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The Center

Every child has the capacity to succeed in school and in life. Y et far too many children,
especialy thosefrom poor and minority families, are placed at risk by school practicesthat are based
onasorting paradigm inwhich some studentsrecel ve high-expectationsingruction whiletherest are
relegated to lower quality education and lower quality futures. The sorting perspective must be
replaced by a“taent development” model that assertsthat al children are capable of succeedingin
arich and demanding curriculum with appropriate assi stance and support.

The mission of the Center for Research on the Education of Students Placed At Risk
(CRESPAR) isto conduct the research, devel opment, evaluation, and dissemination needed to
transform schooling for students placed at risk. The work of the Center is guided by three centra
themes — ensuring the success of all students at key development points, building on students
personal and cultural assets, and scaling up effective programs— and conducted through seven
research and development programs and a program of institutional activities.

CRESPAR is organized as a partnership of Johns Hopkins University and Howard
University, in collaboration with researchers at the University of Californiaat Santa Barbara,
University of Cdiforniaa LosAngeles, University of Chicago, Manpower Demondration Research
Corporation, University of Memphis, Haskell Indian NationsUniversity, and University of Houston-
Clear Lake.

CRESPAR issupported by the National Institute on the Education of At-Risk Students
(At-Risk Ingtitute), one of five institutes created by the Educational Research, Devel opment,
Dissemination and Improvement Act of 1994 and |ocated within the Office of Educational Research
and Improvement (OERI) at the U.S. Department of Education. The At-Risk Institute supportsa
range of research and devel opment activities designed to improve the education of studentsat risk
of educationd failurebecauseof limited English proficiency, poverty, race, geographiclocation, or
economic disadvantage.



Abstract

Whileitisimportant toimprovetheoutcomesof bilingua and English-only readingingruction
for Englishlanguagelearnersat all gradelevels, thereisaparticular need to seethat studentsare
successful inbeginning to read inthe early e ementary grades. One program that hasachieved agreat
deal of successinmeeting thisgoa iscalled Successfor All, acomprehensive reform program for
elementary schools, especialy those serving many studentsplaced at risk. Thisreport presentsdata
on the achievement of English language learnersin schoolsin Philadelphia, Southern California,
Houston, and Arizonathat are implementing Success for All or Exito Para Todos (the Spanish
bilingual adaptation of Successfor All).

Theeffectsof Successfor All on the achievement of Englishlanguage learnersare not entirdy
consistent, but in general they are substantially positive. In al schoolsimplementing Exito Para
Todos, effect sizesfor first graders on Spanish assessmentswere very positive. The Houston study
showed that this effect was more pronounced when schools were implementing most of the
program’ selements. The Philade phia eva uation showed that even &fter trangtioning to English-only
instruction, Exito Para Todos third graders performed better on English assessments than control
studentswho were primarily taught in English. For studentsin sheltered English instruction, effect
szesfor dl comparisonswere dso positive, especidly for Cambodian studentsin Philadel phiaand
Mexican American studentsin California.
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| ntroduction

Studentswho enter school with limited English proficiency are among the most likely of dl
studentsto beat risk for school failure (August & Hakuta, 1997). These sudents score subgtantialy
worsethan other language minority studentsin schoolsof equa levelsof poverty in both reading and
mathematicsat third grade (Moss & Puma, 1995). They areretained far more often, and have many
other difficulties. Ultimately, limited English proficient Sudentsare substantialy morelikey than other
studentsto drop out of school; dropout rates average 42% for these students, compared to 10.5%
for studentswho were never limited in English proficiency (McArthur, 1993). The educational
difficultiesof limited English proficient sudentsare not entirely duetodifficultieswith English. These
sudentsaretypicaly children of recent immigrantswho suffer from the effects of poverty, mobility,
limited capacity of parents to support their children’s success in school, and underfunded,
overcrowded schools (August & Hakuta, 1997). Even after limited English proficient students
becomefully proficient in English, their school performance remains substantialy lower than that of
other students.

For many years, debates about the education of limited English proficient children have
focused onthequestion of language of instruction. While children areacquiring sufficient English
language skillstofunctionwel indl-Englishingruction, should they betaught in their native language
or in English? If they are taught in their native language, should they be transitioned as soon as
possible, or maintained in native languageingtruction until their English proficiency isat avery high
level? Reviews of research on thistopic generaly find benefitsfor native language instruction,
followed by agradual transition to English (e.g., Meyer & Fienberg, 1992; Ramirez, Yuen, &
Ramey, 1991; Garcia, 1994). While there is considerable debate about this research, few
investigators have found such bilingua programsto belesseffectivethan English-only instruction
from the outset (August & Hakuta, 1997).

However, in recent years, attention has shifted away from a primary focus on language of
instruction toward afocus on the quality of instruction received by students acquiring English, in
whatever languagethey are being taught. Among childrenreceiving native languageindruction, those
who succeed in that ingtruction ultimately perform substantialy better in English than thosewho do
not (Garcia, 1991, 1994). Among studentsin English-only instruction, the sameisobvioudy true.
Thisisnot to diminish theimportance of native language ingruction, but Smply to note that while the
language issue is being fought out on largely political terms, it isincumbent upon educators to
develop, evaduate, and disseminate effective srategiesfor bilingua aswell as English-only ingtruction



for students acquiring English. Asapractica matter, avery large proportion of English language
learnerswill dways betaught in English (if only because of shortages of teachers proficient in other
languages, especially non-Spanish languages), and hopefully therewill alwaysbe many English
language learners being taught in their native language, especially Spanish. We need effective
strategies for both situations.

