ROBERT E. SLAVIN AND NANCY A. MADDEN

What Works for Students at Risk:
A Research Synthesis

By reviewing what we know about instructional
practices that help at-risk students, we take a first
step toward ensuring that every child learns.

very child can learn. That so
E many students fail to atain nec-

essary skills reflects not the in-
capacity of the students but the inca-
pacity of schools to meet the needs ~f
every child. Given a skilled one-to-one
wutor, for example, every student with-
out severe dyslexia or retardation
could attain an adequate level of basic
skills. Practically speaking, of course, it
is unlikely that we will soon be pro-
viding a skilled tutor for every child
who is falling behind in reading or
math. Nevertheless, we can develop
feasible programs to ensure that every
child learns. The first step is to con-
sider what we know about practices
that can accelerate the achievement of
students in danger of school failure

Who Is “At Risk”™?

In this article, a student described as
“at risk” is one who is in danger of
failing to complete his or her educa-
tion with an adequate level of skills.
Risk factors include low achievement,
retention in grade, behavior prob-
lems, poor attendance, low socioeco-

nomic status, and attendance at schools
with large numbers of poor students
(Slavin 1989). Each of these facors is
closely associated with the dropout rate;
and by the time students are in 3rd
grade, we can use these factors to pre-
dict with remarkable accuracy which
students will drop out of school and
which will stay to complete their educa-
tion (Howard and Anderson 1978, Lioyd
1978, Kelly et al. 1964). A practical crite-
rion for identifying students at risk is

One of the most
frequently used
strategies to deal
with at-risk students
is also the least
effective: flunking
them.

eligibility for Chapter 1, special educa-
tion, or other remedial services under
today's standards

What We Do Now
Doesn’'t Work
One of the most frequently used strat
egies to deal with at-risk students is
also the least effective: flunking them
Many urban school districts now retain
about 20 percent of students in each of
the elementary grades, and in many
such districts the majority of students
have been retained at least once by the
end of elementary school (Gottfredson
1988). Failing more students does have
a misleading shortterm effect on test
percentiles or normal curve equivalents
because the students are a year older
when they take the tests. However, the
longterm effects on students’ achieve-
ment are most often negative, control
ling for their prior achievement levels
(Jackson 1975, Shepard and Smith
1985),

Another widely used program is
the traditional diagnostic/prescriptive
pullout program, still by far the most
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widely used mode of service delivered
under Chapter 1 (Birman et al. 1987).
At best, these programs may keep at-
risk students from falling further be-
hind their agemates, but even this
effect is limited to the early grades and
is more apparent in mathematics than
in reading (Carter 1984).

For many vears, pullout programs
have been criticized on the grounds
that they provide instruction that is
poorly integrated with students’ reg-
ular classroom nstruction, that they
disrupt students’ regular instruction,
and that they label students (see, for
example, Cohen et al. 1978, Glass and
Smith 1977, Johnston et al. 1985)
~imilar criticisms have been leveled
at special education pullouts (Sargent
1981)

Growing awareness of the disad-
vantages of pullouts has led to in-
creasing use of in-class models, in
which Chapter 1 or special education
researchers or aides work right in the
regular classroom. Yet such in-class
models are no more effective than
pullouts (Archambault 1989, Madden
and Slavin 1983).

Both pullouts and in-class models
are probably too limited a change in
instructional strategy to make much of
a difference. Chapter 1 and special
education services are administered to
groups much smaller than the regular
class, typically in the range of 4-8, vet
there is linle research evidence that
reducing class size produces substan-
tial achievement benefits—until class
size approaches one (Slavin 1988a).

Effective

If neither pullout nor in-class models
are effective, what does help students
at risk of school failure?

To answer this question, we re-
viewed research on every imaginable
approach designed to increase student
reading and mathematics achievement
in the elementary grades (see Slavin et
al. 1989, Slavin 1987). We examined
the published literature, technical re-
ports, government reports, and other
sources in search for programs that
met the following criteria:

