclusion in the project was that they were working towards level 1 in reading/writing. Many 
had complex needs, such as ADHD, autism, dyslexia, speech and language difficulties

N of experimental group: 23 in 13 schools 

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Reading test: Reading Progress Test (Hodder and Stoughton)

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s (in years and months), gain in reading comprehension 
in months of r.a. (s.d. not stated), and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

average (s.d.) average (s.d.)

5:5 (0:7) 6:5 (0:8) 12 4.0

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: p<0.001

Starting and ending levels and progress: These Y1 pupils were not yet functionally literate at pre- or 
post-test, and started several months behind in r.a. They made a substantial gain in 3 months.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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24	 Phono-Graphix™

(1)	 Bristol

Main references: Derrington (2001a, b) and unpublished data supplied by Sue Derrington

Research design: Three one-group pre-test/post-test studies

Date: 2000–02

Age range: Y1–6

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 230 in 13 schools – for year-groups, see below

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: Y1 26 (6 months used in calculating RG)

Y4–6 17 (4 months used in calculating RG)

Y2–6 12 (3 months used in calculating RG)

Tests: (Y1) Carver WRAPS tests

(Y4–6) (reading) NFER-Nelson Individual Reading Analysis; (spelling) Vernon

(Y2–6) (reading) Neale Analysis and Individual Analysis; (spelling) not stated

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s in years and months, gains in months of r.a./s.a. (s.d’s and 
some other data not stated), and ratio gains:

Reading accuracy Reading comprehension

age date N pre post gain RG pre post gain RG

Y1 2000–01 141 13m 2.2

Y4–6 2000–01 15 7:0 8:11 23m 5.8 7:11 9:4 17m 4.3

Y2–6 2001–02 74 6:4 8:5 25m 8.3 7:1 9:0 25m 8.3

Spelling

age date N pre post gain RG

Y2–6 2001–02 60 6:9 7:7 10m 3.3

(subset of reading group above)

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Without pre- or post-test data it is impossible to characterise 
the starting and ending levels for the Y1 group; they made useful progress. For the other groups, all pre-
test average scores for reading were in the functionally illiterate range, while those for spelling were in the 
semi-literate range. Given that these groups included Y6 children, some were well behind. By post-test the 
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reading scores were in the semi-literate range, while the spelling scores were in the functional range. They 
had made remarkable progress in reading and substantial progress in spelling, but many would still need 
further structured support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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24	 Phono-Graphix™

(2)	 Surrey

Main reference: www.readamerica.net – accessed 14/8/02

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1999–2000

Age range: Y4

Type of children: SEN (children with dyslexia)

N of experimental group: 12 in one independent specialist school for children with dyslexia

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 26

Reading test: Macmillan Graded Word Reading

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s (s.d’s not given), gain in reading accuracy (in months of r.a) and 
ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

6:4 8:7 27 4.5

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: At pre-test these Y4 pupils were not yet functionally literate. 
They made remarkable progress, and by post-test their average score was in the semi-literate range and 
approaching the functional level.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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25	 Phonological Awareness Training

Main reference: Wilson and Frederickson (1995)

Research design: Matched groups two-group quasi-experiment

Date: 1995?

Age range: Y4–7 (Y1–3 also using programme but not included in evaluation); data not given separately for 
year groups, therefore included here and not under secondary level

Type of children: Special educational needs (all on at least Stage 2 of Code, including some severe 
learning difficulties and some mild learning difficulties)

N of experimental group: 24 in 3 schools

N of comparison group: 24 in 3 schools

Equivalence of groups: ‘Allocation to the PAT programme or the comparison group... was made by the 
special needs coordinators... [They] were asked to try to ensure an even distribution between the PAT and 
comparison groups..., with comparable levels of reading difficulty and... of special educational provision...’

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 20

Reading test: BASWRT

Pre- and post-test average r.a.’s and pre-test s.d’s in years and months (post-test s.d’s not given), 
gains in reading accuracy (in months of r.a.), s.d’s of gains, ratio gains, and effect size calculated 
(by GB) using difference in average gains divided by comparison group’s pre-test s.d.:

pre post gain RG effect

ave. (s.d.) ave. ave. (s.d.) size

exps 6:7 (0:6) 7:0 5.5 (3.7) 1.1 0.16

comps 6:9 (0:7) 7:1 4.4 (4.3) 0.9

Statistical significances: Difference between gains of experimental and comparison groups was 
significant, t=1.73, p<0.05, even though very small, as confirmed by the effect size. 

Starting and ending levels and progress: At pre-test neither group was functionally literate, and at post-
test both groups were at the threshold of semi-literacy. Both groups made only standard progress; the very 
small effect size confirms that the difference in gains was not impressive even though statistically significant.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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26	 Phonology with Reading

Main reference: Bowyer-Crane et al. (2007, in press)

Research design: RCT

Date: not stated (c.2003–04?)

Age range: Reception

Type of children: At risk of reading difficulties because of poor speech and language at school entry

N of experimental group: 71

N of control group: (no no-intervention control group)

N of alternative intervention group: 75

Nature of alternative intervention: An oral language (OL) programme comprising instruction in 
vocabulary, comprehension, inference generation and narrative skills

Equivalence of groups: 960 children in 23 schools screened initially; 8 lowest-scoring children from 19 of 
the schools (= 152 children) pre-tested, and allocated at random to experimental or AI group; 6 dropped out 
before post-test.

Length of intervention in weeks: 20

Reading test: Early Word Recognition (EWR) Test (Hatcher et al., 1994) pre & post; reading comprehension 
and prose reading accuracy, post only. Comprehension test consisted of reading aloud two stories, one 
each taken from Neale Analysis of Reading Ability, 2nd edn., and Gray Oral Reading Tests, 4th edn., and 
answering 9 questions based on them. A measure of prose reading accuracy was taken while the children 
read the stories aloud.

EWR: pre- and post-test average raw scores and s.d’s, gains in reading accuracy (s.d’s of gains 
not stated), and effect size calculated (by GB) as difference in gains divided by post-test s.d. of 
AI (Oral Language) group:

pre post gain effect 
size

follow-up

Group Exp. AI Exp. AI Exp. AI Exp. AI

ave. 4.88 3.04 21.08 16.27 16.20 13.23 0.32 27.07 22.72

(s.d.) (7.0) (3.55) (12.71)  (9.33)
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Accuracy and comprehension: post-test average raw scores, s.d’s and differences, and effect 
size calculated (by GB) as difference in post-test scores divided by post-test s.d. of AI (Oral 
Language) group:

post difference effect size

Exp. AI

acc average 28.45 23.28 5.17 0.51

(s.d.) (13.02) (10.16)

comp average 5.11 4.72 0.39 0.25

(s.d.) (1.86) (1.54)

Ratio gains: n/a

Statistical significances:	 EWR: p<0.05 when index of behaviour entered as predictor in model 
		  Accuracy: p<0.05 
		  Comprehension: ns (consistent with small effect size)

Starting and ending levels and progress: Raw scores do not permit characterisation of starting and 
ending levels. The experimental group made better progress than the AI group on both tests of word 
reading.

Follow-up: Five months after end of programme, comprehension and accuracy tests were not repeated. 
On EWR, experimental group still had higher average score than AI group (27.07 vs 22.72) but no longer 
statistically significant.

Note: The experimenters also used many other tests, mainly of language, some of which showed significant 
effects.
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27	 RAPID

Main references: Smith, Styles and Morris (2007) and personal communication from Marian Morris via 
Cath Haynes

Research design: Cluster RCT (see entry in chapter three) 

Date: 2007

Age range: Y3–6

Type of children: Low attainment (‘Working between National Curriculum levels 1C and 2A/3C in reading’)

N of experimental group: 418 in 52 schools across the 4 countries of the UK

N of control group: 368 in 49 schools across the 4 countries of the UK

Equivalence of groups: Fully equivalent – schools were randomly assigned to experimental or control

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group as such, but all the control schools 
were using extra resources with those of their pupils who were in the study, including a few using other 
intervention schemes analysed in this report – see the entry for RAPID in chapter three).

Length of intervention in weeks: 10

Tests used: Suffolk A (pre) and B (post)

Pre- and post-test average raw scores and s.d’s, gains in reading comprehension (s.d’s not 
stated), and effect sizes reported by authors:

pre post gain effect sizes

experimental 30.5 (1.3) 35.2 (1.1) 4.7 0.12/0.10 *

control 32.6 (1.4) 36.0 (1.4) 3.4

* The first effect size derives from a statistical model accounting only for pupil-level variance, the second 
from a model accounting for both pupil- and school-level variance

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s: not stated

Gains in reading comprehension in months of r.a. and ratio gains:

gain RG

experimental 5.7 2.5

control 4.4 1.9

Statistical significances: p=0.012, ns

Starting and ending levels and progress: Raw scores, and absence of pre- and post-test r.a’s, do not 
permit characterisation of starting and ending levels. The RGs show that the experimental group made 
useful progress and the control group only modest progress, but the effect size was very small and the 
difference in progress was statistically non-significant.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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28	 Read Write Inc.

(1)	 Bristol

Main references: www.bristol-cyps.org.uk/teaching/sen/pdf/sen_wave3_report.pdf and unpublished data 
supplied by Sue Derrington

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2004–05

Age range: Y2–6

Type of children: SEN

N of experimental group: 117 in 12 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: not stated, and varied between schools, but average appears to have 
been about 8.

Tests used: NFER Individual Reading Analysis (KS1), Neale (2nd UK edition, accuracy and comprehension) 
(KS2), Vernon Spelling Test (both)

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s, gains and s.d’s: not stated

Ratio gains:

reading accuracy 2.3

reading comprehension 2.6

spelling 1.7

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of starting and ending levels. The pupils made useful progress in reading, modest progress 
in spelling.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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28	 Read Write Inc.

(2)	 Haringey 1

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Christa Rippon via Jean Gross

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2003–04

Age range: Y5–6

Type of children: Low attainment; some had r.a. several years below c.a.

N of experimental group: 30 in 7(?) schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 20 (5 months)

Reading test: Neale

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months, gain (presumably in reading accuracy) in 
months of r.a. (s.d’s not stated) and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

6:3 7:10 19 3.8

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test average score was in the functionally illiterate 
range, and many of the pupils were several years behind. They made a substantial gain, and their post-test 
average score was in the semi-literate range. Many would need further structured support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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28	 Read Write Inc.

(3)	 Haringey 2

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Christa Rippon

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2006

Age range: Y3–6

Type of children: Low attainment; some had r.a. several years below c.a.

N of experimental group: 21 in 1 school

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12 (3 months)

Reading test: New Salford

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months, gain in reading comprehension in months 
of r.a. (s.d’s not stated) and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

5:1 6:4 15 5.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test average score was in the functionally illiterate 
range, and many of the pupils were several years behind. They made a remarkable gain, but their post-test 
average score was still in the functionally illiterate range. They would all need further structured support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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29	 Reading Intervention (originally Cumbria Reading with Phonology Project)

(1)	 (The original) Cumbria Reading with Phonology Project

Main reference: Hatcher, Hulme and Ellis (1994)

Research design: RCT

Date: September 1989–May 1990

Age range: Y2 (‘third year of infant schooling’)

Type of children: Low attainment (reading quotient, r.a./c.a. x 100, on Carver test less than 86, but those 
with reading quotient less than 71 and percentile rank below 25 on Raven’s Coloured Progressive Matrices 
(1965) excluded)

N of experimental group: 32 (received both reading programme and Phonological Training)

N of control group: 31

N of alternative intervention (AI) groups: (AI1) 31; (AI2) 30

Nature of alternative interventions: (AI1) reading programme only (similar to Reading Recovery as then 
taught, i.e. without phonology, hence the contrast with AI2 and the experimental condition); (AI2) phonology 
only (Phonological Training)

Equivalence of groups: Groups matched on reading ability; other factors (IQ, age) treated as co-variates 
in analysis of post-test differences

Length of intervention in weeks: 20 (but 25 weeks between start and end and 30 weeks between pre- 
and post-test; 7 months used in calculating RG)

Tests used: (reading) BASWRT form A, Neale revised form 1; (spelling) Schonell Graded Word Spelling 
Test, List B

Pre- and post-test and 9-month follow-up average r.a’s/s.a’s and s.d’s in years and decimal years:

R&P 
(N = 32)

Reading 
(N = 31)

Phonology 
(N = 30)

Control 
(N = 31)

BAS pre 5.85 (0.53) 5.90 (0.47) 5.90 (0.57) 5.96 (0.53)

acc post 6.73 (0.85) 6.56 (0.43) 6.55 (0.69) 6.60 (0.67)

Neale pre 5.10 (0.21) 5.04 (0.19) 5.18 (0.43) 5.11 (0.30)

acc post 6.13 (1.00) 5.78 (0.54) 5.81 (0.90) 5.66 (0.80)

follow-up 6.77 (1.58) 6.22 (0.82) 6.31 (1.03) 6.25 (1.15)

Neale pre 5.29 (0.30) 5.32 (0.34) 5.43 (0.50) 5.41 (0.49)

comp post 6.39 (0.92) 6.00 (0.97) 5.94 (0.80) 5.88 (0.73)

follow-up 6.99 (1.28) 6.47 (0.94) 6.46 (1.11) 6.35 (0.97)

Schonell pre 5.78 (0.59) 5.83 (0.50) 5.93 (0.56) 5.77 (0.55)

splg post 6.77 (0.93) 6.54 (0.55) 6.66 (0.63) 6.49 (0.74)

follow-up 7.19 (1.02) 6.90 (0.62) 6.99 (0.82) 6.92 (0.78)
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Gains (in months of r.a./s.a.), ratio gains, and effect sizes calculated (by GB) as differences in 
gain relative to control group divided by post-test s.d’s of control group:

test group gain 
(months)

RG effect size

BASWRT exps 10.6 1.5 0.36

acc conts 7.7 1.1

AI1 7.9 1.1 0.03

AI2 7.8 1.1 0.01

Neale exps 12.4 1.8 0.60

acc conts 6.6 0.9

AI1 8.9 1.3 0.23

AI2 7.6 1.1 0.10

Neale exps 13.2 1.9 0.86

comp conts 5.6 0.8

AI1 8.2 1.2 0.29

AI2 6.1 0.9 0.05

Schonell exps 11.9 1.7 0.36

splg conts 8.6 1.2

AI1 8.5 1.2 -0.01

AI2 8.8 1.3 0.01

Statistical significances: On all 4 post-test measures, experimentals’ gains were significantly better than 
other 3 groups’; those groups’ gains did not differ significantly.

Starting and ending levels and progress: At pre-test all average scores were in the functionally illiterate 
range, and well below c.a. The experimental group made modest progress, the other groups at best 
only standard progress. At post-test all average scores were still in the functionally illiterate range, but the 
experimental group’s scores were much closer to c.a.

Follow-up: Experimentals made no further relative gain between post-test and follow-up, but maintained 
the advantage gained during the intervention. However, inspection of the follow-up means reveals that the 
gains over post-test were slight – all groups, including the experimentals, were making less than standard 
progress.
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29	 Reading Intervention

(2)	 General use in Cumbria since the original project

Main reference: Hatcher (2000)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1994–98

Age range: Y2–10; data not given separately by year groups, therefore included here and not under 
secondary level

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 427, including 73 statemented (see next entry)

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Tests used: (Reading) Burt, 1974 revision; (Spelling) Schonell

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s and s.d’s: not stated

Gain in months of r.a./s.a. (s.d’s not stated) and ratio gains:

gain RG

Reading accuracy 6.1 2.0

Spelling 7.9 2.6

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of starting and ending levels. The pupils made useful gains.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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29	 Reading Intervention

(3)	 For statemented children (subset of those in (2) above)

Main reference: Hatcher (2000)

Research design: Matched-groups four-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 1994–98

Age range: Y2–10; data not given separately by year groups, therefore included here and not under 
secondary level

Type of children in experimental groups: SEN – all statemented, children with Moderate Learning 
Difficulties (MLD) or dyslexia (DYS)

Nature and Ns of experimental and comparison groups:

N

MLD (IQ in range 55–75) 28

Comparison group for MLD (Comp 1) 27

Children with dyslexia (DYS) 29

Comparison group for DYS (Comp 2) 29

Equivalence of groups: Each experimental child was matched (from a pool of 351) with a teacher-referred 
child with an equivalent score on four pooled literacy assessments and of same gender: also of similar age 
where possible

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Tests used: (reading) Burt, 1974 revision; (spelling) Schonell

Average pre- and post-test r.a’s/s.a’s in years and decimal years (s.d’s not stated), gains in 
months of r.a./s.a. (s.d’s not stated) – these data only for experimental groups, and ratio gains 
for all groups as stated by author:

group N word reading accuracy spelling

r.a. (yrs & decimal yrs) s.a. (yrs & decimal yrs)

MLD 28 Pre 6.1 6.2

Post 6.5 6.8

Gain 4.8m 7.2m

RG 1.4 2.4

Comps 1 27 RG 1.7 3.0

DYS 29 Pre 6.6 6.8

Post 7.4 7.4

Gain 9.6m 7.2m

RG 2.9 2.1
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Comps 2 29 RG 3.0 3.2

Effect sizes: were not stated and could not be calculated

Statistical significances as stated by author (some based on data not presented here): 
For reading, DYS made a significantly greater gain than MLD, but neither experimental group differed 
significantly from its comparison group. For spelling, DYS and MLD did not differ, and MLD did not differ 
from its comparison group, but DYS made significantly less gain than its comparison group.