The renewed focus since the late 1980s on the quality of bilingua and ESL programs has
led to numerous observationa and descriptive studies of effective education for English language
learners (see, for example, Fleischman & Hopstock, 1993; Leighton et al., 1993; Garcia, 1987,
Tikunoff et al., 1991). However, few studies have directly compared outcomes of innovative
bilingual or ESL programsto traditional programs (see Ramirez, 1986).

Thereisremarkably littleresearch eval uating programs designed to increase the Spanish
reading performance of studentsin bilingua programs. Caderdn, Hertz-Lazarowitz, & Savin (in
press) evaluated a bilingual adaptation of Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition
(BCIRC) in El Paso elementary schools starting in second grade. This program, based on a
successful program origindly developed in English for English proficient sudents (Stevens, Madden,
Slavin, & Farnish, 1987; Stevens & Slavin, 1995), involves having students work in small
cooperative groups. Students read to each other, work together to identify characters, settings,
problems, and problem solutionsin narratives, summarize storiesto each other, and work together
on writing, reading comprehension, and vocabulary activities. Studentsin BCIRC classes scored
significantly better than control students on the Spanish Texas Assessment of Academic Skills
(TAAYS) at the end of second grade, and as they transitioned to English in third and fourth grades
they performed significantly better than control students on standardized reading tests givenin
English.

Whileitisimportant toimprovetheoutcomesof bilingua and English-only readingingruction
for Englishlanguagelearnersat all gradelevels, thereisaparticular need to seethat studentsare
successful in beginning to read in the early e ementary grades. Many studentsfail to read adequately
by third grade and are then at risk for being retained in grade or assigned to specia education or
long-term remedial services, al of which are key predictors of ultimate dropout (LIoyd, 1978).
L atino students, with one of the highest dropout rates of all ethnic groups (GAO, 1994; NCES,
1993), are particularly at risk if they do not read well.

If al studentsareto achievetheir potentia in school, al must begin with successin reading
inthe early grades. One program that has achieved agreat deal of successin meseting thisgodl is



caled Successfor All, acomprehensive model for restructuring e ementary schools that focuses on
prevention and early, intensveintervention. Theprogram’s philosophy isthat learning problems must
first be prevented by providing students with high-quality instruction from prekindergarten or
kindergarten onward, improving school-family links, and ng student progress on aregular
bass. When problems gppear despite effective preventive measures, interventions must be applied
immediately and intensively to solve them before they become serious. In particular, one-to-one
tutoring is provided to first graderswho arefailing to read well. The English verson of Successfor
All has been evaluated in comparison to matched control schoolsin nine school districts throughout
the U.S. and found to be consi stently effective on measures of reading, reductionsin retention and
special education placements, and other outcomes (Slavin et al., 19964, b).

Thefirgt gpplication of Successfor All to English language learners began in Philadelphia s
Francis Scott Key School, which serves ahigh-poverty neighborhood in which more than 60% of
students enter the school's speaking Cambodian or other Southeast Asian languages. An adaptation
of Successfor All was designed to meet the needs of these children. Thisadaptation focused on
integrating thework of ESL teachersand reading teachers, so that ESL teacherstaught areading
classand then hel ped limited English proficient studentswith the specific language and reading kills
needed to succeed in the school’ s (English) reading program. 1n addition, a cross-age tutoring
program enabled fifth graders, now fully bilingual in English and Cambodian, to help kindergartners
succeed in the English program. The performance of students at Francis Scott Key has been
compared to that of studentsin a matched comparison school each year, and the results have
consgtently favored Successfor All (for Adan aswdl asnon-Asan students (Slavin & Y ampol sky,
1991). The present paper reportsthe reading performance of the English language learnersat Key
and its comparison school as of spring, 1995, the end of the seventh year of program
implementation.

In 1992, a Spanish adaptation of Successfor All called Exito Para Todos was devel oped
for usein Spanish bilingual programs. During the 1992-1993 school year Exito Para Todos was
implemented in one Philade phiaschoal serving apredominately Latino (maostly Puerto Rican) student
body. Thefirst year results showed the Spanish bilingua students to be performing substantialy
better than controls on individually administered tests of Spanish (Slavin & Madden, 1994). This
paper reports the results for the third graders who completed their third year in Exito Para Todos
in 1996.

A third evaluation of Successfor All with English language |earners was carried out by



WestEd, an educationd laboratory in Southern Cdifornia(Livingston & Flaherty, 1997). Thisstudy
involvedthreeschools. Fremont Elementary in Riverside, Cdiforniaand OrvilleWright Elementary
inM odesto are schoolswith substantial Spanish bilingua programs, and implemented Exito Para
Todos. Thethird, El Vista Elementary, also in Modesto, serves a highly diverse student body
speaking 17 languages using an ESL approach. Studentsin al three schools were compared to
matched students in matched schools. In each case, students are assessed in the language of
instruction (English or Spanish). Earlier reports(Dianda, 1995; Savin & Madden, 1995) showed
substantia pogitive effectsof both the English and the Spanish versions of theprogram. The present
paper reports results on first, second, and third graders as of spring, 1996.