1. The p had to be one that
could be replicated by schools other
than those in which it was developed.

2. The program had to have been
evaluated for at least a semester and
(a) have been compared to a control

Program and Grades/
Source Subjects Description Evabuation Hiect Sizes
Phonics K Readiness phonics program focusing on  Compared project school 1o matched Readiness + B9
(IDRP #74-15) Reading sequential leaming, immediate comec-  comparison schools. South San Fran- Gr. 1 ach. +1.14
Readiness tion and feedback, gamelike presenta-  cisco. Gr. 2 ach. + %
tion, 1 hour/day. Ge. 3 ach. +107
Astra’s Magic Math K Comprehensive, and C i classes dw| CTBS + 30
(IDRP #83-54) Math sequenced cumiculum with 22 self- treatment or control. South San Fran- (Math)
behavior modification, high
interest
MECCA K Early identification and prescriptive Companed classes randomly assigned to| jansky + 67
JDRP #77-11) Reading educational programs for children treatment or control. Trumbull, Conn. | MAT + B8
Readiness entering K with special potential
TALK K-3 Language i class in Compared project school to matched Original Study
(JDRP #78-189) Languag listening skills ¥ hour’week for 6 mos., control school. Original study PPVT + 25
then classroom teacher continues (1975-76), replication (1976-77). wisC + 38
lessons. Rockford, Hl.
PPVT + 42
wisC + 46
MARC K=1 Confinuous progress program using Compared project school 1o matched SESAT
(JDRP #79-7) Reading multisensory activities and systematic  control school. Crawfordville, 1Il. Letters +1.12
instruction. Word Reg. + B8
Sentence Rdg. + .25
PLAY K-1 direct Compared matched students. BOEHM
(JDRP #79-38) Motor/ instruction in perceptual/motor skills 75-76 +1.77
Cognitive monthly home reinforcement activities. 76-77 + .3
Skills 77-78 +1.33
MMREMNLMNNAMM\,&MM af Risk. dham Heights, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon.
wm

FEBRUARY 19H9




Research on
preschool tends to
find strong effects
immediately after
the preschool
experience; but
these effects
diminish each
subsequent year
until, by the 2nd or

3rd grade, they are

group or (b) have shown convincing
evidence of year-to-year gains. This
criterion excluded dozens of studies
that used fall-to-spring gains or other
means of evaluation found to greatly
overstate program effects (see Slavin
1989).

3. The program had to provide ef-
fects in reading and/or mathematics of
at least 25 percent of an individual
standard deviation (i.e., the effect size
had to be at least +.25, a difference
that could be considered education-
ally as well as statistically significant).

The effective programs we identi-
fied fell into three broad categories:
prevention, clasroom change, and
remediation.

place. Given the limited capacity of
Chapter 1 and special education pro-
grams to bring students up to an ade-
quate level of performance, educators
have shown increasing interest in
strategies to give intensive (usually
expensive ) services in the early grades
to reduce or eliminate the need for
remedial services later on. Prevention
programs typically focus on preschool,
kindergarten, or 1st grade.

Preschool. One of the most widely
discussed preventive strategies in re-
cent years has been the provision of
preschool education for 4-year-olds,
particularly those from disadvantaged
homes. The idea that high-quality pre-
school programs could give disadvan-
taged students a leg up in their educa-