Starting and ending levels and progress: Given the ages of these children, the pre-test average r.a’s 
and s.a’s for the experimental groups mean they were not only not yet functionally literate but many years 
behind. Most gains were substantial, but the MLD group and their comparison group made only modest 
progress in reading. By post-test the DYS group (but not the MLD group) had moved into the semi-literate 
range for both reading and spelling.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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30	 Reading Recovery

(1)	 London and Surrey

N.B. Relative to both previous versions, this entry has been substantially revised, including being expanded 
to include results of the Neale test, in the light of Hurry and Sylva (2007), which must now be considered the 
definitive account of this study.

Main references: Sylva and Hurry (1995a, b), Hurry and Sylva (1998, 2007)

Research design: Two interventions (Reading Recovery and Phonological Training) in separate groups of 
schools were each compared with two comparison groups, one in the same schools, the other in different 
schools. Mainly quasi-experimental because most groups were not created by random allocation – but see 
below for an RCT within one part of the study

Date: 1992–93

Age range: Y2

Type of children: Low attainment

N.B. All the following Ns are those obtaining at 1st post-test; all were slightly larger at pre-test, and 
progressively slightly smaller at one-year and three-year follow-ups.

N of experimental group: 89 in 22 schools (out of the only 24 schools in England which were using 
Reading Recovery at the time) in seven LAs in south-east England, six in Greater London (Bexley, 
Greenwich, Hammersmith and Fulham, Islington, Wandsworth, Westminster), plus Surrey – but only 72 in 17 
schools for within-school comparisons because 5 schools had no within-school comparison pupils

N of comparison groups: (1) 40 in same schools; (2) 152 in different schools, = 109 in 18 other schools in 
same LAs + 43 in alternative intervention schools

N of alternative intervention (AI) group: 92 in 23 schools in same LAs

Nature of alternative intervention: Phonological Training (so-called in the 2007 article but Phonological 
Intervention in all earlier reports)

N of comparison/control groups for alternative intervention: (1) 43 in same schools (comparison 
group); (2) the same 109 children as above in 18 other schools (control group)

Equivalence of groups: In each LA which had Reading Recovery schools in 1992, the primary adviser 
identified (mostly) two schools with similar intakes to each Reading Recovery school; these were assigned 
randomly to be Phonological Training schools (N=23) or comparison schools (N=18) – this part of the 
design did not constitute an RCT because the sample in the Phonological Training schools was subdivided 
– read on. In each of the 63 schools the 6 poorest readers (roughly the bottom 20%) in Y2 were identified 
using Clay’s Diagnostic Survey (Clay, 1985). In the 22 Reading Recovery schools, those children (usually 
4) with the lowest scores were given the programme, while the others were allocated to the within-schools 
comparison group. In the 23 Phonological Training schools the 6 poorest readers were allocated randomly 
to receive the programme (N=4) or to the within-schools comparison group (N=2); this part of the design 
was therefore an RCT, while all other parts were quasi-experimental. Pupils in the 18 schools receiving 
neither programme all belonged to the between-schools comparison group.

Length of intervention in weeks: (average) 21 (but average 9 months between pre-test in Sept/Oct 1992 
and post-test in May–July 1993). One-year follow-up took place in May–July 1994, and three-year follow-up 
in Sept–Dec 1996.

Tests used: (reading) BASWRT, Neale (comprehension) at pre- and post-test and one-year follow-up, 
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NFER-Nelson Group Reading Test 6–12 at three-year follow-up; (spelling) not tested at pre- and post-test, 
British Ability Scales Spelling test at one-year follow-up, Young’s Parallel Spelling Test at three-year follow-up

Reading results

Pre- and post-test and 12-month follow-up average r.a’s in years and months (s.d’s not stated) 
on BASWRT, gains in reading accuracy over previous test (in months of r.a.), ratio gains at 
post-test, and effect sizes and statistical significances at post-test and follow-up allowing for 
differences on pre-test as stated in Hurry and Sylva (2007):

pre-test post-test gain RG effect 
size †

1-year follow-up effect 
size †

Group N r.a. r.a. r.a. gain

(1) 70/89 4:11 6:4 17 1.9 6:11 7

(2) 40 5:3 6:1 10 1.1 0.81*** 7:0 11 0.25

(3) 152 5:6 6:1 7 0.8 0.84*** 6:11 10 0.41***

(4) 92 5:1 5:11 10 1.1 6:10 11

(5) 43 5:4 6:0 8 0.9 0.08 6:11 11 0.13

(6) 109 5:6 6:1 7 0.8 0.16 6:11 10 0.27**

† Upper effect size in each pair is for group (1) vs (2) or group (4) vs (5); lower effect size is for group (1) vs (3) 
or group (4) vs (6)

N = sample size at post-test (for the variable N, see above); *** = p<0.001; ** = p<0.01

Key to groups:	 (1) Reading Recovery; (2) within-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (3) 
between-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (4) Phonological Training; (5) within-schools 
comparison group for Phonological Training; (6) between-schools comparison group for Phonological 
Training

Pre- and post-test and 12-month follow-up average raw scores and s.d’s on Neale, gains in 
reading comprehension over previous test in points of raw score, and effect sizes and statistical 
significances at post-test and follow-up allowing for differences on pre-test as stated in Hurry 
and Sylva (2007):

pre-test post-test gain Effect 
size †

1-year follow-up effect 
size †

Group N ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.) gain

(1) 70/89 0 (1) 11.3 (6.6) 11.3 19.5 (11.3) 8.2

(2) 40 2 (3) 10.7 (9.7) 8.7 0.63** 20.1 (14.8) 9.4 0.26

(3) 152 2 (3) 9.2 (7.9) 7.2 0.78*** 18.9 (13.2) 9.7 0.49***

(4) 92 1 (3) 7.2 (8.5) 6.2 17.1 (13.3) 9.9

(5) 43 1.5 (3) 8.1 (7.5) 6.6 0.13 18.8 (12.7) 10.7 0.10

(6) 109 2 (3) 9.7 (8.1) 7.7 0.09 19.0 (13.5) 9.3 0.22**

† Upper effect size in each pair is for group (1) vs (2) or group (4) vs (5); lower effect size is for group (1) vs (3) 
or group (4) vs (6)

N = sample size at post-test (for the variable N, see above); *** = p<0.001; ** = p<0.01
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Key to groups: (1) Reading Recovery; (2) within-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (3) 
between-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (4) Phonological Training; (5) within-schools 
control group for Phonological Training; (6) between-schools comparison group for Phonological Training

Starting and ending levels and progress: Unusually, here the pre-test raw scores on the Neale do 
permit characterisation of the starting level: since almost all Y2 pupils would score on this test, the fact that 
almost all these children did not means they were well behind. This is confirmed by the very low pre-test 
r.a’s on the BASWRT.

Between pre- and post-test Reading Recovery group made a modest gain in accuracy (RG=1.9) and 
substantially greater progress than both comparison groups in accuracy (BASWRT) and comprehension 
(Neale), as shown by the effect sizes; Phonological Training group and their control/comparison groups 
made only standard progress, if that, and did not differ in progress on these tests.

At the one-year follow-up, the Reading Recovery children were no longer ahead of, but had still made 
significantly better progress than, the between-schools comparison group on both tests, but had no 
longer made significantly better progress than the within-schools comparison group. And by this point the 
Phonological Training group had made significantly better progress than their between-schools comparison 
group on both tests, but had still not made significantly better progress than their within-schools control 
group.

Average comprehension r.a’s (s.d’s not stated) on NFER-Nelson test at three-year follow-up, and 
effect sizes and statistical significances as stated in Hurry and Sylva (2007):

 3-year follow-up effect size †

group N r.a.

(1) 63/89 8:4

(2) 35 8:7 0.17

(3) 137 8:8 0.15

(4) 81 8:3

(5) 38 8:7 0.03

(6) 99 8:7 0.21

† Upper effect size in each pair is for group (1) vs (2) or group (4) vs (5); lower effect size is for group (1) vs (3) 
or group (4) vs (6)

N = sample size (for the variable N, see above); ** = p<0.01; * = p<0.05

Key to groups:	 (1) Reading Recovery; (2) within-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (3) 
between-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (4) Phonological Training; (5) within-schools 
comparison group for Phonological Training; (6) between-schools comparison group for Phonological 
Training

For commentary, see below.
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Spelling results

Average raw scores and s.d’s at one-year follow-up on BAS Spelling Test, average s.a’s (s.d’s 
not stated) on Young’s test at three-year follow-up, and effect sizes and statistical significances 
at both stages as stated in Hurry and Sylva (2007):

1-year follow-up effect  
size †

3-year follow-up effect  
size †

group N ave. (s.d.)  N s.a.

(1) 68/91 17.8 (7.0) 63/89 8:7

(2) 34 18.9 (9.0) 0.18 35 8:11 0.04

(3) 150 18.2 (9.2) 0.32** 137 8:10 0.11

(4) 88 17.1 (9.2) 81 8:8

(5) 43 18.0 (8.2) 0.16 38 8:9 0.07

(6) 107 18.2 (9.6) 0.27* 99 8:9 0.27*

† Upper effect size in each pair is for group (1) vs (2) or group (4) vs (5); lower effect size is for group (1) vs (3) 
or group (4) vs (6)

N = sample size (for the variable N, see above); ** = p<0.01; * = p<0.05

Key to groups: (1) Reading Recovery; (2) within-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (3) 
between-schools comparison group for Reading Recovery; (4) Phonological Training; (5) within-schools 
comparison group for Phonological Training; (6) between-schools comparison group for Phonological 
Training

At the one-year follow-up, both Reading Recovery and Phonological Training groups were significantly 
ahead of their between-schools comparisons groups in spelling, but neither was ahead of its within-schools 
comparison/control group.

At the three-year follow-up, neither the Reading Recovery nor the Phonological Training group was 
significantly better in general than their respective control/comparison groups on reading or spelling, the 
only exception being that the Phonological Training group had a significantly higher average score than their 
between-school comparison group on spelling.

However, within the Reading Recovery group, children who had been complete non-readers at the pre-
test in 1992 did stay ahead of comparable children in the comparison groups – but this was not true of 
such children within the Phonological Intervention group. ‘For the children who were not reading at all at 6 
years old, Reading Recovery was more effective [for reading] at every follow-up point than for slightly better 
readers’ (Hurry and Sylva, 2007).

But then again, given that at the three-year follow-up the average chronological age was 10:3, all groups 
were well behind national norms in both reading and spelling: ‘[I]t would appear that, in the long-term, 
neither of the interventions had allowed the children to overcome their poor start with reading’ (Hurry and 
Sylva, 2007) – or, it should be added, to keep up in spelling.

The What Works Clearinghouse (2007) meta-analysis contained one study, an RCT, in which children were 
followed up at the end of 3rd grade, two years after the end of the programme (Baenen et al., 1997). No 
significant advantage was found for Reading Recovery.

However, for more positive follow-up findings, see the 1997–98 cohort and Reading Recovery in Britain and 
Ireland, below.
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30	 Reading Recovery

(2)	 Bristol

Main reference: Fudge (2001)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1999–2001

Age range: Y1–2

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 145 in 21 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 20

Reading test: WRAPS (Word Recognition and Phonic Skills)

Pre- and post-test scores and s.d’s: not stated

Gain in reading accuracy (in months of r.a): 14.5

Ratio gain: 2.9

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of the starting and ending levels. However, the RG shows useful progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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30	 Reading Recovery

(3)	 The 1997–98 cohort

N.B. Only follow-up data are given in this entry, hence the absence of several headings

Main reference: Douëtil (2004)

Research design: One-group follow-up only study

Date: 1997–98

Age range: Y1

Type of children: Low attainment (bottom 20%)

N of experimental group: 1,451 in an unknown number of schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12–20

Follow-up: These children were followed up in 1999 at the end of KS1, and a sub-sample of 651 again in 
2003 at the end of KS2. Their KS1 reading results were as follows.

Children who had been 
successfully discontinued 
(had ‘achieved accelerated 

learning’)

Children who had not been 
successfully discontinued 
or had not completed the 

programme

Total

Level N % N % N %

3 14 1 0 0 14 1

2a 149 14 2 1 151 10

2b 330 30 16 5 346 24

2c 389 35 46 14 435 30

1 228 20 225 67 453 31

W 4 <1 48 14 52 4

Total 1114 100 337 100 1451 100

Source: Adapted from Douëtil (2004)

Given that these children had made very little progress in their first year at school, and most would have 
been predicted to reach level W or 1, these results suggest considerable benefit for the children who had 
completed Reading Recovery (80% at level 2 or 3), and a need to provide further support for the rest.
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The KS2 reading results were as follows.

Children who had ‘achieved 
accelerated learning’

Children who had not 
‘achieved accelerated 

learning’

Total

Level N % N % N %

5 53 12 12 6 65 10

4 207 47 59 28 266 41

3 116 27 69 32 185 28

2 1 <1 3 1 4 <1

None 60 14 71 33 131 20

Total 437 100 214 100 651 100

Source: Adapted from Douëtil (2004)

These results suggest that most of the children who had completed Reading Recovery had maintained 
their gains (59% at Level 4 or 5). The fact that 34% of those who had not completed the programme 
also achieved those levels suggests either a sleeper effect or that many had received further specialist 
support. The 49% of the full sample who had not yet achieved Level 3 would need some further support in 
secondary school.
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30	 Reading Recovery

(4)	 Every Child a Reader in London

Main references: Burroughs-Lange (2006), Every Child a Reader (undated but known to have been 
published in 2006)

Research design: Matched groups two-groups pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 2005–06

Age range: Y1

Type of children: Low attainment – bottom 5–6% of the national distribution. (N.B. The standardised 
scores quoted below were derived within the sample, and are therefore not, despite appearances, close to 
the national average.)

N of experimental group: 87 in 21 schools in 5 London boroughs (Brent, Greenwich, Hackney, 
Hammersmith and Fulham, Southwark)

N of comparison group: 147 in 21 schools in 5 other London boroughs (Barking and Dagenham, 
Haringey, Islington, Lambeth, Lewisham)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Equivalence of groups: All 10 boroughs were volunteers, but those in the experimental group already 
had some RR provision while the comparison boroughs did not (but were to implement it in 2006–07); the 
two groups were similar in population characteristics and KS1 achievement levels. In the RR boroughs the 
schools which already had an RR teacher (N=21) were chosen to participate. In the comparison boroughs, 
the nominated schools (N=21) were those thought to be most in need of the programme. In each of the 42 
schools, the lowest-attaining Y1 class was nominated to participate, and the 8 children in that class thought 
to be poorest in literacy were chosen for the study. The two samples of schools were very similar in terms 
of number on roll, number in Y1, percentage of children on free school meals, and percentage of children 
having English as an additional language. The samples of children were very similar in terms of average 
age and gender balance – unusually for this sort of study, there were almost equal numbers of boys and 
girls. At pre-test the average scores for the experimental group were slightly higher than for the comparison 
group, as shown in Table 6 of Burroughs-Lange (2006). The differences were 2 standardised score points 
on both tests, and 2 months of age on WRAPS (there was no difference on BASWRT r.a.), and the returners’ 
BASWRT pre-test standardised score was statistically significantly higher than the comparison group’s. The 
differences were handled statistically in calculating results.

Length of intervention in weeks: not stated, and it would in any case be standard RR practice for this to 
vary between 12 and 20 weeks, according to individual children’s needs; interval of 10 months (Sept–July) 
between pre- and post-test used to calculate RGs.