An Arizonastudy compared first gradersintwo Successfor All schoolsto thosein three
locally devel oped Title | schoolwide projects and one Reading Recovery school (Ross, Nunnery,
& Smith, 1997). Findly, the largest study of Exito Para Todos, under way in the Houston
Independent School Didtrict, isproducing data both on the overal effects of the Spanish adaptation
of SFA/EPT and on the effects of the degree of implementation of the model.

Success for All/Exito Para Todos: Program Description

Success for All/Exito Para Todos is a comprehensive reform program for elementary
schools, especially those serving many students placed at risk. It restructures Title | staff and
resources, plus any other available resources (such as special education or state compensatory
education), to focuson prevention, early intervention, and long-term professional development,
instead of remediation. Specific elementsof the program, and adaptationsfor the needs of English
language learners, are described in the following sections.

Reading Tutors

One of themost important elements of the Successfor All/Exito Para Todos mode isthe
use of tutorsto support students' successin reading. One-to-one tutoring isthe mogt effective form
of ingtruction known (seeWasik & Slavin, 1993). Thetutorsat Fairhill, Fremont, and Wright, the
schools using Exito Para Todos, were Spanish bilingual teachers. At Key, El Vista, and thetwo
Arizonaschoals, tutorswere certified teachers paid for by Title | funds, plus ESL teachersfrom the
schools' gtaffs. Tutorsworked one-to-one with students who were having difficulties keeping up
with their reading groups. Students were taken from their homeroom classes by the tutorsfor 20-



minute sessions during times other than reading or math periods. In general, tutors supported
students' successin theregular reading curriculum, rather than teaching different objectives. For
example, if the regular reading teacher was working on stories with long vowels or was teaching
comprehens on monitoring strategies, so did thetutor. However, tutorsidentified learning deficits
and used different strategies to teach the same skills.

During daily 90-minute reading periods, tutors served as additional reading teachersto
reduceclasssizefor reading. Information on students' specific deficitsand needs passed between
reading teachers and tutors on brief forms, and reading teachers and tutors were given regular times
to meet to coordinate their approaches with individual children.

Initial decisionsabout reading group placement and need for tutoring were made based on
informal reading inventories given to each child by thetutors. After this, reading group placements
and tutoring assignments were made based on eight-week assessments, which included teacher
judgmentsaswell asmoreformal assessments. First gradersreceived firgt priority for tutoring, on
the assumption that the primary function of thetutorsisto help al students be successful in reading
the first time, before they become remedial readers.

Reading Program

Students in grades 1-5 were regrouped for reading. That is, students were assigned to
heterogeneous, age-grouped classes with class sizes of about 25 most of the day, but during a
regular 90-minute reading period they were regrouped according to reading performance levelsinto
reading classes of about 15 students all a the samelevel. For example, a2-1 (second grade, first
semester) reading classmight contain first, second, and third grade students dl reading at the same
level. At the bilingua schools this regrouping was done separately for Spanish-dominant and
English-dominant students; at Key and El Vista, all studentswere regrouped according to reading
level, regardless of language background. Regrouping allowsteachersto teach the wholereading
classwithout having to break the classinto reading groups. Itisaform of the Joplin Plan, which has
been found to increase reading achievement in the elementary grades (Slavin, 1987).

The reading program emphasi zes devel opment of basic language skillsand sound and | etter
recognition skills in kindergarten, and uses an approach based on sound blending and phonics
gartinginfirst grade. TheK-1 reading program used inthebilingual program at Fairhill, Fremont,
and Wright, Lee Conmigo (“Read with M€”), uses a series of “shared stories,” minibooks that
gradually introducesyllables, | etter sounds, and sound-blending strategiesin storiesorigina ly written



in Spanishfor the program. English-dominant studentsin al schools experienced Reading Roots,
which uses the same instructional methods, but in English. Lee Conmigo and Reading Roots
emphasizeord reading to partnersaswell asto theteacher, ingtruction in story structure and specific
comprehenson kills, and integration of reading and writing. They provide argpidly paced, engaging
st of routinesthat involve studentsin group response gamesthat devel op auditory discrimination
skills, letter name and letter sound recognition, and sound blending strategies based on the sounds
and words used inthe books. When they reach the second gradereading level, sudentsuseaform
of Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) with Spanish or English novelsand
basals. CIRC uses cooperative learning activities built around story structure, prediction,
summarization, vocabulary building, decoding practice, writing, and direct instruction in reading
comprehension skills. Research on CIRC hasfound it to significantly increase students' reading
comprehension and language skillsin English (Stevens, Madden, Slavin, & Farnish, 1987) andin
Spanish (Calderén et al., in press).

Eight-Week Reading Assessments

Every eight weeks, reading teachers assessed student progressthrough the reading program.
Theresults of the assessments were used to determine who isto receivetutoring, to suggest other
adaptationsin students' programs, and to identify studentswho need other types of assistance, such
as family interventions or vision/hearing screening.