Prevention tion was an important piece of Lyndon
undetectable. Learning deficits easiest to remediate | Johnson's War on Poverty in the 1960s;
are those that never occur in the first | it led to the creation of the federal
Program and Grades/ ,
Source Subjects Description Evaluation Effect Sizes
Programmed Tutorial Gr. 1 only  [Each student tutored 15 Evaluation contained matched | Grade 1, Vocabulary + 65
Reading Reading min.Jday by paraprofessi pairs of i reading, Comprehension + 4
DRP #74-17) or older students. students. Farmington, Utah. | bottom Basal comprehension
quartile measure + 50
Gr. 1 ;.
Prevention of Learning Gr. 1-2 Each student nstored 3-5 Students randomly assigned | Gr. 1 and 2,  WRAT +'.H +ﬂl€
Disabifities—New York i times/week for 30 min. by a 1o tutoring or control students with  Word Attack +141 #1867
(JORP #79-33) resource teacher. treatments. low readiness Word Recognition + 95 + 9
scores
Wallach Tutorial Gr. 1 only  Students tutored 30 minJday, Unclear how students were | Gr. 1 students Spache Word
Program Reading 28 hrs. total, by assigned 1o treatments but below 40% on  Recognition +13 GE
(Dorval, Wallach, and paraprofessionals. groups were equivalent at MAT CTB5 Total Reading + .75
Wallach 1978) = pretest. Compared tutoring 1o
no tutoring 1o time with aide.
Reading Recovery Gr. 1 only  Students tutored by specially  Study 1 compared lowest
(DefFord, Pinnell, Reading trained teachers 30 minJday, readers in 14 Columbus, Grade 1 CTBS Rdg. Vocabulary + .70
Lyons, and at least 60 days. Ohio, classes to similar Low readers  CTBS Rdg. Comprehension + 92
Young 1987) students in comparison
classes. Study 2 randomly
assigned low readers to exp.,
control.
Early Childhood Gr. 1 only  Students identified as high Compared project schools 1o | Grade 1 Paragraph Meaning + 95
Preventative Curriculum ~ Reading risk given intensive con- matched control schools in WRAT + .28
(DRP #74-57) tinuous progress, diagnostic-  Miami, Fla.
7 with
Adapted from R.E. Slavin, N.L. Karweit, and N.A. Madden, eds. (in press). Effective Prog for Stud at Risk. h Heights, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon.
Fig. 2. 1st Grade Prevention Programs
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Program and Grades/
Source Subjects Description Evaluation Effect Sizes
DISTAR K6 Teacher instructs small groups Abt evaluation found positive | Gr. K-3 Reading Comprehension +07
(Becker and Camine  Reading using highly struciured, effects in reading and math in | (4 yrs) + B4
1980; Math scripted lessons. Students fre-  most sites; Math Comprehension +57
IDRP #77-122, quently assessed, regrouped.  sites include Flint, Mich.; Math P.S +17
JDRP #80-50) Dayton, Ohio; Flippin,
Alaska; E. Las Vegas,
N. Mex.; Uvalde, Tex.;
Kingstree, S.C.; Cherokee,
N.C.; Washington, D.C
U-SAIL 1-9 Combines continuous pro- Both time series and control Gr. 3-5 Readng, + 45
(JORP #76-95) Reading gress, individualized froup compansons showed 2 tyrs.) Math +.27
Math activities. Adapts 1o existing  clear effects in reading and
curmiculum, materials. math in suburban school near
Salt Lake City. Not
PEGASUS-PACE K-8 Students proceed through 17 Matched control group design | Gr. 2 + .72 Reading Vocabulary +.53
(JDRP #1, Reading reading levels, gr. K-8; fre- found convincing effects in Gr.3  + .80 Reading Comprehension + .61
|JDRP #79-1) quently assessed and reading in rural Princeton, Gr.4 +50
regrouped. Hl.; some students were Title Gr.5 +.39
1, but mostly not Gr. 6 +.43
ECRI 1-6 Teacher instructs small Most evaluations fallspring or | Gr. 4 Reading Vocabulary +.51
(DRP #74-48) Reading huati ; freg spring-spring. One control Reading Comprehension +.39
mastery checks. group evaluation in suburban
Chapter | school near Cincin-
nati found convincing effects.
Project INSTRUCT K-3 grouping accor-  Compared students in Lin- Gr. 2 Word Knowledge +.30
DRP #75-37) Reading ding to reading skills; coln, Nebr., schools that had Reading +.23
students proceed through implemented pro-
skills at own rates, gram to matched schools.
Noi disacvantaged.

GEMS K-12 Students work in small Compared project schools Gr.1  +.11 Reading Vocabulary +.39
(JDRP #79-2) Reading groups or individually on with matched controls in Gr.2  +.00 Reading Comprehension +.14
materials at their own levels.  suburb of Salt Lake City. Nor | Gr. 3 + 41
Frequent mastery dvantaged Gr. 4 +.23
tests, commective instruction. Gr.5 +.44

Gr. & +.39
Adapted from R.E. Slavin, N.L. Karweit, and N.A. Madden, eds. (In press). Effective Prog for Students at Risk. dham Heights, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon
Fig. 3. Continuous Progress Programs

Head Stant program and other pre-
school initiatives.

Research on preschool tends to find
strong effects on the language and 1Q
scores of disadvantaged children im-
mediately after the preschool experi-
ence; but these effects diminish each
subsequent year until, by the 2nd or
3rd grade, they are undetectable (see
Karweit 1989b, McKey et al. 1985)
However, the students involved in
many of the early studies of preschool
are now in their early 20s, and longi-
tudinal data have begun to show pos-
itive effects of preschool participation

on such outcomes as high school grad-
uation and delinquency (Berrueta-
Clement et al. 1984)

The long-term effects of preschool
on the dropout rate are difficult o0
evaluate, given that no achievement
effects are detected for many years
before graduation or dropping out
would occur. More imparant, per-
haps, are the well-documented short-
term effects on both achievement and
referrals to special education in the
early grades. Preschool may be seen as
a means of getting students off 1 a
good start in school, not as a program

Both pullouts and
in-class models are
probably too limited
a change in
instructional
strategy to make
much of a
difference.