Literacy tests used: BASWRT, WRAPS (Word Recognition and Phonic Skills). BASWRT was given 
only to the experimental and comparison groups. WRAPS was given to all the children in the Y1 classes 
in the study (N in RR schools = 605, N in comparison schools = 566), but here only the results for the 
experimental and comparison groups are analysed.
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Pre- and post-test BASWRT r.a’s/WRAPS ages and s.d’s, gains in reading accuracy in months of 
r.a./WRAPS age (s.d’s not stated), ratio gains, and effect sizes calculated using the pooled post-
test s.d’s:

pre-test post-test gain RG effect 
size

Test group N ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

BASWRT exps 87 4:11 (0:2) 6:7 (0:9) 20 2.0 1.50

comps 147 4:10 (0:2) 5:3 (0:9) 5 0.5

WRAPS exps 87 4:11 (0:6) 6:3 (0:8) 16 1.6 0.76

comps 147 4:10 (0:6) 5:7 (0:9) 9 0.9

Both tests: Pre- and post-test standardised scores and s.d’s, gains in standardised score points 
(s.d’s not stated), and effect sizes calculated using the pooled post-test s.d’s:

pre-test post-test gain effect 
size

Test group N ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

BASWRT exps 87 103 * (16) 111 * (15)  8 1.30

comps 147 99 * (15) 94 * (11) -5

WRAPS exps 87 100.3* (15.4) 107 * (14)  6.7 0.84

comps 147 100 * (15) 96 * (13) -4

* N.B. These standardised scores were calculated for these samples of children, and are therefore not, 
despite appearances, close to national norms. The r.a’s/WRAPS ages above show these children were well 
behind.

Statistical significances: All four of the experimental group’s post-test average scores were statistically 
significantly higher than the comparison group’s. 

Starting and ending levels and progress: As already noted, the pre-test r.a’s/WRAPS ages show 
these children were well behind – on average they were still absolute non-readers and non-spellers. The 
experimental group made significantly more progress. This is not surprising because all relevant figures 
show that the comparison group had made less than standard progress (ratio gains below 1.0, decrease 
in standardised scores) and therefore was falling relatively further behind. All six impact measures for 
the experimental group show that they had made substantial to remarkable progress. At post-test the 
experimental group’s scores were at or near c.a., while the comparison group was still well behind.

It is worth noting also that the complete Y1 classes in RR schools had made significantly better progress 
than those in the comparison schools, as shown by the average WRAPS scores (not reported here) – a 
useful halo effect.

Follow-up: (was scheduled for July 2007)
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30	 Reading Recovery

(5)	 Reading Recovery across Britain and Ireland

Main reference: Douëtil (2006)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2005–06

Age range: Y1–2

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 3566 in an unknown number of schools across the 5 jurisdictions

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 18.5 on average (4.5 months used in calculating RG)

Literacy tests used: BASWRT

Pre- and post-test BASWRT r.a’s in years and months, gain in reading accuracy in months of r.a. 
(s.d’s not stated), and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

4:10 6:5 19 4.2

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: As expected, the pre-test average shows that most of these 
children were non-readers. The post-test average is what would be expected of the average child at the 
beginning of Y2, and some of these children were already in Y2. However, the RG shows that on average 
they had made remarkable progress.

Follow-up: Of the 3566 children, 3015 (85%) were ‘successfully discontinued’ or ‘achieved accelerated 
learning’, as earlier and current Reading Recovery parlance has it (= had made enough progress to leave the 
programme and not to be referred for further assessment and more specialist help), and had their RR book 
levels assessed; the average book level, 17.1, following the method described under FFT Wave 3 above, 
equates to an average r.a. on the BASWRT of 6:7. Varying numbers of these children were followed up:

3 and 6 months after leaving Reading Recovery, when their RR book levels were assessed again, and1.	

(for Y2 children in England only) when they took the KS1 national tests in summer 2006; at this point their 2.	
KS1 reading and writing scores were gathered.
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The average RR book levels and BASWRT r.a’s at discontinuation and 3- and 6-month follow-ups were:

Stage N % of those who began 
programme

RR book level BASWRT

average (s.d.) r.a.

discontinuation 3015 85% 17.1 (2.6) 6:7

3-month follow-up 1440 40% 18.9 (3.4) 6:10

6-month follow-up 516 14% 20.7 (3.9) 7:1

Though the sample sizes fall off steeply, the BASWRT data show exactly standard progress: 1 month of r.a. 
gained for each month elapsed. In other words, having returned to their classes, those children who could 
be traced and assessed were on average keeping up with their peers.

KS1 results were gathered for 1076 children. For their writing results, see entry 59 below. The reading 
results, which include children who were still only part way through their Reading Recovery programme 
when they took national assessments, were as follows:

Level N %

3 14 1.3

2a 97 9.0

2b 300 27.9

2c 329 30.8

1 310 28.8

W 26 2.4

The percentage achieving below level 2 was 31.2%, compared to the national figure of 16% (see chapter 
one), but the latter figure contains the whole attainment range, while the Reading Recovery figure by 
definition refers only to a limited sub-sample who started off well behind, and therefore represents 
considerable success and progress.
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31	 Reciprocal Teaching

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Christa Rippon

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2002–03

Age range: Y3–6

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 88 in an unstated number of schools in Haringey

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: Ranged from 16 to 52 (overall RGs were calculated as the average of 
the individual children’s RGs)

Reading test: Neale (accuracy and comprehension)

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s in years and decimal years, gains and s.d’s in months 
of r.a., and ratio gains: 

pre post gain RG

average (s.d.) average (s.d.) average (s.d.)

accuracy 9.9 (1.8) 11.1 (1.6) 16 (14) 2.4

comprehension 8.6 (1.4) 10.7 (1.8) 25 (21) 3.7

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test scores show these children were on average 
already functionally literate for accuracy and almost there for comprehension, but the r.a. for comprehension 
is what would be expected of the average child at the beginning of Y4; given the age range this means 
that many were well behind (but fewer in accuracy). The post-test scores are at Y6 level for both accuracy 
and comprehension, so many must by then have been at least at c.a. The RGs show useful progress in 
accuracy and substantial progress in comprehension.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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32	 RITA (Reader’s Intelligent Teaching Assistant)

The data for IA&T here are identical to those for the pre- and post-test in the entry for IA&T above.

Main reference: Nicolson et al. (1999)

Research design: Matched groups two-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: not stated (1997–98?)

Age range: Y2–3

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental groups: (Y2) 58; (Y3) 16, in 4 schools in total

N of comparison groups: (Y2) 58; (Y3) 45, in different schools

N of alternative intervention groups: (Y2) 59; (Y3) 36, in same 4 schools and classes as experimentals 
but in previous year

Nature of alternative intervention: called ‘Traditional’ in Nicolson et al. (2000) but actually the 
experimentals in Interactive Assessment and Teaching (IA&T) – see separate entry

Equivalence of groups: Matched on age and reading performance

Length of intervention in weeks: 10

Tests used: Wechsler Objective Reading Dimension (WORD) reading and spelling

N, pre- and post-test average standardised scores and s.d’s, and effect sizes calculated (by 
authors) using pooled pre-test s.d’s:

Reading accuracy Standard Score Spelling Standard Score

Intervention 
type

pre-test post-test effect 
size

pre-test post-test effect 
size

ave. s.d. ave. s.d. ave. s.d. ave. s.d.

Y2

RITA 89.60 3.41 90.81 3.61 0.30 80.19 6.67 88.66 8.91 0.98

comps 89.74 4.01 89.41 5.30 84.49 8.65 86.24 9.79

AI (IA&T) 89.03 3.51 92.76 7.46 0.94 84.26 8.97 91.67 10.57 0.95

Y3

RITA 79.69 3.50 87.13 12.21 1.34 78.38 5.50 84.44 8.02 0.77

comps 79.49 5.55 80.53 7.01 81.19 7.87 83.22 8.22

AI (IA&T) 79.94 3.41 83.31 3.61 0.61 82.64 6.67 88.28 8.91 0.72

Ratio gains: n/a

Statistical significances: Experimentals and AI groups in both year groups made significantly greater 
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gains than comparison group; experimental and AI groups did not differ

Starting and ending levels and progress: Average pre-test scores were below age-related expectation 
for Y3 generally and Y2 spelling, just below it for Y2 reading accuracy. Average post-test scores for the 
comparison group show hardly any progress, while those for the RITA and IA&T groups mainly show 
substantial to remarkable progress, up into the average range in the case of IA&T reading. However, 
computerising the intervention did not produce extra progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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33	 SIDNEY

Main references: Norgate and Bentote (2005) and unpublished data supplied by Roger Norgate

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2004

Age range: Y1–2

Type of children: Low attainment, on average

N of experimental group: 66 children in 14 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Reading and phonics (including spelling) test: WRAPS

Pre- and post-test average WRAPS ages in years and months and standardised scores, gains 
in accuracy in months of WRAPS age/standardised score points, s.d’s, ratio gain, effect size 
calculated (by GB) using s.d. of standardisation sample, and statistical significance:

pre post gain RG effect size p

WRAPS 
age

5:0 (0:6) 5:7 (0:7) 7 (7) 2.3

ss 91.9 (11.2) 98.3 (10.8) 6.4 (12.5) 0.43 <0.001

Starting and ending levels and progress: At pre-test these children had scarcely made a start on 
literacy; by post-test they were just above the level of an average child in Y1, but had made useful progress, 
as shown by both the RG and the effect size.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)



What works for pupils with literacy difficulties� 00688-2007BKT-EN
Primary and Secondary National Strategies� © Greg Brooks and NFER 2007220

34	 Somerset Self-esteem and Reading Project

(1)	 1st study

N.B. Lawrence treated the ‘counselling only’ group as the main experimental group in this study. However, 
for consistency with his other studies, that group has here been described as the first alternative intervention 
group (AI1), while the ‘counselling plus remedial teaching’ group has been treated as the experimental group.

Main references: Lawrence (1973, pp. 44-56) – statistical data are more accurate in this version than in 
the original report (Lawrence, 1971), but details of interventions are derived from both, and from Lawrence 
(1988)

Research design: Matched groups four-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 1970 (see Lawrence, 1988, p. 10)

Age range: Y4 (average ages of groups at beginning, presumably early in school year, were between 8:7 
and 8:11)

Type of children: Low attainment (‘considered by their head teachers to be retarded in reading’)

N of experimental group: 12 in 1 school – but 11 at post-test

(received self-esteem counselling – 20 minutes’ individual interview per week, with a professional 
psychologist – plus remedial teaching – 30 minutes, once a week, in groups of 5 or 6, primarily phonics)

N of comparison group: 12 in 1 school

N of alternative intervention (AI) groups:	 (AI1) 12 in 1 school 
						      (AI2) 12 in 1 school – but 11 at post-test

Nature of alternative interventions:

(AI1) self-esteem counselling alone (20 minutes’ individual interview per week, with same psychologist as 
experimentals)

(AI2) remedial teaching alone (30 minutes, twice a week, in groups of 5 or 6, primarily phonics, with same 
teacher as experimentals)

Equivalence of groups: Groups matched on age, sex, mental age (non-verbal IQ) and reading age, but 
each group was in a separate school

Length of intervention in weeks: 26

Reading test: Schonell Word Recognition Test
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Pre- and post-test average scores (r.a’s), pre-test s.d’s (post-test s.d’s not given), gains in 
reading accuracy (in months of r.a.), ratio gains, and effect sizes calculated using differences 
between gains over control group’s pre-test s.d.:

pre-test post-test 
average

gain  
(months)

RG effect size

average (s.d.)

exps 6:11 (1:2) 7:9 10 1.7 0.33

comps 6:6 (1:3) 6:11 5 0.8

AI1 6:10 (1: 1) 7:11 13 2.2 0.53

AI2 6:8 (1:4) 7:5 9 1.5 0.27

Statistical significances (ns = non-significant; p = probability; U = Mann-Whitney ‘U’ test value; ? 
= not stated):

comps AI1 AI2

U p U p U p

exps ? ? 50 ns 34 ns

comps 2 <0.001 ? ?

AI1 30 <0.01

No reason given for not stating comparison vs experimental and comparison vs AI2 (remedial phonics 
only) values; professional counselling plus remedial phonics was no better than counselling only (AI1) or 
remedial phonics only (AI2); but professional counselling only was better than remedial phonics only or no 
intervention, and equal to professional counselling plus remedial phonics.

Starting and ending levels and progress: All pre-test scores were in the functionally illiterate range, and 
about 2 years below c.a.; by post-test all but the comparison group’s score had moved into the semi-literate 
range but were still well below c.a. The RGs and effect sizes show that the AI1 group (counselling alone) had 
made useful progress, and the experimental and AI2 groups modest progress. Meanwhile the comparison 
group had made less than standard progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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34	 Somerset Self-esteem and Reading Project

(2)	 2nd study

Main references: Lawrence (1973, pp.56-65) – some details of interventions derived from Lawrence (1972)

Research design: Matched groups two-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: not stated (1970?)

Age range: Y4 (average ages of groups at beginning ranged from 8:10–9:6)

Type of children: Low attainment (‘considered to be retarded in reading’)

N of experimental group: 14, 7 in each of 2 schools (received counselling provided by non-professionals, 
plus remedial teaching)

N of comparison group: (no no-intervention comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: 14, 7 in each of same 2 schools (received remedial teaching only)

Equivalence of groups: Matched on age, sex, mental age and reading age, within schools

Length of intervention in weeks: 18 (but 26 between pre- and post-test)

Reading test: Schonell Word Recognition Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and pre-test s.d’s in years and months (post-test and gain s.d’s 
not given), gains in reading accuracy (in months of r.a.), ratio gains, and between-groups effect 
size calculated (by GB) as difference in gain divided by AI group’s pre-test s.d.:

pre-test post-test 
average

gain RG effect size

group average (s.d.)

exps 7:0 (1:9) 8:0 12 2.0 0.09

AI 6:10 (1:11) 7:8 10 1.7

Statistical significances: ns, i.e. counselling by non-professionals plus remedial teaching was no better 
than remedial teaching alone

Starting and ending levels and progress: Both pre-test scores were near the top of the functionally 
illiterate range, and about 3 years below c.a.; by post-test both had moved into the semi-literate range but 
were still well below c.a. The RGs show that both groups had made modest progress, and the tiny effect 
size confirms that the experimental group had not made better progress than the AI group.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)



00688-2007BKT-EN	 What works for pupils with literacy difficulties
© Greg Brooks and NFER 2007	 Primary and Secondary National Strategies 223

34	 Somerset Self-esteem and Reading Project

(3)	 3rd study

Main references: Lawrence (1973, pp.65-74) – some details of interventions derived from Lawrence (1972)

Research design: Matched groups two-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: not stated (1971?)