English as a Second L anguage

All schoolshad ingtructionin English asasecond language (ESL). AtKey, El Vigta, and the
Arizonaschools, ESL teacherstaught regular reading classes during acommon regrouped reading
period. After thisperiod, they tutored individua students or worked with groups of limited English
proficient students. The emphasis of the ESL program in Successfor All was on giving students
assgtancethat isdirectly tied to successin the English curriculum. For example, ESL teachersused
the samereading materia susedintheclassroomreading program. At Fairhill, Fremont, and Wright,
ESL instruction was also closely connected to ingtruction in subjectsin which studentswere being
taught in English.

Kindergarten



All schools provided afull-day kindergarten for al eigible students. The kindergarten
program provided a balanced and developmentally appropriate learning experience for young
children. The curriculum emphas zes the devel opment and use of language. It provides abaance of
academic readiness and non-academic music, art, and movement activities. Readiness activities
include use of integrated thematic units, and aprogram caled Story Telling and Retelling (STaR) in
which students retell stories read by the teachers.

Family Support Team

A Family Support Team in each school provided parenting education and worked
preventively to involve parentsin support of their children’ s successin school. Also, family support
daff provided ass stance when there were indications that studentswere not working up to their full
potential because of problemsat home. For example, families of studentswho are not receiving
adequate deep or nutrition, need glasses, are not attending school regularly, or are exhibiting serious
behavior problems receive family support assistance. Linkswith appropriate community service
agencies were made to provide as much focused service as possible for parents and children.

Program Facilitator

A program facilitator worked at each school full timeto oversee (with the principal) the
operation of the Successfor All/Exito Para Todos model. Facilitators hel ped plan the program,
hel ped the principal with scheduling, and visited classes and tutoring sessionsfrequently to help
teachersand tutorswithindividual problems. They helped teachersand tutorsded with any behavior
problems or other specid problems, and coordinated the activities of the classroom teachers, tutors,
Family Support Team, ESL teachers, and others.

Teachersand Teacher Training

The teachers and tutors were regular classroom teachers, bilingual teachers, or ESL
teachers. They received detailed teacher’ s manua's supplemented by two days of inservice a the
beginning of the school year and several inservice sessions throughout the year on such topics as
classroom management, instructional pace, and implementation of the curriculum.



M ethods and Results

Francis Scott Key (ESL)

Beginning in September 1988, researchers from The Johns Hopkins University began
working with the staff at Philadelphia s Francis Scott Key Elementary School to implement Success
for All in gradesK-5. Sixty-two percent of its students were from Asian backgrounds, primarily
Cambodian. Nearly dl of these sudentsentered the school in kindergarten with little or no English.
Theremainder of the school wasdivided between African American and white udents. The school
islocated inan extremely impoverished neighborhood in South Philadelphia. Ninety-six percent of
the students were from low-income families and qualified for free lunch.

Because of the unavailability of Cambodian-speaking teachers, Francis Scott Key used an
ESL approach to its LEP students. The only adult in the school who spoke Cambodian was a
bilingual counseling assistant.

Evaluation Design

The program at Francis Scott Key was eval uated in comparison to asimilar Philadelphia
elementary school. Table 1 comparesthetwo schoolson severd variables. Asthetable shows, the
two schoolswerevery smilar in overdl achievement level and other variables. Thirty-three percent
of thecomparison school’ sstudentswere Asian (mostly Cambodian), the highest proportioninthe
city after Key. The percentage of studentsreceiving freelunch wasvery highin both schools, though
higher at Key (96%) than at the comparison school (84%). A few differences are worthy of note,
however. The comparison school waslarger than Key, with 1,128 students overal to Key’ s 622,
and the non-Asian students a the comparison school wereamost al African American, while 21%
of Key’s students were white.

The data reported here are for all students in grades 4-5 in Spring, 1995. With the
exception of transfers, all students had been in the program since kindergarten.



Tablel. Characteristicsof Francis Scott Key and Comparison School

Characteristics Key Comparison
School Enrollment 622 1,128
School Enrollment, K-3 365 541
Ethnic Composition
Asian 62% 33%
White 21% 0%
African American 15% 65%
Other 3% 2%
National Percentile —-Reading Spring 1988
K 42 52
1 37 34
2 17 26
3 33 27
Average Daily Attendance 90% 91%
Percent Free Lunch 96% 84%
M easur es

At Francis Scott Key and its comparison schoal, dl studentsin grades4-5wereindividually
administered three scales from the Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery (Woodcock, 1984):
Word I dentification, Word Attack, and Passage Comprehension. The Word | dentification scalewas
used to assess recognition of common sight words, the Word Attack scale assessed phonetic
synthesis skills, and the Passage Comprehension scale assessed students’ abilitiesto read and
comprehend meaningful text.

Anayses of variance (ANOV A) were conducted on each outcome separately. Outcomes
were characterized in terms of effect sizes, which are the difference between experimental and
control meansdivided by the control group’ sstandard deviation. Grade equivaentswerenot used
inany analyses, but are presented as convenient indicators of students' absolute performancelevels.