FEBRUARY 1989




Program and Grades/ :
Source Subjects Description Evaluation Effect Sizes
Team Accelerated 36 Students work on pro- In three studies; two with Full Sample  Math Comp. + 50
Instruction Math grammed malerials in mixed- random assignment, one (Gr. 3-6) Math C&A + 06
(Skavin et al. 1984 ability teams while teachers  matched, TAI classes
Slavin and Karweit teach-same-ability teaching  exceeded control. One study | Mainstreamed Math Comp. + 38
1985; groups. in rural Md., one in subur- Students Math C&A + A7
JDRP #84-5) ban Md., one in urban Del
Cooperative integrated ~ 3-5 Students work in mixed- Compared CIRC to matched | Full Sample  Reading Vocabulary + .12
Reading and Reading. ability teams on parner control classes in suburb of (Gr. 3-4) Reading Comprehension 4,38
Composition Writing reading, story grammar, Baltimor=. Oral Reading + 54
(Stevens et al. 1987 vocabulary, Language + 30
|DRP #87-X) reading comprehension,
spelling, and writing while
teacher teaches reading
Broups.
Student Teams— 35 Students work in mixed- Compared classes randomly Philadelphia
Achieverment Divisions  Math ability teams, are rewarded  assigned to STAD or control. (CTBS-Math) + 2
(Slavin and Karweit based on achievement of all  Studies in inner-city Israel (a) + .24
1984; Mevarech team members, Philadelphia, Israel. Israel (b) +1.04
1985a,b;
JORP #79-12)
Companion Reading Gr. 1 only  Students engage in structured Compared experimental Stanford Reading Comp. + 3GE
Reading peer tutoring using phonetic  classes 1o matched control Woodcock +13 GE
materials, whole-class classes in Winona, Minn.
teaching. Not disadvantaged.
Adapted from R.E. Slavin, N.L. Karweit, and N.A. Madden, eds. (in press). Effiective Programs for Students at Risk. Needham Heights, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon.
Fig. 4. Cooperative Learning Programs

that, used in isolation, is likely to re-
duce substantially students’ risk of
school failure.

Kindergarten. Kindergarten aten-
dance is now so nearly universal that
its effects are no longer of great inter-
est. Concern in this area has shifted to
wo issues: (1) full-day vs. half-day
programs and (2) particular kinder-
garten curriculums and programs.

A review of the literature by Karweit
(1989%9a) found that the effects of full-
day kindergarten (in comparison to
half-day) are very similar to the ef-
fects of preschool. That is, full-day
programs usually produce positive
effects on 1st-grade readiness or per-
formance, but by the 2nd or 3rd
grade the effects have generally dis-
appeared. Like preschool, extended-
day kindergarten may be seen as a
means of starting students off with
good language skills and school read-
iness, but not as a sufficient interven-
tion in itself.

Figure 1 (p. 5) summarizes informa-
tion on several programs to develop
reading or mathematics readiness
among kindergariners. Each of these
programs has been successful, com-
pared to control groups using tradi-
uonal methods. In this and all subse-
quent hgures, “effect size” refers to
the proportion of a standard deviation

by which the experimental group ex-
ceeded the control group.'

A word of caution is in order re-
garding the interpretation of these re-
sults. Kindergartens are becoming in-
creasingly academic; in many districts
they virtually introduce the traditional
1st grade curriculum a vear earlier. In
other districts, kindergartens remain
primarily nonacademic. When aca-
demic kindergarten programs are
evaluated, it is rarely clear o what
degree program effects are due tw
provision of any academic program
(in comparison to a nonacademic kin-
dergarten control group). For exam-
ple, IBM's Writing to Read program
has been found to have small but
statistically significant effects on read-
ing performance at the kindergarten
level but not at the 1st grade level
(Murphy and Appel 1984). Since all 1st
grades, but only some kindergartens,
have an academic focus, it is probable
that the Writing to Read effects in
kindergarten are due at least in part to
the fact that reading is taught at all

First grade prevention programs.
Several effective instructional pro-
grams are built on the proposition that
success in Ist grade, particularly in
reading, is prerequisite for success
later in school. These programs apply
intensive resources, usually including

tutors or other additional staff, to try to
enable every child to succeed in be-
ginning reading. Information about
successful 1st grade programs is sum-
marized in Figure 2 (p. 6).

The rationale underlying 1st grade
prevention differs in important ways
from that underlying preschool ;pre-
vention. In the 1960s, advocates of
preschools as compensatory educa-
tion argued that the key to school
success is 1Q and that properly de-
signed early school experiences could
have a lasting effect on 1Q, which
would in turn have a lasting effect on
school achievement. Whatever one be-
lieves about the long-term effects of
preschool, this argument has proven
wrong; no long-lasting effects of pre-
school on 1Q have ever been found

In contrast, 1st grade prevention
programs are based on the argument
that success in reading is the essential
basis for success in school, therefore,
the key moment for intensive inter-
vention is Ist grade, not preschool or
kindergarten.