Age range: Y3–4 (average ages of the groups at beginning ranged from 7:10 to 9:7)

Type of children: Low attainment (‘considered to be retarded in reading’)

N of experimental group: 24, 6 in each of 4 schools (received counselling provided by non-professionals, 
plus remedial teaching)

N of comparison group: (no no-intervention comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: 24, 6 in each of same 4 schools (received remedial teaching only)

Equivalence of groups: Matched on age, sex, mental age and reading age, within schools

Length of intervention in weeks: 17

Reading test: Schonell Word Recognition Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and pre-test s.d’s in years and months (post-test and gain s.d’s 
not given), gains in reading accuracy (in months of r.a.), ratio gains, and between-groups effect 
size calculated (by GB) as difference in gain divided by AI group’s pre-test s.d.:

pre-test post-test 
average

gain RG effect size

ave. (s.d.)

exps 6:11 (1:10) 7:11 12 3.0 0.38

AI 6:10 (2:0) 7:1 3 0.8

Statistical significances: p<0.05, i.e. counselling by non-professionals plus remedial teaching was better 
than remedial teaching alone

Starting and ending levels and progress: Both pre-test scores were near the top of the functionally 
illiterate range, and between 1 and 3 years below c.a.; by post-test both had moved into the semi-literate 
range (the AI group only just) but were still well below c.a. The RGs show that the experimental group had 
made substantial progress and the AI group less than standard progress, and the effect size, though small, 
confirms that the experimental group had made better progress than the AI group.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)

[N.B. A further study reported in Lawrence and Blagg (1974) was considered too small to be included – see 
chapter four.]
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34	 Somerset Self-esteem and Reading Project

(4)	 4th study

N.B. For the successor programme to DISTAR, see Corrective Reading

Main references: Lawrence (1985); some details from Lawrence (1988)

Research design: Possibly RCT since (unstated) method of allocation to groups seems to have been 
random assignment

Date: 1984 (see Lawrence, 1988, p. 11)

Age range: Y3–4? (‘eight-year-olds’)

Type of children: Low attainment (all with reading quotient (r.a./c.a. x 100) below 85)

N of experimental group: 94 in 8 schools (received DISTAR as AI2, plus self-esteem counselling for 45 
minutes once a week, in pairs, from one of 35 non-professional counsellors)

N of comparison group: 78

N of alternative intervention (AI) groups: (AI1) 79; (AI2) 84

Total N of pupils: Ns above total 335; Lawrence (1985, p. 194) says 374, Lawrence (1988, p. 11) says 372 – 
but these may represent total number at pre-test

N of schools: Lawrence (1985, p. 194) gives total number of schools across all 4 groups as 29; Lawrence 
(1988, p. 11) gives number of experimental schools as 8; separate numbers for other 3 groups nowhere 
stated

Nature of alternative interventions:

(AI1) DISTAR as AI2, plus drama teaching designed to enhance self-esteem, for about 45 minutes once a 
week, in groups of 7–15, given by County Adviser for Drama

(AI2) DISTAR only, in groups of 6–10, for one hour, 3 times per week, from teachers trained by a manager of 
the accredited UK providers of DISTAR training

Equivalence of groups: Not stated, but appears to have been random assignment of pupils to groups

Length of intervention in weeks: 20

Reading test: Burt Word Recognition Test (Vernon revision, 1973)

Pre- and post-test average scores and s.d’s: not stated
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Gains in reading accuracy (in raw score), s.d’s of gains, and effect sizes calculated (by GB) using 
differences between gains divided by s.d. of comparison group’s gain:

gain in raw score effect

average (s.d.) size

experimentals 14.3 (6.4) 0.92

comparison group 8.8 (6.0)

AI1 11.8 (6.6) 0.50

AI2 10.7 (5.1) 0.32

Ratio gain: n/a

Statistical significances: Experimentals and AI1 made significantly greater gains than other two groups. 
‘Therapeutic’ conditions (experimentals = counselling plus DISTAR; AI1 = drama plus DISTAR) did not differ, 
and were better than DISTAR only (AI2) and no intervention (comparison group), which also did not differ.

Starting and ending levels and progress: Raw scores, and absence of pre- and post-test r.a’s, do not 
permit characterisation of starting and ending levels. The experimental group’s effect size shows substantial 
progress, while those for the alternative intervention groups were small.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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35	 Sound Discovery®

(1)	 Norfolk

Main reference: Worsley (2005b)

Research design: One group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2005

Age range: Y2–5 (also one child in Y7, excluded from analyses)

Type of children: Pupils struggling with literacy skills, including some with SEN

N of experimental group: 38 in 11 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Tests used: Salford Sentence Reading Test, 3rd edn.; Young’s Parallel Spelling Tests

Pre- and post-test average reading ages in years and months (s.d’s not stated), gain in reading 
comprehension in months of r.a., and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

Reading comprehension 5:9 6:6 9 3.0

Pre- and post-test average spelling ages in years and decimal years (s.d’s not stated), gain in 
months of s.a., and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

Spelling 6.9 7.3 5 1.7

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Both pre-test average scores, and the post-test average for 
comprehension, were in the functionally illiterate range, while the post-test average for spelling had moved 
into the semi-literate range. The progress made was useful in reading, modest in spelling.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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35	 Sound Discovery®

(2)	 Bedfordshire

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Jo Padbury via Marlynne Grant

Research design: Two one-group pre-test/post-test studies

Dates: (1) 2005–06; (2) 2006–07

Age range: (1) Y6; (2) Y5

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental groups: (1) 114 in 1 middle school; (2) 126 in same school

N of comparison groups: (no comparison groups)

N of alternative intervention groups: (no alternative intervention groups)

Length of intervention in weeks: (1) 22 (9 months between pre- and post-test, Sept 2005–June 2006, 
used in calculating RG); (2) 10 (4 months between pre- and post-test, Sept 2006–January 2007, used in 
calculating RG)

Tests used: (Y6) Hodder Reading Tests 2A & B, NFER-Nelson Single Word Spelling Test F;

(Y5) NFER-Nelson Single Word Spelling Test E

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s, s.a’s and s.d’s in years and months, gains in reading 
comprehension and spelling and s.d’s in months of r.a./s.a., and ratio gains:

pre post gain RG

Y6 comp 10:1 (1:11) 11:1 (1:8) 12 (11) 1.3

spelling 9:4 (1:8) 10:5 (1:8) 13 (11) 1.4

Y5 spelling 9:6 (1:9) 10:2 (1:8) 8 (7) 2.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Though already in the functionally literate range, the pre-test 
averages scores show these children were slightly behind. The Y6 group made little more than standard 
progress, and were therefore still relatively about as far behind at post-test. The Y5 group made useful 
progress, and were catching up to the average for their age.

Follow-up: The Y6 cohort was re-tested on spelling in January 2007, 7 months after the end of the 
programme. Their average s.a. was now 10:8 – they had made 6 months gain, or a fraction under standard 
progress, but had therefore mostly maintained the small gain made during the programme.
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36	 Sounds~Write

Main reference: www.sounds-write.co.uk/smallstudy.asp

Research design: Unmatched groups two-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2005

Age range: Y1

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental group: 24 in one school in Northamptonshire

N of comparison group: (no no-intervention comparison group)

N of alternative intervention (AI) group: 27 in the other Y1 class in same school

Equivalence of groups: Not equivalent – just the 2 classes

Nature of alternative treatment: Progression in Phonics (PiPs)

Length of intervention in weeks: 5

Tests used: Burt Reading Test, Young’s Parallel Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s and s.d’s: not stated

Gains (in months of r.a./s.a.) and ratio gains:

gain RG

reading acc. exps 3.3 3.3

AI 0.9 0.9

spelling exps 2.7 2.7

AI 1.2 1.2

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of starting and ending levels. The experimental group’s RGs show they made useful to 
substantial progress, while those for the alternative intervention group show they made barely standard 
progress. However, Progression in Phonics has now been superseded by Letters and Sounds.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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37	 SPELLIT

Main references: Rack and Hatcher (2002a, b)

Research design: Matched groups three-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment (not quite an RCT 
because some children moved between groups after random allocation)

Date: 1999–2000

Age range: Y2–4

Type of children: Low attainment (‘reading and spelling in the lower 10% on standardised tests’)

N of experimental group: 51

N of comparison group: 58

N of alternative intervention group: 41

Nature of alternative intervention group: ‘Home Support Programme consisting of activities and 
exercises to be done at home for around 15 minutes a day, for 5 days a week over a 30 week period’

Equivalence of groups: Children were allocated at random, with some minor adjustment to achieve a 
balance of age, IQ, etc., in the three groups

Length of intervention in weeks: 30, but 39 on average between pre- and post-test

Reading test: BASWRT

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and decimal years (s.d’s not stated), gains in reading 
accuracy in months of r.a., and ratio gains: 

group r.a. pre r.a. post gain (in months of 
r.a.)

RG

exps 5.77 6.69 11 1.2

comps 5.85 6.37 6 0.7

AI 5.80 6.58 9 1.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: All the average scores, pre and post, were in the functionally 
illiterate range, and the RGs show that none of the groups made real progress; indeed, the comparison 
group fell further behind.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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38	 The Early Reading Research

(1)	 Key Stage 1 study

Main reference: Solity and Shapiro (2006, in press)

Research design: Matched groups two-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 1996–98 (The children involved started school in three groups, in September 1996 and January and 
April 1997. The study began in October 1996, and ran to June 1999, when all the children ended Y2. The 
intervention took place while the children were in Y1, and was withdrawn in Y2.)

Age range: Y1

Type of children: Lowest 25% within TERR and comparison groups according to their total literacy score 
in June 1998 (i.e. they were identified retrospectively)

N of experimental group: 45 in 6 schools in 1 LA

N of comparison group: 36 in 6 schools in same LA

Equivalence of groups: TERR schools expressed preference for the intervention. Comparison schools 
were matched with them for percentage of children on free school meals and socio-economic status of 
intake 

N of alternative treatment group: (no alternative treatment group)

Length of intervention in weeks: Intervention for 35 weeks during Year 1 (8 months used in calculating 
RG). Intervention withdrawn in Year 2

Reading test: BASWRT 1

Pre- and post-test and one-year follow-up average r.a’s and s.d’s in years and months, gains in 
reading accuracy in months of r.a., ratio gains and effect sizes calculated (by GB) as difference 
in gain divided by respectively post-test and one-year follow-up s.d’s of comparison group:

group pre post gain RG effect 
size

follow-up gain RG effect 
size

ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

TERR 5:0 (0:1) 5:8 (0:4) 8 1.0 3.5 6:8 (0:5) 12 1.0 0.17

comps 5:0 (0) 5:1 (0:2) 1 0.1 6:0 (0:6) 11 0.9

Statistical significances: During Y1 the TERR group low achievers significantly outperformed 
comparison-group low achievers, p<0.001. The significance of the 2nd year difference was not stated, but 
would be ns.

Starting and ending levels and progress: Both groups were virtually non-readers at pre-test, and the 
comparison group still were at post-test. The spectacular but statistically not very reliable effect size at post-
test is due to the comparison group having made almost no progress and showing hardly any variance, while 
the TERR group made standard progress but still ended up below the level expected at the end of Y1. One 
year later, both groups had made just standard progress but the TERR group had maintained their lead.

Follow-up: see above
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38	 The Early Reading Research

(2)	 Key Stage 2 studies

Main references: Solity et al. (2000) and Solity and Shapiro (2006, in press) for description of programme 
as originally devised for Reception and Y1; analysis below based on unpublished data supplied by Jonathan 
Solity

Research design: Three one-group pre-test/post-test studies

Date: 2002–04

Age range: (1) Y3–4; (2) Y4–5; (3) Y5–6 – all groups studied longitudinally over 2 school years

Type of children: Low attainment, the bottom 25% in their classes

N of experimental groups: (1) 21; (2) 23; (3) 22

N of comparison group: (Y5–6 only) 11, too small to analyse

Length of intervention in weeks: 70 (but because of school holidays, 16 months used in calculating RG)

Tests used: BAS II Word Reading Test and Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.a’s in years and months (only some s.d’s stated), gains in 
reading accuracy and spelling in months of r.a./s.a., and ratio gains:

Year & skill pre post gain RG

ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

(1) Y3–4, reading 6:3 8:4 25 1.6

(2) Y4–5, reading 6:10 8:9 23 1.4

(3) Y5–6, reading 8:0 (0:8) 10:5 (1:5) 29 1.8

spelling 8:3 10:3 24 1.5

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The average pre-test scores were in the functionally illiterate 
range for the first 2 groups, and in the semi-literate range for the 3rd group. However, given that the average 
c.a’s at the beginning of Y3–5 are 7:6, 8:6 and 9:6 respectively these children were well behind. All groups 
made modest progress during the very long study. The post-test scores were in the semi-literate range and 
approaching functional literacy for the first 2 groups, and well above the threshold for functional literacy for 
the 3rd group. However, given that the average c.a’s at the end of Y4–6 are 9:4, 10:4 and 11:4 respectively 
these children still had some ground to catch up. In particular, the 3rd group was about to enter secondary 
school and might still find some of the curriculum difficult.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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39	 THRASS

(1)	 Bridgend

Main reference: Matthews (1998)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1998

Age range: Y3–6

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 160 in 8 schools (for year-groups, see below) 

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 13

Tests: (Reading) Neale; (Spelling) Schonell

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.a’s and s.d’s: not stated

Gains (in months of r.a./s.a.) and ratio gains:

Reading accuracy Reading 
comprehension

Spelling

N Gain RG Gain RG Gain RG

Y3 30 6.6 2.2 7.0 2.3 7.5 2.5

Y4 45 7.3 2.4 8.2 2.7 2.7 0.9

Y5 39 10.3 3.4 11.3 3.8 2.7 0.9

Y6 46 7.1 2.4 12.5 4.2 3.0 1.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of starting and ending levels. All groups made useful to substantial gains in reading (both 
aspects), as did Y3 in spelling; the other year groups made barely standard progress in spelling.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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39	 THRASS

(2)	 Hampshire

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Roger Norgate via Alan Davies

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2005

Age range: Y2–5

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 84 in 5 schools 

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 26 on average (6 months used in calculating RG)

Reading test: Salford, 3rd edn.

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s in years and months, gain in reading comprehension 
and s.d. (in months of r.a.), and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

5:11 (1:5) 7:1 (1:7) 14 (10) 2.3

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The average pre-test score was in the functionally illiterate 
range, and at about the level of the average child half-way through Y1 – but most of these children were 
older. By post-test they were just into the semi-literate range, having made useful progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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40	 Time for Reading

Main reference: Elliott et al. (2000)

Research design: RCT (no sign that clustering of children in classes allowed for in statistical analyses, but 
would probably not have affected ns findings)

Date: not stated, but about 1995

Age range: Reception (age 4–5)

Type of children: Low attainment, or at risk of it (pre- and early readers in a disadvantaged urban area)

N of experimental groups: (pre & post) 68; (3-year follow-up) 50

N of control groups: (pre & post) 72; (3-year follow-up) 49

Equivalence of groups: Random assignment of classes to conditions; pre-test data showed no significant 
differences

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 26 – but 3-year follow-up testing was conducted 2.5 years after end of 
intervention

Tests used: (pre & post) Specially constructed odd-one-out tests of initial phonemes and rhymes; (3–year 
follow-up) WORD (Wechsler Objective Reading Development) Scales

Pre- and post-test average raw scores and gains (s.d’s not stated):

pre post gain

Initial phoneme test exps 3.69 5.40 1.71

conts 3.83 5.80 1.97

Rhyme test exps 4.92 6.14 1.22

conts 5.00 6.26 1.26

Performance on reading and spelling measures at 3-year follow-up, with effect sizes calculated 
(by GB) as differences in scores divided by control group’s s.d’s:

N Reading 
accuracy

effect 
size

Reading 
comprehension

effect 
size

Spelling effect 
size

ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

exps 50 89.8 (15.6) -0.05 88.5 (14.7) -0.08 91.7 (14.3) -0.15

conts 49 90.6 (16.4) 89.6 (13.8) 93.5 (11.7)

Ratio gain: n/a

Statistical significances: All differences between experimental and control groups ns
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Starting and ending levels and progress: Raw scores do not permit characterisation of pre- and post-test 
levels. At the 3-year follow-up at age 7–8 both groups were just below age-related expectations; their levels were 
equal, thus showing no benefit of the programme – but the gap between the intervention and this assessment was 
very long.

Follow-up: see above
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41	 Toe by Toe®

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Keith Taylor

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: not stated

Age range: not stated, but primary

Type of children: not stated, but apparently children with literacy difficulties

N of experimental group: 21, all at one primary school

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative treatment group: (no alternative treatment group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 74 (average; range 42–182. 18 months used in calculating RG)

Reading test:	 not stated

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months (s.d’s not stated), gain (presumably in 
reading accuracy) in months of r.a., and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

7:6 11:5 47 2.7

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Given the absence of precise information on the ages of these 
children, the pre-test average score cannot be characterised. However, even if all were in upper primary 
years by the post-test, the average score then would be at or quite likely above c.a., and would equip them 
adequately for the secondary curriculum. The RG shows useful progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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B.	 Schemes for reading and spelling at secondary level

In addition to those listed in this section, there are data for secondary-age pupils mixed in with those for 
primary pupils in the following schemes listed in the previous section: AcceleRead AcceleWrite, Paired 
Reading, Phonological Awareness Training, Reading Intervention.