Resaults: Asian Students

Theresultsfor Asian students are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. Successfor All Asian
students at dl three grade levels performed far better than control students. Differences between
Successfor All and control studentswere statistically significant on every measure a every grade
level (p<.001). Median grade equivalents and effect sizes were computed across the three



Woodcock scaes. Onaverage, Successfor All Asan students exceeded control studentsin reading
grade equivaentsby 2.9 yearsin fourth grade (Median ES=+1.49), and 2.8 yearsin fifth grade
(Median ES=+1.33). Successfor All Asian students were reading about afull year above grade
level infourth grade (GE = 5.8) and infifth grade (GE = 6.8), whilesimilar control studentsaveraged
1.9 years below grade reading level in fourth grade and 1.8 years below grade level in fifth grade.

Table 2. Francis Scott Key (ESL, Philadelphia)
Scor es on Woodcock Reading Scales

Grade4
Asian Non-Asian
SFA Control SFA Control
Word Identification
Mean 75.22 53.56 74.65 64.63
(SD) (9.76) (14.02) (14.54) (15.72)
N 32 18 20 48
GE 5.8 31 5.7 4.3
ES +1.54 +0.64
F 41.22%** 5.99*
Word Attack
Mean 37.53 18.06 31.95 26.65
(SD) (5.36) (13.09) (8.87) (11.37)
N 32 18 20 48
GE 10.0 2.2 6.1 34
ES +1.49 +0.47
F 55.12*** 3.46%
Passage Comprehension
Mean 37.44 29.83 40.20 36.46
(SD) (5.75) (12.32) (5.97) (11.22)
N 32 18 20 48
GE 4.1 2.9 5.1 3.9
ES +0.62 +0.33
F 8.87** 1.98
Median GE 5.8 29 5.7 39
Median ES +1.49 +0.47
ap<.10 * p<.05 ** n<.01 *** n< 001
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Table 3. Francis Scott Key (ESL, Philadelphia)
Scor es on Woodcock Reading Scales

Grade5
Asian Non-Asian
SFA Control SFA Control
Word Identification
Mean 79.24 62.57 76.38 68.68
(SD) (13.94) (11.95) (14.93) (11.64)
N 50 23 26 38
GE 6.8 4.0 6.1 4.7
ES +1.40 +0.66
F 24 54* ** 5.36*
Word Attack
Mean 35.60 22.00 34.54 26.18
(SD) (9.35) (10.23) (7.66) (9.05)
N 50 23 26 38
GE 10.0 2.7 8.7 3.3
ES +1.33 +0.92
F 31.42*%** 14.84™
Passage Comprehension
Mean 41.98 36.91 41.31 38.34
(SD) (6.23) (6.79) (8.63) (9.50)
N 50 23 26 38
GE 5.8 4.0 55 4.3
ES +0.75 +0.34
F 9.86** 1.62
Median GE 6.8 4.0 6.1 4.3
Median ES +1.33 +0.66
* p<.05 ** n<.01 *** n<.001

Results: Non-Asian Students

Outcomes of Successfor All for non-Asian students, summarized in Tables2 and 3 and
Figurel, weredso very positivein grades4-5. Experimental -control differenceswere statistically
significant (p<.05 or better) on every measure at every grade level. Effect sizeswere somewhat
smdler thanfor Adan students, but were still quite substantia, averaging +0.47 in grade 4 and +0.66
ingrade 5. Successfor All non-Asian students averaged amost afull year above gradelevel (GE
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=5.7) infourth grade, and about three months above grade leve infifth grade (GE = 6.1); at both
gradelevels, Successfor All non-Asian students scored at |east afull grade equivalent higher than
non-Asian control students.

Figurel

Achieverment Medians (Grade Equivalents and Effect Size) for Successfor
All'and Control Schools
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Fairhill (Bilingual)

Thebilingual version of Successfor All, Exito Para Todos, wasfirst implemented at Fairhill
Elementary School, aschool ininner-city Philadelphia. Fairhill servesastudent body of 694 students
of whom 78% are Hispanic (primarily from Puerto Rico) and 22% are African-American. A
matched comparison school was also selected. Table 4 shows data on the two schools. From the
tableit isclear that the two schools were very similar in total enrollment, percent Hispanic and
African-American, and historical achievement levels(fromdistrict records). Theschoolswerea so
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similar inthe percent of studentsreceiving bilingua instruction. In both schoolsabout half of al
sudentswereinthebilinguad programinfirst grade. Nearly dl sudentsin both schoolsqudified for
freelunches. Both schoolswere Title I schoolwide projects, which means that both had high (and
roughly equivalent) allocations of Title | funds that they could use flexibly to meet student needs.

A misconception about theinstruction provided by the control group changed themeaning
of thisexperiment fromitsorigina intention. The control group’ sreading program was described
by the digtrict asabilingual modd emphasizing native language instruction. However, it turned out
that the control group’ s*“bilingua” gpproach was more of asheltered English modd, with very little
instruction in Spanish. Thismadethe Fairhill experiment acomparison of Exito Para Todos (in
Spanish) to a sheltered English control group, mixing language of instruction with method of
instruction.