As is clear from Figure 2, all of the
1st grade preventive models used tu-
toring and/or small-group instruction,
and all were extremely successful in
increasing students’ reading achieve-
ment. Unfortunately, only one model,
Reading Recovery, has data on the

]
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long-term effects of intensive reading
instruction in Ist grade. Students who
received an average of six 30-minute
lessons from a specially trained Read-
ing Recovery tuor were compared to
matched control children. By the end
of 1st grade, Reading Recovery students
substantially  exceeded control  stu-
dents on an individually administered
test of "text reading levels,” with an
effect size of + 87 A vear later, with no
addinonal imtervenuion, the difference
in effect size had dropped to + .45, and
by the end of the third vear, to +.29
(Deford et al 1987, Pinnell 1988). This
is still a respecable difference, and
shows that the effects of the program
do persist for at least two vears. Yet the
fact that the differences diminished
indicates that the effects will probably
not be detectable indehnitely

Classroom Change Programs
One of the most effective ways 1o
reduce the number of children who
will ultimately need remedial services
is to provide the best possible class-
room instruction in the first place
Teachers  should  use  instructional
methods with a demonstrated capacity
to accelerate student achievement, es-
pecially that of students ar risk.

Full-day
kindergarten
programs usually
produce positive
effects on 1st-grade
readiness or
performance, but by
the 2nd or 3rd grade
the effects have
generally
disappeared.

In our search for programs with
convincing evidence of effectiveness
(compared o control groups), we
were surprised to hnd that nearly all
such programs fell into one of o
categories: confinuous progress mod
els and cenain forms of cooperative
learrung (see Slavin and  Madden
1989)

Continuous progress programs. In
continuous progress models, students
proceed at their own pace through a

sequence of well-dehned instruc
tional objectives. However, thev are
taught in small groups composed of
students at similar skill levels (burt
often from different homerooms or
even different grades). For example,
a teacher might teach a unit on deci
mals to 3rd, 4th, and Sth graders who
have all arrived at the same point in
the skills sequence. Students are fre
quently assessed and regrouped
based on these assessments

Figure 3 (p. 7) summarizes informa
tion on several of the best-evaluated
continuous progress programs (for a
more extensive list and discussion. see
Slavin and Madden 1989). Note that
CONUNUOUS Progress Programs range
from the highly strucured and
scripted DISTAR program to such pro-
grams as U-SAIL and PEGASLU'S, which
use similar flexible groupings and hi
erarchies of skills but adapt them
existing curriculum  materials  and
teaching methods. Also note, however,
that while all of the programs listed in
Figure 3 have been used with at-risk
students, evaluative data were ofien
available only for non-disadvantaged
populations

Cooperame learmimg. In coopera-
uve learning, students work in small

Program and Grades/
Source Subjects Description Evaluation Effect Sizes
Training for Turnabout Tutors 7-9 tutoring. Tutors One-year study in Miami, Fla., Tutees 1-6 Tutees:
Volunteers Tutees 1-6  trained with pre-service and compared trained vs. untrained MAT (math) + 93
(DRP #81-11) Reading inservice classes. Not pro- tutors, Nonequivalent but un- (MAT) reading ~ + .51
Math grammed material. Tutored 40  biased groups. Five schools in
minJday, 4 daysiweek. Inservice study. Tutors 7-9 Tutors:
training on fifth day. MAT (math) + 49
MAT (reading) + D8
School Volunteer Grades -6  Community tutors. Students in Miami, Fla_, Grades 2-6 MAT (readingl  + 50
Development Project Reading 24 hrs/week/vol Each domly assigned to tutored or MAT (math) +11
UDRP #75-79) Math student tutored ¥ hr. 4 nontutored conditions for one
school year.
Success Controlled Grades 1-6  Each student tutored 1 Students in San Francisco Grades 1-6 WRAT + 5-7
Optimal Reading Reading min.Jday by older students or domly assigned to tutored, Gilmore &5
Experience (SCORE) Math adult volunteers. control conditions—2 controls
(DRP #80-42) replicated over 3 yrs. No tests
of reading
effects are on word recognition
only.
Adapted from R.E. Slavin, N.L. Karweit, and N.A. Madden, eds. (In press). Effective Prog for Stude at Risk. Needham Heights, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon
Fig. 5. Remedial Tutoring Programs
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learning teams to master material ini-
tially presented by the teacher. When
the teams are rewarded hased on the
individual learming of all team mem-
bers, cooperative learning methods
can be consistently effective in increas-
ing student achievement, compared to
traditionally taught coatrol  groups
{Slavin 1988b). While many coopera-
tive learning methods have been suc-
cessfully applied in manv subjects, only
four meet the inclusion criteria applied
in this article (most cooperative learn-
ing studies involve durations other than
a semester and/or subjects other than
reading and math). These four meth-
ods are listed in Figure 4 (p. 8).

Two of the successful cooperative
learning methods combine the use of
cooperative teams with forms of con-
tinuous progress. In Team Accelerated
Instruction (TAl) and Cooperative In-
tegrated Reading and Composition

(CIRC), students work in mixed-ability
groups but are taught in small groups
of students performing at the same
level

Supplementary/Remedial

In contrast to classroom change pro-
grams, supplementary/remedial mod-
els are applied outside of, and usually
in addition to, regular classroom in-
struction. These models are usually
remedial rather than preventive. That
15, thev are most often used with stu-
dents who are already behind their
agemates in basic skills.