42	 Academy of Reading®

Main reference: Loh and Stanton (2004)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2003–04

Age range: Northern Irish Y8–9 (England and Wales Y7–8)

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 71 in 8 schools in 5 Education and Library Board areas in Northern Ireland (for 
year–groups, see below)

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 20 (5 months between pre- and post-test used in calculating RG)

Reading test: NFER-Nelson Progress in English

Pre- and post-test average standardised scores, gains in reading comprehension in 
standardised score points (s.d’s not stated), statistical significances, and effect sizes calculated 
using the s.d. of the standardisation sample (15.0): 

NI year E&W year N pre post gain p effect size

8 7 61 82.8 89.4 6.6 <0.01 0.44

9 8 10 83.2 89.2 6.0 <0.05 0.40

Ratio gains: n/a

Starting and ending levels and progress: The average pre-test scores were below age-related 
expectation, and the post-test averages only just below it. The effect sizes were modest, but this amount of 
progress would enable these children to cope better with the secondary curriculum.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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43	 Better Reading Partnerships in Derbyshire

Main reference: Taylor (2000)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1998–99 (though data collected in other years too)

Age range: Y7–8

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 189 (for year–groups, see below)

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 11 (2.5 months used in calculating RG)

Reading test: Salford (mainly)

Pre- and post-test average scores and gains: not stated

Gains in reading comprehension (in months of r.a.) and ratio gains:

N gain RG

Y7 132 10.2 4.1

Y8  57 12.4 5.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of starting and ending levels. However, the RGs show substantial progress.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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44	 Catch Up Literacy

	 Barnsley, Hampshire and Powys, KS3

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Julie Lawes

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2005–06

Age range: Y7–8

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 107 in 12 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 39 (10 months used in calculating RG)

Reading test: NFER C/D (NFER X/Y comprehension test also given, but most pupils failed to score)

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s in years and months, gain in reading accuracy and s.d. 
of gain in months of r.a., and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

8:2 (1:6) 9:4 (1:11) 14 (21) 1.4

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test score was in the semi-literate range; following 
modest progress the post-test score was above the threshold for functional literacy. However, even that 
would mean these children would be likely to struggle with the secondary curriculum, and they would need 
further structured support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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45	 Corrective Reading

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Caroline Jennings

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2006–07

Age range: Y7

Type of children: Low attainment; all but 31 on various stages of the Code, including 2 statemented

N of experimental group: 92 in one school in Kent

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 17 (4 months between pre- and post-test used in calculating RG)

Reading test: NFER

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s in years and months, gain in reading accuracy and s.d. 
(in months of r.a.) and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

8:6 (1:6) 9:6 (1:9) 12 (13) 3.0

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test score was in the semi-literate range, and about 
3 years below c.a. Catching up by a year of r.a. in 4 months is substantial progress, as shown by the RG, 
but these children would still struggle with the secondary curriculum, and would need further structured 
support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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46	 ENABLE PLUS (KS3)

Main reference: For a description of the programme, Bowen and Yeomans (2002); unpublished data 
analysed below supplied by Phil Bowen

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2006

Age range: Y7–9

Type of children: SEN, including 10 pupils with Statements; 6 deemed Statemented (School Action Plus 
with Local Authority funding); 5 School Action Plus; 15 at School Action

N of experimental group: 36 in 3 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 10–14 (3 months used in calculating RG)

Reading test: Salford Sentence Reading Test (Revised), 2000

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months (s.d’s not stated), gain in reading 
comprehension in months of r.a., and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

7:1 8:0 11 3.7

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Given that these pupils were on average 5 years or more 
behind in reading age and barely semi-literate at the start, and evidently had acute special educational 
needs, this was a substantial gain for them; but they were still on average 4 years or more behind in reading 
age at the end, and the level reached would still be inadequate for them to cope fully with the secondary 
curriculum.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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47	 Integrated Learning Systems, National Council for Educational Technology study

(1)	 Mainstream, Phase II

Research design: Unmatched groups two-group pre-test/post-test study

Main reference: National Council for Educational Technology (1996)

Date: 1994–96

Age range: Y7–9? (‘Key Stage 3’)

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental group: 680 in 7 secondary schools in main study (NCET, 1996, p. 12); this certainly 
includes children involved in numeracy but not literacy – but not clear if it includes comparison group – only 
375 experimentals traceable in details of report

N of comparison group: not stated

Equivalence of groups: not stated, except that comparison groups ‘were provided by the participating 
schools’

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: not stated

Reading test: Progress was measured by tests within the programs. These provided ‘... assessment in 
terms of “AVG” levels. These represent US grade equivalents and, although preliminary work to reference 
them to UK measures seems to indicate that they are reasonably accurate, they have been treated with 
caution by our evaluators’ (NCET, 1996, p. 21).

Pre- and post-test average scores and s.d’s: not stated

Gains in reading comprehension: ‘No consistent learning gains’ (NCET, 1996, p. 19), but in School M 
(KS3), experimentals made average gain of 7 months of r.a. – comparison group’s gain was 1 month

Ratio gains: were not stated and could not be calculated

Effect sizes calculated using pooled pre-test s.d’s of experimental and comparison groups (for 
formula used, see NCET, 1996, pp. 6 & 10, footnotes), as stated in report (p. 19):

School M, 0.60 in favour of experimentals; 
report also implies that overall effect size was close to zero and ns, because there were no consistent 
learning gains

Statistical significances: ns except for School M

Starting and ending levels and progress: The absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of starting and ending levels. However, it is clear that the experimental groups made almost 
no progress and that the technology made virtually no difference to their progress relative to the comparison 
groups.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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47	 Integrated Learning Systems, National Council for Educational Technology study

(2)	 Mainstream, Phase III

Main reference: BECTa (1998)

Research designs: (NFER and Durham studies) Two unmatched groups two-group pre-test/ post-test 
studies; (Leicester study) Matched groups two-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 1996–97

Age range: (NFER study) Y8; (Durham and Leicester studies) Y9 and Y11

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental groups: (Y8) 1,509 in 25 schools; (Y9, Durham study) 416 in 8 schools; (Y11, Durham 
study) 214 in 6 schools

N of comparison groups: (Y8) 191 in 23 schools; (Y9, Durham study) 599 in same 8 schools as 
experimental group, and 1,372 in other schools; (Y11, Durham study) 415 in same 6 schools as experimental 
group, and over 37,000 in other schools

N for the Leicester study was not stated, but was ‘relatively small’ (BECTa, 1998, p. 19), and the 
experimental and comparison groups were drawn from the same 6 schools

Equivalence of groups: (NFER and Durham studies) not matched – pre-test differences handled 
statistically; (Leicester study) said to be matched but no details given

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 52

Reading test: not stated, but presumably the comprehension measures within the program as in Phase II

Pre- and post-test average standardised scores, gain, and s.d’s: not stated

Ratio gain: n/a

Effect sizes as stated by authors: (Y8) +0.08; (Y9, Durham study) not stated, but ‘The use of ILS was 
associated with marginally lower outcomes. ILS pupils achieved lower than the predicted levels of Key Stage 
3 attainment in comparison to non-ILS pupils from both within and outside their school’; (Y11, Durham 
study) not separately stated, but ‘As with Year 9, the overall finding was of marginally lower than predicted 
examination outcome scores for the pupils exposed to ILS… [E]ffect sizes ranged from -0.03 to -1.29’ 
(BECTa, 1998, p. 9). No effect sizes given for Leicester study, but would all effectively be zero, as implied by 
statement in next paragraph but one

Statistical significances: (Y8) statistically significant in favour of experimental group even though 
difference was very small (BECTa, 1998, p. 9); (Y9 and Y11, both studies) not stated

No statistical data given for Leicester study, but they said ‘We have been unable to differentiate between the 
performance levels of pupils who have been exposed to ILS and those who have not’ (BECTa, 1998, p. 19) 
and this applied to both Y9 and Y11.

Starting and ending levels and progress: The absence of pre- and post-test scores does not permit 
characterisation of starting and ending levels. However, it is clear that the experimental groups made almost no 
progress and that the technology made virtually no difference to their progress relative to the comparison groups.
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Follow-up: (no follow-up)

47	 Integrated Learning Systems, National Council for Educational Technology study

(3)	 For pupils with low attainments in reading

No data reported here – see section 3.17
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48	 Literacy Acceleration

(1)	 The author’s PhD study, 1st cohort

The two cohorts’ data are analysed separately here because the 1st cohort received 60 weeks’ instruction, 
the 2nd 30 weeks

Main references: Lingard (1993, 1994)

Research design: Unmatched groups two-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: not stated (late 80s/early 90s?)

Age range: Y7–8

Type of children: Low attainment (pre-test average r.a. and s.a. were 2.5 and 4.75 years below average 
chronological age of 11:7)

N of experimental groups: 14 in one school (7 others in the same school who were in the comparison 
group in the first year of the study joined the experimental group in the second year; their data are not 
analysed here)

N of comparison groups: 25 in 2 other schools

Equivalence of groups: Not matched; seem to be those who were available. Comparison group also 
had low attainment, but were not as far behind (pre-test average r.a. and s.a. were 1½ and 3 years below 
average chronological age)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 60, = 2 school years (pupils were tested at the beginning of Y7, at the 
end of Y7, and at the end of Y8. The two years are analysed separately here (as by the author); intervals 
used in calculating RG were therefore 9 months for 1st year and 12 months for 2nd year)

Tests used: Suffolk Reading Scale, Vernon Graded Word Spelling Test

Pre-, mid- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s in years and decimal years and standardised scores 
for reading (s.d’s not stated), gains in reading comprehension and spelling over previous test in 
months/standardised score points, ratio gains, and effect sizes calculated (by GB) using the s.d. 
of the standardisation sample (15.0):

Experimental group pre-
test

mid-
test

gain RG effect 
size

post-
test

gain RG effect 
size

reading

– r.a. 9.1 10.9 22 2.4 11.9 12 1.0

– standardised score 81.4 94.1 6.7 0.45 100.0 5.9 0.39

spelling

– s.a. 7.4 8.9 1.5 2.0 9.9 1.0 1.0
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Comparison group pre-
test

mid-
test

gain RG effect 
size

post-
test

gain RG effect 
size

reading

– r.a. 10.2 10.5 4 0.4 11.2 8 0.7

– standardised score 93.1 93.1 0 0 94.3 1.2 0.08

spelling

– s.a. 8.6 8.9 4 0.4 9.4 0.5 0.04

Statistical significances of between-group comparisons: p<0.05 for experimental group’s greater 
progress in reading and spelling between pre- and mid-tests; ns between mid- and post-tests

Starting and ending levels and progress: Pre-test standardised scores suggest the experimental 
group was below age-related expectation for reading, and the comparison group just below it; r.a’s for both 
groups were above the threshold for functional literacy but would need boosting if these children were to 
cope fully with the secondary curriculum, and s.a’s were in the semi-literate range. The experimental group’s 
impact measures show modest or useful gains in reading and spelling in the first year. Although the increase 
in average standardised score and the effect size for reading in the second year suggest further useful 
progress, the RGs for both reading and spelling show just standard progress. Meanwhile, the comparison 
group had fallen much further behind in both years (r.a’s/s.a’s) or made virtually no relative progress 
(standardised scores for reading).

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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48	 Literacy Acceleration

(2)	 The author’s PhD study, 2nd cohort

Main references: Lingard (1993, 1994)

Research design: Unmatched groups two-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: not stated (late 1980s/early 1990s?)

Age range: Y7

Type of children: Low attainment (pre-test average r.a. and s.a. were 3 and 4½ years below average 
chronological age)

N of experimental group: 23 in 1 school

N of comparison group: 15 in 2 schools, one of which was the experimental group’s school

Equivalence of groups: Not matched; seem to be those who were available. Comparison group also 
had low attainment, but were not as far behind (pre-test average r.a. and s.a. were 1.5 and 3.3 years below 
average chronolgical age

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 30, = 1 school year (pupils were tested at the beginning, in the middle 
and at the end of Y7. However, because 8 pupils were lost from the experimental group after the mid-test, 
data for the post-test are not analysed here. The interval used in calculating RG = 4.5 months)

Tests used: Suffolk Reading Scale, Vernon Graded Word Spelling Test

Pre- and mid-test average r.a’s/s.a’s in years and decimal years and standardised scores 
for reading (s.d’s not stated), gains in reading comprehension and spelling in months/ 
standardised score points, ratio gains, and effect sizes calculated (by GB) using the s.d. of the 
standardisation sample (15.0):

Experimental group pre-test mid-test gain RG effect size

reading

– r.a. 8.8 10.2 17 3.7

– standardised score 81.0 90.3 9.3 0.62

spelling

– s.a. 7.2 7.8 7 1.6

Comparison group pre-test mid-test gain RG effect size

reading

– r.a. 10.0 10.6 8 1.7

– standardised score 90.5 96.0 5.5 0.37

spelling

– s.a. 8.3 8.9 7 1.6



What works for pupils with literacy difficulties� 00688-2007BKT-EN
Primary and Secondary National Strategies� © Greg Brooks and NFER 2007248

Statistical significances of between-group comparisons: p<0.05 for experimental group’s greater 
progress in reading; ns for spelling

Starting and ending levels and progress: The only pre-test score that was in the functionally literate 
range was the comparison group’s r.a.; all others were in the semi-literate range or below age-related 
expectation. Both the RG and the effect size show the experimental group’s progress in reading was 
substantial; all other gains were modest. By mid-test, the comparison group’s scores suggest they could 
tackle the secondary curriculum in reading, but still struggle with spelling; the experimental group would 
need substantial further support to reach even those levels, despite their remarkable (RG)/useful (effect size) 
gain in reading.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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48	 Literacy Acceleration

(3)	 The Cornwall study

Main reference: Lingard (1997)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1993–4

Age range: Y7

Type of children: Low attainment (pre-test average r.a. and s.a. were 2.5 years and 3.3 years below 
average chronological age)

N of experimental group: 26 in 1 school

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 30 (pre-test in Sept, post-test in June, so 9 months used in calculating RG)

Tests used: Suffolk Reading Scale, Vernon Graded Word Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s in years and months and standardised scores (s.d’s not 
stated), gains in reading comprehension and spelling in months/standardised score points, ratio 
gains, effect sizes calculated (by GB) using the s.d’s of the standardisation samples (15.0), and 
statistical significances of gains:

pre-test post-test gain RG effect size p

reading

– r.a. 9:1 11:10 33 3.7

– standardised score 
spelling

82.8 99.9 17.1 1.14 <0.05

– s.a. 8:3 9:5 14 1.6

– standardised score 78.4 81.9 3.5 0.23 <0.05

Starting and ending levels and progress: The impact measures show substantial/remarkable gains in 
reading – in particular, the average standardised score had risen from more than one s.d. below average to 
the national average – and modest gains in spelling, where pre-test scores were in the semi-literate range/
below age-related expectation and the post-test scores would still leave these pupils struggling.

Follow-up: At the end of the year, 11 of the 26 pupils left the programme, and the lowest-scoring 15 
remained for another year, and were re-tested using the same instruments in June 1995. By this point this 
group’s average standardised score for reading had also risen to the national average, though they remained 
well below this in spelling. No follow-up data were given for the other 11 pupils.
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49	 Philosophy for Children

Main reference: Williams (1993)

Research design: Matched groups two-group quasi-experiment

Date: 1992–93

Age range: Y7

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 15

N of comparison group: 17 (received one English lesson a week instead of the programme)

Equivalence of groups: Matched on gender and pre-test scores

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 34 (27 one-hour teaching sessions)

Reading test: London Reading Test

Pre- and post-test average standardised scores, gains in reading comprehension, s.d’s, and 
effect size calculated (by Mark Pilling) using pooled post-test s.d.:

pre post gain effect 
size

exps 91.5 (12.9) 94.5 (13.3) 3.0 (5.2) 0.23

comps 89.3 (10.6) 89.4 (11.9) 0.1 (8.7)

Ratio gain: n/a

Statistical significances: Experimentals’ gain was statistically significant (p<0.05), the comparison 
group’s was not. However, the difference in gains was also ns (p=0.27), probably because of the very small 
samples

Starting and ending levels and progress: Both groups’ pre-test scores were below age-related 
expectation, as was the comparison group’s post-test score. Meanwhile, the experimental group had made 
modest progress and come much closer to the national norm.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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50	 Read Write Inc. Fresh Start

(1)	 The DfES evaluation

Main reference: Brooks et al. (2003)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2002–03

Age range: Mainly Y7, with some Y8–9 

Type of children: Pupils with r.a. more than 3 years below chronological age

N of experimental group: (reading) 156 in 6 schools; (spelling) 96 in 5 schools, of which 3 also provided 
reading data and 2 were different

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 24 on average (5.5 months used in calculating RG)

Tests used: Suffolk Reading Scale level 3; Young’s Parallel Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s in years and decimal years and standardised scores (s.d’s 
not stated), gains in reading comprehension and spelling in months/standardised score points, 
RGs, and effect sizes calculated (by GB) using s.d’s of standardisation samples (15.0):

N pre post gain RG effect size

Test reading

r.a. 156 8.7 9.5 9 1.6

ss 156 78.7 83.8 5.1 0.34

spelling

s.a. 96 8.3 8.7 5 0.9

ss 53 82.3 82.3 0 0

ss = standardised scores. These were missing for spelling for pupils from 2 schools

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated, but the spelling result would 
clearly be ns

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test scores were in the semi-literate range/ below 
age-related expectation on both skills; even the Y7 pupils in the sample would have been about 3 years 
below c.a., and the Y8–9 pupils correspondingly further below. They made modest progress in reading and 
barely any in spelling, and would need substantial further support to cope with the secondary curriculum.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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50	 Read Write Inc. Fresh Start

(2)	 Leicester

Main reference: Lanes et al. (2005)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2003–05

Age range: Y7

Type of children: Pupils with r.a’s below 9:0 on entry to the school

N of experimental group: 63 in 2 consecutive cohorts in one secondary school

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 34 (9 months used in calculating RG)

Tests used: New Macmillan Individual Reading Analysis, Vernon Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s and s.d’s in years and months, gains in reading 
comprehension and spelling and s.d’s in months of r.a./s.a., and ratio gains:

pre post gain RG

reading 7:10 (0:11) 9:7 (1:3) 21 (10) 2.3

spelling 8:2 (1:5) 8:9 (1:4) 7 (12) 0.8

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: Pre-test scores were in the semi-literate range, post-test 
scores above the threshold for functional literacy in reading and approaching it in spelling. The pupils 
made useful progress in reading, but slightly below standard progress in spelling. They would need further 
structured support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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50	 Read Write Inc. Fresh Start

(3)	 Cornwall

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Rosemary Austin

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2006–07

Age range: Y7

Type of children: Low attainment on entry to school

N of experimental group: 29 in one secondary school

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 6 (1.5 months used in calculating RG)

Tests used: NFER 9–14 Group Reading Test 2

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months, standardised scores and s.d’s, gains in 
reading comprehension and s.d’s in months of r.a./standardised score points, RG, and effect 
size calculated (by GB) using s.d. of standardisation sample (15.0):

N pre post gain RG effect 
size

comprehension 
age

27 8:3 (1:5) 9:3 (1:4) 12 (16) 8.0

ss 29 80.9 (8.5) 84.7 (8.0) 3.8 (7.3) 0.25

Statistical significances: Stating the statistical significance of the r.a. gain would not be meaningful 
because some progress was due simply to maturation. However, the standardised score gain was highly 
significant (p<0.01).