Table4. Characteristicsof Fairhill and Comparison School

SFA Comparison

Total Enrollment 694 706
Pct. Hispanic 78% 76%
Pct. African American 22% 24%
Pct. in Bilingual Programs 17% 21%
Pct. Free Lunch 93% 99%
Mean Percentile, Reading (K-5) 30 32

Mean Percentile, Math (K-5) 53 52

M easur es

All students defined by district criteriaas LEP at Fairhill and its control school were
pretested at the beginning of first grade on the Spanish Peabody Picture VVocabulary Test (PPVT).
Each following May, these students were tested by native language speakers on three scales of the
Spanish Woodcock (Bateria\Woodcock de Proficienciaen € Idioma): Letter/Word I dentification
(Identificacion de Letras y Palabras), Word Attack (Analisis de Palabras), and Passage
Comprehension (Comprension de Textos). Starting in third grade, aimost al children had
transitioned to English instruction, so students were assessed on the corresponding English
Woodcock scales aswell.

Results
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A check for pretest differences on the Spanish PPVT found that there were differencesin
favor of the experimental group (p< .03). PPVT scoreswere therefore used as covariatesin all
analysesof covariance (ANCOVA). Asshownin Table5, Fairhill students performed far better
than control students on al three Spanish measures (p<.001). Given that they were taught to read
in Spanish and the control group was nat, thisishardly surprisng. More significant, however, were
the differencesin English reading performance. Fairhill studentsscored higher than control students
on al three English reading measures. The differenceswere only statistically significant on Word
Attack (p<.05; ES=+0.65). However, thisfinding isof considerableinterest, asit showsthat third
graderstaught well in Spanish were performing at least aswell and often better in English than were
studentstaught only in English. Of course, these studentsthen had the substantia bonusof theability
to read well in Spanish. Thesmall sample size and significant pretest differences make these results
speculative rather than conclusive, but they are worthy of further investigation.

Table5. Fairhill (Bilingual) versus Control (Sheltered English)

Grade 3
Spanish English
SFA Control SFA Control
Word Identification
Adj. Mean 40.75 10.74 43.79 42.77
(SD) (5.51) (10.33) (20.61) (16.35)
N 21 29 21 29
ES +2.91 1
F 133.99***
Word Attack
Adj. Mean 21.12 5.01 20.62 13.41
(SD) (4.87) (6.36) (10.67) (11.08)
N 21 29 21 29
ES
F
Passage Comprehension
Adj. Mean 6.13 1.29 17.58 18.20
(SD) (2.09) (2.00) (7.45) (9.34)
N 21 29 21 29
ES +2.42 -0.07
F 65.72%** <1
Median ES +2.62 +0.21
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* p<.05 ** p<.01 *%% p< 001

Fremont (Bilingual), Wright (Bilingual), and El Vista (ESL)

Datafromfirst, second, and third gradersinthethree CdiforniaSuccessfor All schoolswere
analyzed together by Livingston & Flaherty (1997), pooling dataacross schoolsin four categories.
English-dominant students, Spanish-dominant sudentstaught in Spanish (Lee Conmigo in Success
for All schools), Spanish-dominant studentstaught in English (“ sheltered students’), and speakers
of languages other than English or Spanish taught in English. Threecohortswerefollowed. Datafor
a1992 cohort are availablefor grades 1, 2, and 3; for 1993, grades 1 and 2; and for 1994, grade
1 only. The pooled results are summarized in Figures 1, 2, and 3 (from Livingston & Flaherty,
1997).

Spanish Bilingual Students

Studentsin the two Exito Para Todos schoolsin California scored higher than controls at
every gradelevel inall three cohorts, asshownin Figure 2. Effect sizesacross cohorts averaged
+1.03 for first graders, +.44 for second graders, and +.23 for third graders. The analyses for
second and third graders probably understate the magnitude of thedifferences. Inlinewith district
and program palicies, sudents are trangtioned into English ingtruction as soon asthey demongtrate
an ability to excel in English. Because of their successin Spanish reading, many more Exito Para
Todos than control students were transitioned during second and third grades. Therefore, the
highest-achieving experimentd students were being removed from the Spanish sample, making the
performance of this group look lower than it was.

Spanish ESL Students

Resultsfor Spanish-dominant studentstaught in English areshownin Figure 3. Likethe
resultsfor studentstaught in Spanish, these compari sons show remarkableimpactsfor first graders
(ES=+1.36), smaler onesfor second graders (ES = +.46), and very small differencesfor third
graders(ES=+.09). Again, thesuccessful transitioning of studentsout of ESL classes probably
reduced the apparent differences by third grade (because the highest achieving studentsare no longer
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receiving ESL services).

Figure?2
Grade Equivalents and Effect Size for Spanish Bilingual Students
4 - B SFA @O Comparison
3.5 A
3 1
2.5 -
2
E .43
1.5 A .03
E .45
14
0.5 - 0.7
0 i
Es=Gd 41 Gd1 Gd2 Gd1 Gd2 Gd3
ES=+0.97
94 cohort 93 cohort 92 cohort

Other ESL Students

Results for speakers of languages other than English or Spanish (taught in English) are
summarized in Figure 4. The patterns for these students are similar to those for Spanish ESL
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students, except that there were no differencesfor the 1994 first grade cohort. Averaging across
cohorts, effect szeswere +.40for first graders, +.37 for second graders, and +.05 for third graders.