As noted earlier, the most widely
used supplementary/remedial  pro-
grams, diagnostic-prescriptive pullout
programs provided under Chapter 1
or special education funding, show
litle evidence of effectiveness (see
Madden and Slavin 1989). Programs

that do show convincing evidence of
effectiveness fall into two major cate-
Rories. remedial tutoring programs
and computer-assisted instruction.

Remedial tdoring programs. As
with 1st grade prevention programs,
the most effective supplementary/re-
medial models involve one-to-one tu-
toring. However, unlike the preventive
wautorial models, which use cenified
teachers or paraprofessionals, remedial
tutoring programs tend to use older
students and/or volunteers. Programs
of this kind are listed in Figure 5 (p. 9)

Computer-assisted  instruction.  In
general, research on the achievement
effects of computer-assisted instruc-
tion is highly variable in quality and
only inconsistently finds positive ef-
fects (see Becker 1987) However, a
few specific CAl models have been
successfully evaluated. These are listed
in Figure 6 (below)

Program and Grades/
Source Subjects Description Evaluation Effect Sizes
Computer Curriculum Students engage in drill and
Corp. practice activities on computers
10 minJday in addition to
regular instruction.
Study 1 Gr. 1-6 Comparison with randomly Gr. 1-6 Math  CTBS Yl ¥r2 Y3
Los Angeles Unified Math selected controls. Groups 3-6 Rdg.  Math
School District Gr. 3-6 studied longitudinally over four 3-6 Lang. Comp. +.36 +56 +.72
(Ragosta 1983) Reading, years in Los Angeles Unified Conc. -02 +.12 +.09
Language School District—4 schools. Appl.  +.03 +.12 +.26
Reading
Voo. +.25 +.17 +.58
Comp. +.23 -01 -24
Spel.  +.14 +05 +.14
Language
Mech. +.22 +.127 +.15
Expr. +.11 +.05 +.23
Study 2 Cr. 3-6 Compared to students receiving Gr. 3-6 Math  CTBS Total Math +.19
Lafayette Parish Title | Math Chapter | pullout. Students ran-
Math (Chapter 1) domly assigned in Lafayette
(IDRP #82-46) Pansh, La.
Study 3 Gr. 2-9 Students randomly assigned in Gr. 2-9 MAT Reading +.40
Merrimack Reading Merrimack, Mass, Compared 1o | Reading
Center (Chapter 1) students receiving Chapter 1
(JDRP #82-34) pullout.
Basic Literacy Through Gr. 1-3 Microcomputers or typewriters  Students randomly assigned. Grade 1 CAT Reading +.58
Microcomputers Reading used to practice phonics and Compared 1o students receiving
(JORP #84-14) (Chapter 1) wniting skills in addition to no additional time.
regular instruction.
Adapted from R.E. Slavin, N.L. Karweit, and N.A. Madden, eds. (In press). Effective Progr for Studs af Risk, Needh Heights, Mass.: Allyn and Bacon.
Fig. 6. Computer-Assisted Instruction Programs
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The best-evaluated and most consis-
tently effective CAlI maodels have been
forms of the Computer Curriculum
Corporation’s  drill-and-practice pro-
grams. Students spend about 10 min-
utes per day in addition o regular
class time using CCC programs. Suc-
cessful CAl programs tend to be very
expensive and their positive effects are
moderate in size, so there is some
question about the cost-effectiveness
of this approach However, as software
continues to improve and hardware
becomes less expensive, computers
can become an important part of a
remedial strategy

General Principles of
Effective P
Some general features characterize
effective programs for students at risk
of school failure

1. Effective programs are compre
hensive. One of the most important
!.'I(.'ITI(,‘I“‘- common o k'ﬂ-{.'(.-l.l\'c proy-
grams is that they are programs. That
is, they are well-planned. comprehen
sive approaches o instruction. They
almost invariably  include  detailed
teacher’s manuals and usually include
curriculum materials, lesson guides,
and other supportive materials. Effec-
tive programs in the basic skills are
not simply a series of workshops to
give teachers strategies o add to their
repetoire, rather, thev are complete,
systematic, carefully constructed alter-
natives to traditional methods

2. Effective preventive and remedial
programs arve intensive. In general,
programs designed 1o wdentify  stu
dents with learning problems and pro
vide them with addinonal instruction
are successful only when they are
tensive. That is, effective programs use
either  one-to-one  twtoring  (from
teachers.  paraprofessionals,  volun-
teers, or other students) or individu
ally  adapted  computer-assisted  in-
struction. Instruction in small groups
may be effective as a classroom strat-
egy, but it 1s not sufhcient as a preven-
tive or remedial strategy 1o give stu
dents a chance o catch up with their
agemates