Starting and ending levels and progress: Pre-test scores were in the semi-literate range/ below age-
related expectation. Having made remarkable (RG) or modest (effect size) progress, at post-test these pupils 
were still on average one standard deviation below the national norm and would need further support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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51	 Sound Training for Reading ©

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Katy Parkinson

Research design: Two-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2004–05

Age range: Y9

Type of pupils: Mixed-ability mainstream pupils, none statemented but with reading ages up to 4 years 
below chronological age

N of experimental group: 70 in one school

N of comparison group: 21 in same school

Equivalence of groups: School splits Y9 into two equitable halves (on gender, ability, behaviour, ethnicity). 
Experimental pupils were selected from one half and comparison pupils from the other. Pre-intervention 
scores for the groups were matched – it is not clear to what extent this or other factors explain the 
discrepancy in group sizes.

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 6 (but 9 months between pre- and post-test used in calculating RG)

Reading test: NFER graded word reading test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.d’s in years and decimal years, gains in reading accuracy 
and s.d’s in months of r.a., ratio gains, effect size calculated (by Mark Pilling) using the pooled 
post-test s.d., and statistical significances of gains (and between rows) of difference in gains:

N pre post gain RG effect 
size

p

exps 70 10.8 (1.0) 11.9 (1.2) 13 (12) 1.4 0.65 <0.001

<0.001

comps 21 11.1 (1.2) 11.4 (1.4) 3 (8) 0.3 ns

Starting and ending levels and progress: The average c.a. of pupils entering Y9 is 13.5, so even with 
their functionally literate scores these groups were well behind and struggling with the secondary curriculum. 
The experimental group made a modest (RG) or useful (effect size) gain; the more powerful effect size and 
highly significant difference are due to the comparison group having fallen much further behind.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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52	 The Accelerated Reader

Main reference: Vollands et al. (1999)

Research design: Two one-group pre-test/post-test studies

Date: not stated, but before 1996

Age range: Scottish P(rimary)7 (=Y7)

Type of children: Low attainment (‘at risk’), including some with reading delay and/or SEN

N of experimental groups:	 (1) 25 in 1 school in Aberdeen

					     (2) 22 in a different school in Aberdeen

N of comparison group in 1st study: (12 in a parallel class in same school, too small to analyse)

N of alternative intervention group in 2nd study: (12 in a younger class in same school, too small to 
analyse)

Length of intervention in weeks: 26

Reading tests: Edinburgh

Pre- and post-test average standardised scores and s.d’s, gains in reading comprehen-sion 
(s.d’s not stated), and effect sizes calculated (by GB) using s.d. of standardisation sample (15.0):

pre post gain effect size

1st study 90.0 (11.4) 98.2 (11.5) 8.2 0.55

2nd study 89.5 (19.1) 92.6 (15.8) 3.1 0.21

Ratio gain: n/a

Statistical significances: Both gains stated by authors to be statistically significant

Starting and ending levels and progress: Both pre-test scores were just below age-related expectation, 
as was the post-test score in the 2nd study. The effect size shows that the pupils in the first study made 
a useful gain, and their post-test score was close to the national norm. However, the pupils in the second 
study made a very small gain.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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53	 The Secondary Reading Research

Main reference: Unpublished data supplied by Jonathan Solity

Research design: Matched groups two-group pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 2003–04

Age range: Y7

Type of children: Low attainment (low scores on Suffolk A reading test)

N of experimental group: 62 in 3 schools

N of comparison group: 62 in 3 different schools

Equivalence of groups: Both groups were selected on same basis

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 36 (9 months used in calculating RG)

Tests used: (reading) BASWRT, NFER-Nelson new Reading Analysis (Form A) – both accuracy and 
comprehension, Suffolk Form A; (spelling) Word Spelling Test

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s/s.a’s and s.d’s in years and months, gains and differences 
in months of r.a./s.a., ratio gains, and effect sizes calculated (by GB) as differences in gains 
divided by comparison group’s post-test s.d’s:

Pre BAS 
acc

NFER  
acc 

NFER  
comp 

Suffolk 
comp

WORD  
s.a.

SRR Ave. 8:7 7:11 7:9 8:3 8:6

(s.d.) (1:7) (1:0) (1:4) (1:0) (1:8)

Comparison

Group

Ave. 8:9 8:1 8:1 8:6 8:5

(s.d.) (1:4) (1:0) (1:2) (1:2) (1:3)

Post BAS 
acc

NFER  
acc 

NFER  
comp 

Suffolk 
comp

WORD  
s.a.

SRR Ave. 9:3 8:9 8:5 9:1 9:0

(s.d.) (1:8) (1:2) (1:3) (1:2) (1:9)

Comparison

Group

Ave. 9:1 8:7 8:10 9:3 8:11

(s.d.) (1:6) (1:2) (1:3) (1:3) (1:4)

Gains BAS 
acc

NFER  
acc 

NFER  
comp 

Suffolk 
comp

WORD  
s.a.

SRR 7.6m 10.1m 7.8m 12.4m 5.3m

RG 0.8 1.1 0.9 1.4 0.6

Comps 5.3m 6.4m 7.8m 9.1m 4.4m

RG 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.0 0.5

Difference 2.3m 3.7m 0m 3.3m 0.9m
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Effect size 0.13 0.26 0 0.22 0.06

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: All pre-test and, with a few exceptions just above the 
threshold of functional literacy, post-test scores were in the semi-literate range. Both groups were barely 
holding their own, or were actually slipping further behind, except in Suffolk comprehension, where the SRR 
group made a modest gain. Overall, the SRR group was losing less ground than the comparison group.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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54	 THRASS

Main reference: Matthews (1998)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 1998

Age range: Y7–8

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 76 in 4 schools in Bridgend

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 13

Tests used: (Reading) Neale; (Spelling) Schonell

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s and s.a’s and s.d’s: not stated

Gains (in months of r.a./s.a.) and ratio gains:

Reading accuracy Reading comprehension Spelling

N Gain RG Gain RG Gain RG

Y7 57 12.0 4.0 17.0 5.7 5.4 1.8

Y8 19 15.8 5.3 16.3 5.4 6.1 2.0

Effect sizes: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The absence of pre- and post-tests scores means that 
starting and ending levels cannot be characterised. Both year-groups made remarkable progress in both 
aspects of reading, and modest progress in spelling.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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55	 Toe by Toe®

Main reference: MacKay (2006)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2002–03

Age range: Scottish Primary 7 (=Y7)

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 91 in 32 schools

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative treatment group: (no alternative treatment group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 26

Reading test: Neale, 2nd revised UK edn., Form 2

Pre- and post-test average r.a’s in years and months (s.d’s not stated), gain in months of r.a., 
and ratio gain:

pre post gain RG

reading accuracy 8:0 9:2 14 2.3

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: were not stated and could not be calculated

Starting and ending levels and progress: The pre-test score was in the semi-literate range. Even the 
useful progress made brought the post-test score only just over the threshold of functional literacy, and 
these pupils would require very substantial further support.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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C.	 Schemes for writing

56	 Family Literacy

Main references: Brooks et al. (1996, 1997), Gorman and Brooks (1996)

Research design: One-group pre-test/post-test study

Date: Summer 1994–Summer 1995 (1 cohort of children in each term)

Age range: Pre-school to Y2 (ages 3–6)

Type of children: Low attainment, or at risk of it

N of experimental group: 362 at outset, on about 20 sites. Smaller numbers at post-test and at each of 
three follow-ups (see below) because calculations based only on children with complete data (‘returners’)

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12

Writing assessment: On 7-point scale derived empirically from analysis of several hundred scripts (see 
Gorman and Brooks, 1996), later extended to 12-point scale (see Brooks et al., 1997)

Sample sizes, average raw scores and s.d’s at pre- and post-test and 12-week, 9-month and 
long-term follow-ups, and gains from pre-test:

N average score (s.d.) gain

pre-test vs 279 3.5 (1.6)

post-test 4.1 (1.7) 0.6

pre-test vs 179 3.7 (1.6)

12–week follow-up 4.6 (1.4) 0.9

pre-test vs 91 4.0 (1.5)

9–month follow-up 5.4 (1.3) 1.4

pre-test vs 175 3.4 (1.6)

long-term follow-up 8.0 (1.7) 4.6

Ratio gain: n/a

Effect size: n/a

Statistical significances: p<0.05 for all differences from pre-test

Starting and ending levels and progress: Raw scores do not permit the starting and ending levels to be 
characterised. However, the evaluators judged the progress to be above what would have been expected.

Follow-up: see above
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57	 Further Literacy Support

Main references: Beard et al. (2004, 2005, 2007)

Research design: Unmatched groups pre-test/post-test study

Date: 2003

Age range: Y5

Type of children: Low attainment (level 2a–3 of National Curriculum), approximately bottom 20% of the 
average class, but not the very lowest attainers (below level 2a)

N of experimental group: 	 1359 in 161 schools (pre) in 25 LAs, 
					     1054 in 150 of same schools (post) 

N of comparison groups: 	 For standardised test, 120 in 5 schools in 1 LA not among those above 	
				    (pre & post) otherwise, 4215 in same 161 schools as above (pre), 2600 in 	
				    same 150 schools as above (post)

Equivalence of groups: For standardised test, the 5 schools ‘were from a wide range of socio-economic 
catchments and were identified through local professional networks. The Ofsted website… was consulted 
to ensure that their pupil attainment reflected an appropriate range when the schools were last inspected.’ 
(Beard et al., 2007)

For other measures, it seems to have been assumed that both experimental group and larger comparison 
group would be nationally representative

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 12; also 12 weeks between pre- and post-standardised tests (January–
March), but about 25 weeks (January–July) between pre- and post-Teacher Assessments

Writing assessments: (standardised test) Literacy Impact (Twist and Brill, 2000) 
			   (otherwise) Teacher Assessment scores

Pre- and post-test average scaled writing scores and s.d’s (apparently pooled between pre and 
post within groups), gains (s.d’s not stated), effect size calculated (by GB) as difference in gains 
divided by comparison group’s s.d., and statistical significances of gains and difference as 
reported by authors:

FLS Comparison 

N 1049 118

Pre 33.69 37.97

Post 34.62 38.08

(s.d.) (7.80) (7.73)

Gains 0.93** 0.11

Difference in gains 0.82

Effect size 0.16

** = p<0.01
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Pre- and post-test average Teacher Assessment levels for writing and s.d’s (apparently pooled 
between pre and post within groups), gains (s.d’s not stated), and effect size calculated (by GB) 
as difference in gains divided by comparison group’s s.d. (statistical significances not stated 
and could not be calculated):

FLS Comparison 

N 1054 2600

Pre 4.15 5.15

Post 5.81 6.81

(s.d.) (1.47) (1.61)

Gains 1.66 1.66

Difference in gains 0

Effect size 0

Ratio gains: n/a

Starting and ending levels and progress: Neither the scaled scores nor the TA levels permit the 
starting and ending levels to be characterised. The scaled scores show the experimental group made some 
progress, and the comparison group hardly any. The Teacher Assessments show no difference in gains 
between groups.

Follow-up: In school year 2003–04 these pupils were followed up in three ways: they were re-tested using 
the standardised test in April/May 2004; their teachers again provided Teacher Assessments, also in April/
May 2004; and their National Curriculum KS2 (age 11) test results were gathered in July 2004.

The average standardised test results, and gains since March 2003, were as follows:

Writing

Group N average gain

FLS 570 40.61 6.21

Comparison 112 43.49 5.26

The comparison group’s average score was significantly higher than the FLS group’s; the slight difference in 
gain was not statistically significant. However, this does mean that the FLS group had maintained their gain 
from the previous year even though they were still just as far behind.

In the teacher assessments and KS2 national test results the percentages at each level were as follows for 
those of the FLS group who could be traced:

National Curriculum level TA writing  
(N=515)

KS2 writing  
(N=515)

KS2 English overall 
(N=575)

5 and above 4.4% 5.8% 8.7%

4 68.1% 48.6% 75.3%

3 25.5% 44.7% 15.5%

2 and below 1.0% 0.9% 0.5%

There are no comparison data and no way of calculating an impact measure. However, before the 
programme none of these children would have been predicted to achieve level 4 in writing, yet 54% 
achieved level 4 or even level 5. 
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58	 Paired Writing

(1)	 The Primary 4 study

Main references: Sutherland and Topping (1999); also summarised in Topping (2001), and Topping et al. 
(2000); approach also described in Topping (1995)

Research design: Matched groups RCT

Date: not stated (c.1997?)

Age range: Scottish Primary 4 (=Y4) (‘8-year-olds’)

Type of children: Mixed-ability

N of experimental groups: 16 in each of two classes in 1 school; one group had helpers (‘tutors’) of same 
ability (and swapped roles at intervals), the other had helpers of different ability (and did not swap roles)

N of control groups: 16 in each of the same two classes

Equivalence of groups: Chosen randomly (alternate children on class register allocated to different 
groups, then groups randomly assigned to intervention or comparison) 

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 8

Writing assessment: Scottish 5–14 National Curriculum Guidelines (SQA, 1997) which have 5 levels, A 
(low)–E (high), converted to numerical scale 1–5 for statistical purposes in this study
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Average pre-and post-test raw scores and gains for writing, and s.d’s of pre-and post-test 
score (s.d’s of gains not stated), statistical significances, and effect sizes calculated (by GB) as 
difference in gains divided by post-test s.d. of relevant control group:

Cross-ability Same-ability

Experimental Control Experimental Control

Pre-test

1.75 1.31 1.63 1.75

(0.97) (0.92) (0.78) (0.43)

ns ns

Post-test

2.13 1.44 1.69 1.56

(0.99) (0.79) (0.92) (0.61)

gain

0.38 0.13 0.06 -0.19

p = 0.036 ns ns ns

ns p = 0.049

effect size = 0.32 effect size = 0.41

difference between gains of 2 experimental groups significant, p = 0.038

(source: Sutherland and Topping, 1999, Table 1, p. 170, edited and incorporating details from text)

Ratio gains: n/a

Starting and ending levels and progress: Not possible to characterise the starting and ending levels. 
The cross-ability experimental group made what appears to be a worthwhile gain. The larger effect size for 
the other experimental group is due to their control group having scored lower at post-test than pre-test.