Arizona (ESL)

Themost recent study of the ESL adaptation of Successfor All in schools serving many
students acquiring Englishisastudy inan Arfz'@’nagzﬁopl district (Ross, Nunnery, & Smith, 1997).
This study compa%ﬂ?ﬂ%@%?ﬂﬁm@ggﬁojgﬂs%ﬁéﬁ &SPl SHOSTRLEMS locally-

dea/gl oped Title | schoolwide projects, and one school using Reading Recovery, a one-to-one

tutoring program for first graders (Lyons, Pinnell, & Deford, 1993). Two strataof schoolswere
compared. Stratum 1 consisted of very impoverished schools, in which 81% of students received
freeJunch and 50% were Hispanic. Stratum 2 consisted of lessimpoverished schooals, with 53% of
students receiving free lunch and 2 ispanic.
1.5 -
1 -
0.72 +0.09
0.19
0.5 -
4 1.32 1.36
0 o T T T T T
Gd1 Gd1 Gd 2 Gd1 Gd 2 Gd3
94 cohort 93 cohort 92 cohort

17



Figure4
Grade Equivalents and Effect Size for Other ESL Students
M egsures B SFA [0 Comparison

- Students were pretested on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and then
posttested on the Woodcock Word Identification, Word Attack, and Passage prehension

scde%, dthe Durrell Ora Reading Test. Andysesof covariance compared school stratum
to the other two schools in the same um, controlling for PPVT pretests.
25
2 -
1.5 -
1 0.0b
05 | 0.49
0.25
0 A
Gd1 Gd1 Gd2 Gd1 Gd2 Gd3
ES=+0.0 ES=+0.96 ES=+0.24
94 cohort 93 cohort 92 cohort
Results
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Table6 (fromRosset d., 1997) summarizesthe outcomesfor Spanish-dominant students.
Inthe highest-poverty schools (Stratum 1), Successfor All students scored higher than the average
of thetwo locally-devel oped schoolwide projects on al measures, but the difference was significant
only for Word Attack. Hispanic first graders averaged at grade level (1.8), but the comparison
groups were below grade level on all measures (mean = 1.45). Resultsweresimilar for theless
impoverished schools(Stratum 2); Successfor All Spanish-dominant students scored significantly
higher than the locally-devel oped schoolwide project and the Reading Recovery school on Word
Attack, but therewere no sgnificant differences onthe other three measures. The Reading Recovery
and local schoolwide project schools did not differ on any of the measures.

Table 6. Reading Achievement Test Means, Adjusted M eans, and Standard Deviations
Students Scoring in Lowest Quartile on Pretest and Tutored Students

Passage
PPVT Word Identification Word Attack Comprehension Oral Reading
School n M M M’ GE M M’ GE M M’ GE M M’
Stratum
1
1. SFA1 21 44.62 19.10 18.6 15 5.86 5.95 13 7.86 7.77 13 181 18
(6.98) (14.27) 7 (5.35) (5.99) (2.27) 0
2. 22 38.27 10.36 11.0 12 0.73 0.57 K. 5.50 5.66 11 0.36 0.3
LSW1A (7.71) (9.63) 9 (1.32) 6 (4.96) (1.33) 7
3. 25 43.96 21.08 20.7 15 6.64 6.712 14 9.04 8.98 14 2.84 28
LSwW1B (6.83 (16.94) 8 (8.44) (6.11) (3.41) 4
Stratum
2
4. SFA2 21 53.95 35.52 33.9 19 15.48 14.9 19 15.38 14.6 17 5.76 55
(9.41) (13.99) 4 (9.33) 756 (6.90) 0 (3.63) 1
da. 19 70.21 34.32 341 19 15.90 15.8 20 16.16 16.3 18 4.95 4.8
Tutoring (12.29) (7.65) 2%aéb (8.48) 45a8b (5.71) (basd (2.34) 6":6
(SFA)
5. 21 42.14 20.29 23.2 15 343 4.39 1.0 8.86 10.3 14 229 2.7
LSW2A (19.87) (16.16) 9 4.71) (7.07) 4 (3.8 6
6. RR2 28 53.50 26.21 24.8 17 7.07 6.62 14 12.75 12.0 16 4.00 3.7
(4.93) (14.94) 0 (7.46) (8.08) 5 (4.68) 8
6a. 12 75.92 15.83 16.3 14 217 232 09 9.33 8.99 14 1.67 18
Tutoring (13.92) (7.48) 3 (2.15) (4.75) (2.93) 7

(RR)



6b. 7 69.43 17.57 17.2 14 4.00 391 1.2 7.57 7.78 13 0.57 04 0.5
Tutoring (13.60) (7.76) 8 (3.37) (5.13) (0.98) 5
(group)

Note. Superscipts indicate that the adjusted mean is significantly higher than the mean for the school designated by the superscripted
numeral. M’ = pretest adjusted mean score.
From Ross, Smith, & Nunnery, 1997.



Houston (Bilingual)

Thelargest study of the Spanish bilingua adaptation of Successfor All iscurrently underway
in the Houston Independent School District (HISD). Both Spanish and English forms of the
program are being studied; only the Spanish results are presented here (see Nunnery, Slavin,
Madden, Ross, Smith, Hunter, & Stubbs, 1997, for areport of the full study).