3. Effective programs frequently as-
sess student progress and adapt in
struction to individual needs. Virntually

First grade

prevention
programs are based
on the argument
that success in
reading is the
essential basis for
success in school;
therefore, the key
moment for
intensive
intervention is 1st
grade, not preschool
or kindergarten.

all of the programs found to be in-
structionally effective for students at
risk assess student progress frequently
and use the results to modifv group-
ings or instructional content to meet
students’ individual needs (one excep-
tion is the cooperative learning pro-
gram, Student Teams-Achievement Di-
visions)

A Comprehensive Approach

If we are to ensure that all students
attain an adequate level of basic skills,
then we must organize schools differ-
ently. It is not enough to take a linle of
program A and a little of program B
and hope for the best. Rather, we need
to have a plan aruculated through the
grades to ensure that students achieve
success at each step in their schooling
Some principles of a school plan for
success are outlined below.

1. State that it is the school’s respon-
sihility to see that evervone succeeds. In
education, there is too much shifting
of responsibility for student failure
When large numbers of students fail,
schools often blame parents, society,
television, or the students themselves
Factors outside the school can make
the task of educating every child more
difficult, but it is stll the school’s re-

sponsibility 10 ensure that children
enrolled there will succeed

2. Recognize that success for erery
one will not be cheap We can do a
much better job with the monev that
already exists in schools, but if we
decide that schools can and must take
responsibility for the success of every
child, we must also be prepared 1o add
additional resources

3. Empbasize prevention. The cor
nerstone of a school plan o ensure
success for all students s o make
certain that all students learn to read
the first time they are taught, so that
they never become remedial readers
Well-structured preschool and kinder
garten programs can prepare students
to learn o read in 1st grade, but
perhaps the most important single el
ement of prevention is o use pro-
grams in 1st grade 1w ensure that stu
dents who do not make adequate
progress in reading will receive imme-
diate and intensive assistance.

4. Emphasize clasroom  change
Studies of preventive strategies in the
early grades tind that while such pro
grams as preschool, extended-day kin
dergarten, and 1st grade tutoring can
have strong effeas for a few vears, thev
do not in themselves guarantee lasting
success for all children. Therefore.
effective prevention programs must be
followed up with effective classroom
change programs to maintain the gains
students have made
5. Use remedial programs as a last
resort. The problem with traditonal
practices for students at risk of school
failure is that we wan until students get
far behind and then bring in remedial
programs. Yet we know now that when
students are one or more vears behind.
even the best remedial or special edu-
cation programs are unlikelv to be very
effective. We will always need remedial
programs, but thev should be used as a
last resort, never as the first line of
defense. When remediation s used. it
should be provided in addition to regu-
lar classroom instruction, never as a
replacememt for it and it should be
intensive and temporary

We Can Take Action
Significant change in education 1s both
necessary and possible for students art |
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risk of school failure (see p. 14, this
issue). We know we can do much
better with students at risk, that we can
begin to consider success in school as
the birthright of virtually every child.
While there is still more we must
learn, we know enough today o take
action. We can do no less for our most
vulnerable children.OJ

Authors' note. This aricle was written
under funding from the Office of Educa-
tional Research and Improvement, U5 De-
pantiment of Education (No. OERI-G-86-
0006), However, any opinions expressed
are the authors’ and do not represent OERI
positions or policy

1 To get an dea of what effect size
means, consider that an effect size of +10
would indicate that a program increased
studénts’ scores by the equivalent of ap-
proximately 100 points on the SAT Verbal
or Quantitative scales, by two stanines, or
by 15 1Q points. However, the effect sizes
given in the tables are only rough approx-
imations (see Slavin et al 1989)

JDRP" numbers refer o programs rec.
ognized as effective by the U S Depantment
of Education’s Joint Dissemination Review
Panel and listed in its publication, Fduca
tional Programs That Work (available
from Sopris West, 1120 Delaware Ave,
Longmaont, CO 80501 )

References

Archambault, FX (1989) “Instructional
Setting and Other Design Features of
Compensatory Education Programs™ In
Effective Programs for Students at Risk,
edited by RE Slavin, NL Karweit, and
NA Madden, Needham Heights, Mass
Allyn and Bacon

Becker, HJ (1987). The Impact of Com-
puter Use on Learning What Research
Has Shoun and What It Has Not (Tech
Rep No. 18). Baltimore, Md - The Johns
Hopkins University Center for Research
on Elementary and Middle Schools

Berrueta-Clement, JR, LJ Schweinhart,
W5 Barnett, AS Epstein, and DP

Weikart. (1984). Changed Lives. Ypsi-
lanti, Mich.. High/Scope

Students at Risk
at-risk students?

ineffective at

2 macm

of flunking © Jent

instruction.