Follow-up: (no follow-up)
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58	 Paired Writing

(2)	 The Scottish Primary 6 study

Main references: Yarrow and Topping (2001); also summarised in Topping (2001), and Topping et al. 
(2000); approach also described in Topping (1995)

Research design: Matched groups RCT

Date: not stated (c.1997?)

Age range: Scottish Primary 6 (=Y6) (‘10- and 11-year-olds’)

Type of children: ‘A problematic mixed-ability class’

N of experimental group: 13 (14 at pre-test but one pair lost), all in one class in one school

N of control group: 13 (14 at pre-test but one pair lost), all in same class

Equivalence of groups: Children matched in pairs on basis of gender and pre-test writing scores and 
allocated to groups; groups then allocated randomly to experimental or control group. Each group then 
divided at median score – lower half of experimentals became writers (tutees); lower half of control group 
became their control group; upper half of experimentals became helpers (tutors); upper half of control group 
became their control group. However, here all experimentals are treated as one group and all control group 
members as another because N would otherwise be too small.

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Length of intervention in weeks: 6 (8 weeks between pre-and post-test)

Writing assessment: As Sutherland and Topping (1999) but using 35 sub-criteria to create 35-point scale. 
The writing was marked by people who were unaware of which group the children belonged to.

Pre-and post-test average raw scores and gains for writing, s.d’s of post-test and gain scores 
(s.d’s of pre-test scores not stated):

Interaction (exps) No Interaction (conts)

pre-test 11.10 11.16

post-test 16.15 (4.06) 13.54 (4.89)

gain 5.08 (2.33) 2.38 (3.52)

Statistical significances: p = 0.016

Effect size calculated (by GB) using comparison group’s post-test s.d: 0.55

Ratio gain: n/a

Starting and ending levels and progress: Not possible to characterise the starting and ending levels. 
The experimental group made what appears to be a useful gain, and the medium effect size shows it was 
distinctly larger than the control group’s gain.

Follow-up: (no follow-up) 
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59	 Reading Recovery

(1)	 Every Child a Reader in London

Main references: Burroughs-Lange (2006), Every Child a Reader (undated but known to have been 
published in 2006)

Research design: Matched groups two-groups pre-test/post-test quasi-experiment

Date: 2005–06

Age range: Y1

Type of children: Low attainment – bottom 5–6% of the national distribution

N of experimental group: 87 in 21 schools in 5 London boroughs (Brent, Greenwich, Hackney, 
Hammersmith and Fulham, Southwark)

N of comparison group: 147 in 21 schools in 5 other London boroughs (Barking and Dagenham, 
Haringey, Islington, Lambeth, Lewisham)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Equivalence of groups: All 10 boroughs were volunteers, but those in the experimental group already 
had some RR provision while the comparison boroughs did not (but were to implement it in 2006-07); the 
two groups were similar in population characteristics and KS1 achievement levels. In the RR boroughs the 
schools which already had an RR teacher (N=21) were chosen to participate. In the comparison boroughs, 
the nominated schools (N=21) were those thought to be most in need of the programme. In each of the 42 
schools, the lowest-attaining Y1 class was nominated to participate, and the 8 children in that class thought 
to be poorest in literacy were chosen for the study. The two samples of schools were very similar in terms 
of number on roll, number in Y1, percentage of children on free school meals, and percentage of children 
having English as an additional language. The samples of children were very similar in terms of average age 
and gender balance – unusually for this sort of study, there were almost equal numbers of boys and girls.

Length of intervention in weeks: Not stated, and it would be standard RR practice to vary this according 
to individual children’s needs anyway; interval of 10 months (Sept–July) between pre- and post-test used in 
calculating RG.

Writing assessment used: Children were asked to ‘Write all the words you know’, given 10 minutes to do 
this, and scored on those they wrote correctly.

Pre- and post-test raw scores and s.d’s, gains in raw score (s.d’s not stated), and effect size 
calculated using the pooled post-test s.d’s:

pre-test post-test gain effect size

Test group N ave. (s.d.) ave. (s.d.)

Writing exps 87 6.2 (5.2) 45.4 (19.0) 39.2 1.60

vocabulary comps 147 6.5 (7.0) 20.6 (13.0) 14.1

Statistical significances: Experimental group’s post-test average score was statistically significantly 
higher than the comparison group’s. 
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Starting and ending levels and progress: Raw scores mean it is not possible to characterise the 
starting and ending levels. The experimental group’s gain seems impressive, the comparison group’s gain 
pretty poor; the difference is confirmed by the remarkably large effect size.

Follow-up: (was scheduled for July 2007)
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59	 Reading Recovery

(2)	 Reading Recovery across Britain and Ireland

Main reference: Douëtil (2006)

N.B. Only follow-up data are reported in this entry, hence the absence of several headings. For all other 
details, see the earlier entry for Reading Recovery.

Research design: One-group follow-up only study

Date: 2005–06

Age range: Y1–2

Type of children: Low attainment

N of experimental group: 1076 in an unknown number of schools in England

N of comparison group: (no comparison group)

N of alternative intervention group: (no alternative intervention group)

Follow-up: These children were a sub-sample of a very large group whose reading had been assessed 
at 4 earlier stages. When they took the KS1 national tests in summer 2006 their KS1 reading and writing 
scores were gathered. For the reading data, see the earlier entry.

The writing results, which include children who were still only part way through their Reading Recovery 
programme when they took national assessments, were as follows:

Level N %

3 3 0.3

2a 30 2.8

2b 208 19.3

2c 425 39.5

1 348 32.4

W 61 5.7

The percentage achieving below level 2 was 38.1%, higher than the national figure, but the national figure 
contains the whole attainment range, while the RR figure by definition refers only to a limited sub-sample 
who started off well behind, and therefore represents considerable success and progress.
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A.3	 Comparisons between schemes

To provide a basis for comparing the interventions, including alternative intervention and control/comparison 
groups, the two forms of impact measure (RGs and effect sizes) have been put into rank orders, first for 
primary, then for secondary level, and within those, first for reading, then for spelling, then for writing – see 
Tables A.6–14 below. In Tables A.6–7 and A.11–12, where measures for both reading accuracy and reading 
comprehension were available, both have been listed; all the blanks under ‘comprehension’ mean that only 
accuracy data were available for those groups, and vice versa.

In Tables A.6, A.8, A.11 and A.13,

where there was a satisfactory control/comparison group, the significance of the difference in gains has ■■

been indicated between the two RGs;

where the comparison group was non-equivalent, the significance of the difference in gains has always ■■

been shown as uncertain – but the comparison group’s RG is still valid in its own right, even though 
shown in brackets;

where there was no control/comparison group, ‘comparisons’ and ‘significance of the difference’ columns ■■

are left blank.

As shown in Table A.5, in 18 of the studies analysed here different interventions were compared within one 
study. Most of these provided useful comparative quantitative data, with statistical tests of the differences 
between approaches – these are included in the descriptions above, and form part of the basis for the 
judgements reported in chapter two. However, it proved impossible to indicate the statistical significance 
of differences between experimental and alternative intervention groups clearly in Tables A.6–14, and this 
information is therefore provided in Table A.15. In the case of Inference Training, the differences include 
those between the two experimental groups.
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Table A.7: 
List of reading studies for primary level in decreasing order of effect size 
for whichever of accuracy and comprehension is the higher

Key: 

Effect size above 0.80 = Large impact, of substantial educational significance

Effect size between 0.50 and 0.80 = Medium impact, of useful educational significance

Effect size between 0.25 and 0.50 = Small impact, of modest educational significance

Effect size between 0 and 0.25 = Very small impact, of doubtful educational significance

Negative effect size = Control/comparison group made more progress than experimental group

Study Year 
group

Taught by Effect size Follow-up

acc compre

The Early Reading Research, KS1 Y1 teacher or TA, 
group

3.5 (N.B. Effect size is 
misleading – see text)

Family Literacy in Hampshire R other adults, 
group

1.91

Reading Recovery, ECaR in 
London, BAS

Y1 teachers, 1-1 1.30/ 
1.50 ‡

RITA, exps Y3 computer and 
teacher, group

1.34

Catch Up Literacy, pilot, 
experimentals in matched schools

Y3 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.97

Somerset (4), exps (counselling 
plus DISTAR)

Y4 other adults, 
group

0.92

Paired Reading Y1–11 other pupils, 1-1 0.87 0.77 Gain was maintained up 
to 17 weeks on

Reading intervention, orig., exps 
(reading & phonology), Neale

Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.60 0.86 1 year on, exps still ahead 
relatively, but all groups 
making less than standard 
progress

Reading Recovery (L&S), exps. Y2 teachers, group 0.81/ 
0.84 †

0.63/ 
0.78 †

Some gains maintained, 
some lost, over 3 years

Reading Recovery, ECaR in 
London, WRAPS

Y1 teachers, 1-1 0.84/ 
0.76 ‡

Parental Involvement, 
experimentals

Y2–3 parents, 1-1 0.84 Gain was maintained up 
to 3 years on

IA&T (also within RITA) Y2 teachers, group 0.72 Gain was lost

Family Literacy for New Groups, 
linguistic minorities

Y1 other adults, 
group

0.72

Academy of Reading Y4 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

0.62

Academy of Reading Y6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

0.59
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Study Year 
group

Taught by Effect size Follow-up

acc compre

Family Literacy for New Groups Y4 other adults, 
group

0.58

ILS, Phase II, School A Y3–6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

0.55

AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Jersey Y3–9 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

0.55 Continued to gain for up 
to 10 months

Academy of Reading Y3 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

0.54

Somerset (1), AI 1 (counselling only) Y4 other adults, 
group

0.53

Somerset (4), AI 1 (drama plus 
DISTAR)

Y4 other adults, 
group

0.50

ELS study, ELS group Y1 TA, group 0.44

SIDNEY Y1–2 LSA, 1-1 0.43

Somerset (3) Y3–4 other adults, 1-1 0.38

ELS study, Reading Intervention 
group

Y1 TA, group 0.37

Academy of Reading Y5 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

0.36

Reading Intervention, orig., exps 
(reading & phonology), BASWRT

Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.36

BRP in Worcs, phase 2 Y1–6 other adults, 1-1 0.33/ 
0.18 ‡

IA&T (also within RITA) Y3 teachers, group 0.33 Gain was maintained 6 
months on

Somerset (1), experimentals 
(counselling plus phonics)

Y4 other adults, 1-1 0.33

Somerset (4), AI 2 (DISTAR only) Y4 teachers, group 0.32

Catch Up Literacy, pilot, AI 
(matched time)

Y2 teachers, 1-1 0.31

RITA, exps. Y2 computer and 
teacher, group

0.30

Family Literacy Demonstration 
Programmes

Y1–2 other adults, 
group

0.29 Some further gains 
up to 12 weeks, then 
maintained up to 3 years

Somerset (1), AI 2 (phonics only) Y4 teachers, group 0.27

Reading Intervention, orig., AI 2 
(phonology only), Neale

Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.27 0.02

Table A.7 continued
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Study Year 
group

Taught by Effect size Follow-up

acc compre

Further Literacy Support Y5 TA, group 0.18/ 
0.10 *

Maintained up to 12 
months

RR (L&S), AI (Phonological Interv.), 
BASWRT (acc), Neale (compre)

Y2 teachers, group 0.08/ 
0.16 †

0.13/ 
0.09 †

RAPID Y3–6 teacher/TA, 1-1 0.12/ 
0.10 **

Somerset (2) Y4 other adults, 1-1 0.09

Parental Involvement, AI (extra 
teaching)

Y2–3 teachers, group 0.09

Reading Intervention, orig., AI 1 
(reading only), BASWRT

Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.04

Reading Intervention, orig., AI 2 
(phonology only), BASWRT

Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.02

ILS, phase II overall Y3–6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

ns

ILS, phase III Y5 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

-0.02

Time for Reading R volunteers, 1-1 -0.05 -0.08

ILS, phase II, Sch. U Y2 & 6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

-0.40

Key to symbols:

ns = Figure was not given but was stated or implied to be close to zero and statistically non-significant

† = 1st effect size is vs within-schools comparison group, 2nd is vs between-schools comparison group

‡ = 1st effect size calculated from standardised scores, 2nd from r.a’s

* = 1st effect size calculated from test scores, 2nd from Teacher Assessments

** = effect sizes calculated from different statistical models

Table A.7 continued
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Table A.8: 
List of spelling studies for primary level in decreasing order of ratio gain

Key:

RG of 4 or above = Remarkable impact

RG between 3 and 4 = Substantial impact

RG between 2 and 3 = Useful impact

RG between 1.4 and 2 = Modest impact

RG of less than 1.4 = Impact of doubtful educational significance

RG of 1.0 = Exactly standard progress

Study Year 
group

Taught by Exps Comps Follow-up

ARROW Y1–6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

14.1

MTSR in Bolton Y2 teachers, group 13.4

AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Devon Y5–6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

9.8

AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Wilts Y3–6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

6.2

Cued Spelling (1) Y4 parents, 1-1 4.1

AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Jersey Y3–9 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

4.0 Some further gain up 
to 6 months on

ENABLE ONE-TO-ONE Y2 teacher/other 
adult, 1-1

3.5

MTSR, pilot, AI 2 Y5 teachers, group 3.4

Phono-Graphix™ in Bristol Y2–6 teachers, group 3.3

Cued Spelling in Bristol Y2–6 teachers, 1-1 3.1

Sounds~Write Y1 teachers, group 2.7

Reading Intervention, general use Y2–10 teacher or TA, 
1-1

2.6

THRASS in Bridgend Y3 teachers, group 2.5

MTSR, pilot, exps Y2 teachers, group 2.1

AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Bristol Y2–6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

2.0

Lexia in York Y2–6 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

2.0

Sound Discovery in Bedfordshire Y5 teachers, group 2.0

Individual Styles in Learning to 
Spell, group 1

Y2–3 teachers, 1-1 1.8
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Reading Intervention, orig., exps. Y2 teacher or TA, 
1-1

1.7 * 1.3 1 year on, exps still 
ahead relatively, but 
all groups making less 
than standard progress

Individual Styles in Learning to 
Spell, group 1

Y2–3 teachers, 1-1 1.7 * 1.2 Continued to gain up to 
5 months

Read Write Inc. in Bristol Y2–6 teacher/TA, 
group

1.7

Catch Up Literacy in Norfolk, 
Norwich

Y2 teacher/TA, 1-1 1.6

The Early Reading Research, KS2 Y5–6 teacher/TA, 
group

1.5

Sound Discovery in Bedfordshire Y6 teachers, group 1.4

Reading Intervention, orig, AI 1 Y2 teacher or TA, 
1-1

1.3

Reading Intervention, orig, AI 2 Y2 teacher or TA, 
1-1

1.3

Lexia in Norfolk Y2–3 computer & 
teacher, 1-1

1.0

Catch Up Literacy in Norfolk, 
King’s Lynn

Y2 teacher/TA, 1-1 1.0

THRASS Y6 teachers, group 1.0

THRASS Y4 teachers, group 0.9

THRASS Y5 teachers, group 0.9

Catch Up Literacy in Norfolk, 
county-wide, 2000-01

Y2–3 teacher/TA, 1-1 0.5

MTSR, pilot, exps Y5 teachers, group -3.6

Key to abbreviations and symbol in Table A.8:

Comps = Children in comparison group

Exps = Children in experimental group

* = Difference in gains is statistically significant

Table A.8 continued
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Table A.9: 
List of spelling studies for primary level in decreasing order of effect size

Key: 

Effect size above 0.80 = Large impact, of substantial educational significance

Effect size between 0.50 and 0.80 = Medium impact, of useful educational significance

Effect size between 0.25 and 0.50 = Small impact, of modest educational significance

Effect size between 0 and 0.25 = Very small impact, of doubtful educational significance

Negative effect size = Control/comparison group made more progress than experimental group

Study Year group Taught by Effect 
size

Follow-up

RITA, exps. Y2 computer & teacher, 
1-1

0.98

RITA, exps. Y3 computer & teacher, 
1-1

0.77

IA&T (also within RITA) Y2 teachers, group 0.56 Gain was maintained 
up to 6 months on

Improving Spelling through Teaching 
Morphemes

Y5 teachers, group 0.49

IA&T (also within RITA) Y3 teachers, group 0.44 Gain was partly lost 6 
months on

Reading Intervention, orig, exps. Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.36

Individual Styles in Learning to Spell, 
group 1

Y2–3 teachers, 1-1 0.30

AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Jersey Y3–9 computer & teacher, 
1-1

0.27 Continued to gain up 
to 10 months

Improving Spelling through Teaching 
Morphemes

Y3 teachers, group 0.26

Improving Spelling through Teaching 
Morphemes

Y6 teachers, group 0.22

Improving Spelling through Teaching 
Morphemes

Y4 teachers, group 0.15

Reading Intervention, orig, AI 2 Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 0.02

Reading Intervention, orig, AI 1 Y2 teacher or TA, 1-1 -0.02

Time for Reading R other adults, 1-1 -0.15

Key to abbreviation:

Exps = Experimentals
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Table A.10: 
List of writing studies for primary level in decreasing order of effect size

N.B. There are no schemes with writing data at secondary level.