The Houston study was unusual in several ways. In contrast to other studies (and to
standard practiceinimplementing Successfor All in dissemination sites), schoolswerea lowed to
choose how completely to implement the program. They could chooseto implement all program
elements, thereading program and tutoring without other e ements, or just thereading program. The
intention was to compare outcomes according to degree of implementation.

M easur es

Thestudy compared firg gradersin 20 schoolsimplementing the bilingua version of Success
for All to thosein 10 matched schools a so using Spanish bilingual instruction. Children were
assessed on three scales from the Spanish Woodcock: Word Identification, Word Attack, and
Passage Comprehension. Ten children were selected at random to be assessed in each schoal; after
missing datawere removed, there was atotal of 298 Spanish-dominant students across the 30
schools with bilingual programs.

Results

The Successfor All schoolswere grouped into three categories of implementation — high,
medium, or low — based on such implementation categories as whether the school had afull-time,
part-time, or nofacilitator, the number and certification status of tutors, and the existence of afamily
support team. Among thebilingua schools, no schoal fell into the“high” category, primarily because
few had certified teachers working as bilingual tutors. The medium-implementation schools,
however, had many more paraprofessiona tutors and were much more likely to have afull-time
facilitator and afamily support team than werethe low-implementation schools. Otherwise, both
sets of schoolswere very smilar to each other and to bilingua programsin comparison schools.
The Spanish-dominant SFA studentswere somewhat more impoverished than thosein comparison
schools, and had somewhat higher mobility.
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Table 7. Reading Posttests and Effect Sizes, First Graders
Houston Bilingual Schools, 1996

Medium (n=99) Low (n=102) (n=97)
I mplementation Implementation Comparison
Word ldentification X 30.18 31.21 27.36
ES +0.20* +0.27*
Word Attack X 18.29 17.54 15.48
ES +0.30* +0.22*
Passage X 5.05 411 4.00
Comprehension ES +0.222 +0.02
Mean ES +.024 +0.17

4 p<.06 * p<.05

Table 7 summarizes outcome data for the three sets of schools. Directionally, medium
implementers scored higher than low implementers, who scored higher than controls. School-leve
comparisons showed significant differences (p < .05) between both categories of SFA/EPT schools
and comparison schools on Word I dentification and Word Attack, and amarginaly significant
difference (p < .06) between medium implementation schools and controls on Passage
Comprehension. Overall, effect Sizesin comparison to controls averaged +0.24 for medium
implementers, +0.17 for low implementers. These results, emphasizing the importance of
completeness of implementation, mirror the results found for the English-dominant sudentsin the
Houston study (see Nunnery et al., 1997).

Discussion

The effects of Successfor All on the achievement of English language learners are not
entirely consistent, but in generd they are substantially positive. Inal schoolsimplementing Exito
Para Todos, the Spanish bilingual adaptation of Successfor All, effect sizesfor first graderson
Spani sh assessments were very positive. The Houston study showed that this effect was more
pronounced when schoolswereimplementing most of the program’ selements. The Philadelphia
evaluation showed that even after trangtioning to English-only instruction, Exito Para Todos third
graders performed better on English assessmentsthan control studentswho were primarily taught
in English. For studentsin sheltered English ingtruction, effect sizesfor al comparisonswere aso
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positive, especially for Cambodian studentsin Philadel phiaand Mexican-American studentsin
Cdlifornia.

Thefindingsof thisresearch suggest many areasin need of further investigation. First, they
point to aneed for morein-depth quaitative investigations of instructional practicesin traditiona
bilingual first grades, aswell asin bilingual Successfor All/Exito Para Todos classes. Suchan
investigation and ethnography of Successfor All and control schoolsis currently underway. In
addition, it would be important to investigate the effects of the separate components of Success for
All inbilingual and ESL classes and to relate these components to student outcomes. Thisisa
component of an ongoing Houston study, which is contrasting bilingual schoolsusing the Lee
Conmigo reading curriculum aone, schools using Lee Conmigo plus tutoring for first graders,
schools using all components of Success for All, and traditional bilingual control schools.

Conclusion

The research summarized in this paper supports two principal conclusions. First, the
performance of English languagelearnersin high-poverty schoolswithout any specia programis
low, whether they aretaught in English or in their homelanguage (and assessed in the language of
instruction). Second, thisneed not bethe case. In every evauation, English language learnersin
Successfor al schools have scored better than their control counterparts, and in most cases, these
students scored at or above gradeleve on individudly administered tests. Moreresearchis needed
to better understand how Successfor All affectsdaily practicesin schoolsserving English language
learners and to understand how these practices differ from those typica of traditiona bilingua and
ESL programs.

More research is a'so needed to determine the effects of Exito Para Todos over alonger
timeperiod andin alarger number of schools. However, thisstudy showstheimpact of astructured
approach to beginning reading in Spanish that emphasizes teaching phonics in the context of
meaningful text, cooperativelearning, storytelling, andtutoring. A Smilar gpproachintegrating ESL
and classroom instruction for English language learnerstaught in English was also found to be
effective.

Both bilingual and ESL insgtruction arereditiesfor hundreds of thousands of U.S. students.
Itistimeto move beyond the debate about the relative benefits of eachand to begin to investigate
instructional strategies ableto ensurethe success of studentsin reading, whatever thelanguage of
instruction. The research summarized here provides a step in this direction.
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