Key:

Effect size above 0.80 = Large impact, of substantial educational significance

Effect size between 0.50 and 0.80 = Medium impact, of useful educational significance

Effect size between 0.25 and 0.50 = Small impact, of modest educational significance

Effect size between 0 and 0.25 = Very small impact, of doubtful educational significance

Negative effect size = Control/comparison group made more progress than experimental group

Study Year group Taught by Effect 
size

Follow-up

Reading Recovery, ECaR in London Y1 teacher, 1-1 1.60

Paired Writing (2) Y6 other pupils, 1-1 0.55

Paired Writing (1), cross-ability Y4 other pupils, 1-1 0.41

Paired Writing (1), same ability Y4 other pupils, 1-1 0.32

Further Literacy Support Y5 TA, group 0.16 / 0 * Status maintained a year later

Key to symbol:

* = 1st effect size calculated from test scores, 2nd from Teacher Assessments
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Table A.11: 
List of reading studies for secondary level in decreasing order of ratio gain 
for whichever of accuracy and comprehension is the higher

N.B. The only follow-up data reported for any secondary scheme were for a small sub-sample of the 
experimental group in the 3rd Literacy Acceleration study – for this information see the entry earlier in this 
Appendix. Given this, there are no columns for follow-up data in Tables A11–14.

Key:

RG of 4 or above = Remarkable impact

RG between 3 and 4 = Substantial impact

RG between 2 and 3 = Useful impact

RG between 1.4 and 2 = Modest impact

RG of less than 1.4 = Impact of doubtful educational significance

RG of 1.0 = Exactly standard progress

Study Year 
group

Taught by RG, accuracy RG, comprehension

Exps Comps Exps Comps

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start in 
Cornwall

Y7 teacher, group 8.0

THRASS Y7 teacher, group 4.0 5.7

THRASS Y8 teacher, group 5.3 5.4

BRP in Derbyshire Y8 other adults, 1-1 5.0

BRP in Derbyshire Y7 other adults, 1-1 4.1

Literacy Acceleration, 2nd cohort Y7 other adults, 1-1 3.7 * 1.7

Literacy Acceleration in Cornwall Y7 other adults, 1-1 3.7 * 1.6

ENABLE PLUS (KS3) Y7–9 TA/LSA, 1-1 3.7

Corrective Reading Y7 teacher/TA, 
group

3.0

Literacy Acceleration, 1st cohort Y7–8 other adults, 1-1 2.4 * 0.4

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start in 
Leicester

Y7 teacher, group 2.3

Toe by Toe Y7 other adults, 1-1 2.3

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start, DfES 
study

Y7–9 teacher, group 1.6

The Secondary Reading Research, 
BAS (acc.), Suffolk (compre.)

Y7 teacher, group 0.8 ? (0.6) 1.4 ? (1.0)

Catch Up Literacy Y7–8 teacher/TA, 1-1 1.4

Sound Training for Reading Y9 teacher, group 1.4 * 0.3

The Secondary Reading Research, 
NFER tests

Y7 teacher, group 1.1 ? (0.7) 0.9 ns 0.9
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Key to abbreviations and symbols:

Comps = Children in comparison group

Exps = Children in experimental group

( ) = RG based on non-equivalent control group but valid in its own right

* = Difference in gains is statistically significant

ns = Difference in gains is statistically non-significant

? = Significance of difference in gains was not stated or was unreliable

Table A.11 continued
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Table A.12: 
List of reading studies for secondary level in decreasing order of effect size 
for whichever of accuracy and comprehension is the higher

Key: 

Effect size above 0.80 = Large impact, of substantial educational significance

Effect size between 0.50 and 0.80 = Medium impact, of useful educational significance

Effect size between 0.25 and 0.50 = Small impact, of modest educational significance

Effect size between 0 and 0.25 = Very small impact, of doubtful educational significance

Negative effect size = Control/comparison group made more progress than experimental group

Study Year 
group

Taught by Effect size

acc compre

Literacy Acceleration in Cornwall, exps Y7 other adults, 1-1 1.14

Sound Training for Reading Y9 teacher, group 0.65

Literacy Acceleration, 2nd cohort, exps Y7 other adults, 1-1 0.62

ILS, Phase II, School M Y7–9 computer & teacher, 1-1 0.60

The Accelerated Reader, group 1 Y7 computer & teacher, 1-1 0.55

Literacy Acceleration, 1st cohort, exps Y7–8 other adults, 1-1 0.45

Academy of Reading Y7 computer & teacher, 1-1 0.44

Academy of Reading Y8 computer & teacher, 1-1 0.40

Literacy Acceleration, 2nd cohort, comps Y7 other adults, 1-1 0.37

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start, DfES study Y7–9 TA, group 0.34

The Secondary Reading Research, NFER tests Y7 TA, group 0.26 0

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start in Cornwall Y7 TA, group 0.25

Literacy Acceleration in Cornwall, comps Y7 other adults, 1-1 0.23

Philosophy for Children Y7 teacher, group 0.23

The Secondary Reading Research, BAS (acc.), Suffolk 
(compre.)

Y7 TA, group 0.13 0.22

The Accelerated Reader, group 2 Y7 computer & teacher, 1-1 0.21

ILS, phase III Y8 computer & teacher, 1-1 0.08

Literacy Acceleration, 1st cohort, comps Y7–8 other adults, 1-1 0

ILS, Phase II, overall Y7–9 computer & teacher, 1-1 ns

ILS, phase III Y9, 11 computer & teacher, 1-1 ns

Key to symbol:

ns = Figure was not given but was stated or implied to be close to zero and statistically non-significant
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Table A.13: 
List of spelling studies for secondary level in decreasing order of ratio gain

Key:

RG of 4 or above = Remarkable impact

RG between 3 and 4 = Substantial impact

RG between 2 and 3 = Useful impact

RG between 1.4 and 2 = Modest impact

RG of less than 1.4 = Impact of doubtful educational significance

RG of 1.0 = Exactly standard progress

Study Year group Taught by Exps Comps

Literacy Acceleration, 1st cohort Y7–8 other adults, 1-1 2.0 * 0.40

THRASS Y8 teacher, group 2.0

THRASS Y7 teacher, group 1.8

Literacy Acceleration, 2nd cohort Y7 other adults, 1-1 1.6 ns 1.6

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start, DfES 
study

Y7–9 teacher, group 0.9

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start in 
Leicester

Y7 teacher, group 0.8

The Secondary Reading Research Y7 TA, group 0.6 ? (0.5)

Key to abbreviations and symbols:

Comps = Children in comparison group

Exps = Children in experimental group

( ) = RG based on non-equivalent control group but valid in its own right

* = Difference in gains is statistically significant

ns = Difference in gains is statistically non-significant

? = Significance of difference in gains was not stated or was unreliable
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Table A.14: 
List of spelling studies for secondary level in decreasing order of effect size

Key: 

Effect size above 0.80 = Large impact, of substantial educational significance

Effect size between 0.50 and 0.80 = Medium impact, of useful educational significance

Effect size between 0.25 and 0.50 = Small impact, of modest educational significance

Effect size between 0 and 0.25 = Very small impact, of doubtful educational significance

Negative effect size = Control/comparison group made more progress than experimental group

Study Year group Taught by Effect size

The Secondary Reading Research Y7 TA, group 0.06

Read Write Inc. Fresh Start, DfES study Y7–9 teacher, group 0

N.B. There are no data for writing at secondary level.
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Table A.15: 
Statistical comparisons between experimental and alternative intervention 
(AI) groups at primary level

N.B. There were no secondary studies with AI groups.

Catch Up Literacy, pilot and 
national studies

not stated

Early Literacy Support The AI was Hatcher’s Reading Intervention. On all three measures, 
both groups made good progress, but the differences in gain were 
tiny and ns (between-groups effect sizes: -0.07, 0.08, -0.14)

Improving Spelling by Teaching 
Morphemes, RCT within 1st study

The morphology group made significantly better progress than the 
group doing comprehension tasks

Improving Spelling by Teaching 
Morphemes, 2nd study

The morphology group made significantly better progress than the 
group receiving ‘NLS spelling sessions in addition to their literacy 
hour’

Inference Training On accuracy, all differences in gains among the two ■■

experimental and two AI groups were non-significant 

On comprehension, Inference Training was more effective for ■■

less-skilled comprehenders than for skilled comprehenders; 
Inference Training was more effective than rapid decoding (AI2) 
for less skilled comprehenders; BUT comprehension exercises 
(AI1) were just as effective as Inference Training

Multi-Sensory Teaching System  
for Reading (initial study)

not stated

Paired Reading (too numerous and disparate to report)

Parental Involvement The experimental and AI groups could not be compared at post-
test because they differed significantly at pre-test

Phonology with Reading The experimental group made better progress than the AI ‘Oral 
Language’ group in reading accuracy, but not in comprehension

Reader’s Intelligent Teaching 
Assistant (RITA)

The ‘alternative intervention’ here was Interactive Assessment and 
Teaching, the experimental intervention from an earlier experiment 
by the same authors. RITA and IA&T did not differ on any measure

Reading Intervention (original) The experimental intervention (Reading with Phonology) was 
significantly better than both AIs (reading-only, phonology-only) on 
all three measures

Reading Recovery in London and 
Surrey

No information was given on statistical significance of differences 
between experimental (Reading Recovery) and AI (Phonological 
Intervention) groups

Somerset (1) Professional counselling plus remedial phonics was no better 
than counselling only (AI1) or remedial phonics only (AI2); but 
professional counselling only was better than remedial phonics 
only or no intervention, and equal to professional counselling plus 
remedial phonics

Somerset (2) Counselling by non-professionals plus remedial teaching was no 
better than remedial teaching alone
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Somerset (3) Counselling by non-professionals plus remedial teaching was 
better than remedial teaching alone

Somerset (4) ‘Therapeutic’ conditions (experimentals = counselling plus DISTAR; 
AI1 = drama plus DISTAR) made significantly greater gains than the 
other two groups (AI2 = DISTAR only; controls = no intervention). 
The two therapeutic conditions did not differ significantly, and the 
other two groups also did not differ significantly

Sounds~Write The Sounds~Write group made substantial progress, while the 
AI group (using Progression in Phonics) made barely standard 
progress

SPELLIT The SPELLIT group made better progress than those using the 
‘Home Support Programme consisting of activities and exercises 
to be done at home for around 15 minutes a day, for 5 days a 
week’

Table A.15 continued
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How should this mass of comparative detail on impact measures be interpreted?

The first thing to be said is that, given the uneven quality of the description, analysis and reporting of the 
studies, interpretation needs to be cautious and tentative. It is not the case that some schemes have been 
proven effective, and others ineffective, without qualification. High RGs and effect sizes do show that the 
relevant approaches have worked for some children in some circumstances, and may work for others, 
if implemented with similar care in similar circumstances. Low RGs and effect sizes show only that the 
relevant approaches have not worked for some children in some circumstances, and have no implications 
for the future, since they might work for other children in different circumstances.

That said, from inspection of the data and from the wider literature, it has been deduced that:

RGs of exactly 1.0 represent standard progress, or ‘holding one’s own’. Anything above this represents ■■

better than standard progress (but see the next point), while anything less means that the children are 
slipping (further) behind;

RGs below 1.4, and effect sizes below 0.25, represent an impact that does not seem educationally ■■

significant. Pupils in these schemes did not just stay where they were, and did make some progress, in 
absolute terms; but it was slow, and they made little or no relative progress compared to control groups 
receiving no special intervention. Thus schemes (or conditions within schemes) with impact measures 
of this order did not seem to produce any impact over and above ordinary teaching, unless it is argued 
that ‘holding their own’ was a good result for such children – in other words, that without the intervention 
they would have fallen even further behind. Schemes in this group may be considered to have been ‘less 
effective’;

all RGs above 1.4 and effect sizes above 0.25 represent impact that is at least satisfactory, and in some ■■

cases excellent. Schemes in this group may be considered to have been ‘more effective’. Keys above 
each of Tables A6–14 make further distinctions within RGs above 1.4 and effect sizes above 0.25.

The RG list for reading contains few values below 1.0 (‘normal progress’), and all but a few of those RGs 
arose from comparison groups. This finding is, however, circular: children receiving ordinary teaching mostly 
made the progress to be expected of children receiving ordinary teaching. What is more interesting is that 
a few comparison groups had RGs above 1.4, in fact some above 2.0, and these children were therefore 
making better than expected progress despite, apparently, receiving no extra intervention. Perhaps the 
experimental schools were observed by others, and therefore the relevant schemes ‘leaked’ their benefits 
into other schools in the areas in which they took place, and influenced non-participating schools to raise 
their game too. If this is true, it would be an argument for implementing initiatives at a fairly high density 
(though it would play even more havoc with evaluation statistics).

The amount of data at secondary level, and on spelling and especially on the compositional aspect of 
writing at primary level remains insufficient to sustain more than a few generalisations.

All the generalisations that the data seem to warrant are stated in chapter two.
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A.4	 Follow-up studies

In many cases the impact observed during educational interventions is found to diminish or even vanish 
afterwards. Was this true of the schemes analysed here? Of the 121 studies analysed, only 21 provided 
any information on re-tests of participating children at some point after the end of the intervention. These 
were: AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Jersey, BRP in Bradford, Durham and Worcestershire, Family Literacy 
Demonstration Programmes (reading and writing), Further Literacy Support (reading and writing), Individual 
Spelling, IA&T, Paired Reading, Parental Involvement, Phonology with Reading, Reading Intervention 
(original), Reading Recovery in London and Surrey and for the 1997–98 cohort and ECaR across Britain and 
Ireland, Sound Discovery in Bedfordshire, The Early Reading Research (the KS1 study), Time for Reading, 
and Literacy Acceleration (3rd study). For details, see the entries in this Appendix.

Conclusion on follow-up studies

The picture is uneven, but broadly positive. In nine cases, namely, AcceleRead AcceleWrite in Jersey, BRP 
in Bradford (middle schools), Durham and Worcestershire, Family Literacy Demonstration Programmes 
(reading and writing), Individual Spelling, Paired Reading, Literacy Acceleration (sub-sample in 3rd study), 
children continued to make relative gains at least in the period immediately after the intervention. In most 
of these cases there was only one follow-up; in Family Literacy Demonstration Programmes the children 
‘plateaued’ after the first follow-up but maintained their gains at 2nd and 3rd follow-ups; in AcceleRead 
AcceleWrite in Jersey even the 2nd follow-up showed further relative gains.

In seven studies, namely, ELS (both groups), FLS (reading and writing), Parental Involvement, RR in Britain 
and Ireland (3- and 6-month follow-ups), Sound Discovery in Bedfordshire, The Early Reading Research 
(KS1), the children maintained their gains.

In all six cases where National Curriculum test data were available, they showed good results: FLS, KS2 
reading and writing; RR, 1997–98 cohort, Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 2 reading; RR, ECaR in Britain and 
Ireland, Year 2 children in England, Key Stage 1 reading and writing.

In Time for Reading, there were no relative gains during the intervention, and none at follow-up three years 
on either.

Only in Phonology with Reading and Reading Recovery in London and Surrey was there definite evidence 
of ‘wash-out’, that is, of children losing the gains they had made during the intervention – though it must be 
recognised that such findings are less likely to be reported. And even in the three-year follow-up to Reading 
Recovery, wash-out was not universal – children who had been non-readers at age six continued to benefit. 
There was partial wash-out in IA&T – Year 2’s gain in reading was completely lost, but other evidence was 
more positive. In Reading Intervention (original), the experimental group maintained their relative position – 
but both they and the other groups had made less than standard progress, so that the gains were in fact 
only maintained to an extent.

Though it is therefore still possible to say that most gains were maintained, it seems impossible to generalise 
about factors which made the difference between wash-out and sustaining gains.