Birman, BF, ME Orland, RK Jung, R]
Anson, GN Garcia, MT Moore, JE
Funkhouser, DR Morrison, B] Turn-
bull, and ER Reisner (1987) The Cur-
rerit Operation of the Chapter | Pro
gram  Washington, DC Office of
Educational Research and Improvement,
LS. Department of Education

Carnter, LF. (1984) "The Sustaining Effects
Study of Compensatory and Elementary
Education ' Fducational Researcher 13,
7. 4-13

Cohen, E., ] Intilli, and S. Robhins. ( 1978)
Teachers and Reading  Specialists
Cooperation or  Isolation?”  Reading
Teacher 32 281287

DeFord, DE, GS. Pinnell, CA Lvons, and
P Young (1987) Obio’s Reading Recon
ey Program. Volume VI, Report of the
tollow-Lp  Studies  Columbus. Ohio
State University

Glass, GV, and ML Smuth. (1977} Prellor
. Compersatory Fducation Washing
ton, D.C. US Depantment of Tlealth,
Education, and Welfare

Gottfredson, G (April 1988) “You Get
What You Measure—You Get What You
Don't. Hhgher Standards, Higher Test
Scores, More Retention in Grade  Paper
presented @ the annual convention of
the Amenican Educational Research As
socianon, New Orleans

Howard, MAD, and R] Anderson. ( 197H)
‘Early Identibcation of Potential School
Dropouts: A Literature Review — Child
Welfare 52. 221-231

Jackson, GB. (1975) "The Research Evi
dence on the Effecs of Grade Reten
tion” Review of Fducational Research
45. 613635

Johnston, P, R Allington, and P. Afflerbach
(1985). "The Congruence of Classroom
and Remedial Instruction = Flementary
School fowrnal 85 465477

Karweit, NL. (1949a) "Effective Kindergar-
ten Programs and Practices for Students
at Risk of Academic Failure.” In Effective
Programs for Students at Risk, edited by
RE Slavin, N1 Karwent, and NA Mad
den Needham Heights, Mass - Allvn and
Bacon

Karweit, NL  (1989h)  “Preschool Pro
grams for Students at Risk of School
Failure ™ In Effective Programs for Stu-
dents ar Risk, edited by RE Slavin, N L
Karwei, and NA Madden Needham
Heights, Mass - Allyn and Bacon

Kelly, F1, DJ Veldman, and C McGuire
(1964) "Multiple Discriminant Predic-
ton of Delinquency and School Drop-
outs " Fducational and Psvchological
Measurement 24 535544

EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP




Llovd, DN (1978). “Prediction of School
Failure from Third-Grade Data” Educa-
tional and Psychological Measurement
38: 1193-1200

Madden, NA, and RE Slavin. (1983)
“Mamnstreaming Students with Mild Aca-
demic Handicaps: Academic and Social
Outcomes.” Rertew of Fducational Re-
sedrch 53 519-569

Madden, NA., and RE Slavin. (1989)
"Effective Pullout Programs for Students
at Risk." In Effective Programs for Stu-
dents at Risk, edited by RE. Slavin, NL
Karweit, and NA  Madden Needham
Heights, Mass Allyn and Bacon

McKev, R, L Condelli, 1. Ganson, B. Bar-
rett, C McConkey, and M. Plantz. (1985)
The Impeact of Head Start on Children,
Families, and Communities. Washing:
ton, D.C. CSK, Inc

Murphy, RT., and LR Appel (1984). Eral-
nation of the Writing to Read Instruc-
ftonal  Systern,  1982-1984 Princeton,
N1 Educational Testing Service.

Pinnell, G5 (April 1988) “Sustained Ef-
fects of a Stravegy-Centered Early Inver-

vention Program in Reading " Paper pre-
sented at the annual convention of the
American Educational Research Associa-
tion, New Orleans

Sargent, LR (1981)
Time Unlizauon
Study " Exceptional Children 47

25

Shepard, L, and M. Smith. (1985). Bowlder
Valley Kindergarten Study. Retention
Practices and Prevention Effects. Boul-
der, Colo: University of Colorado Labao-
ratory of Educanonal Research

Slavin, RE (1987) “Making Chapter 1
Make a Difference” Piv Delta Kappan
69: 110-119

Slavin, RE. (1988a). "Achievement Effects
of Substantial Reductions in Class Size.”
In School and Classroom Organization,
edited by RE. Slavin. Hillsdale, N..: Erl-
baum

Slavin, RE. (1988b). “Cooperative Learning
and Student Achievement.” In School
and Classroom Organization, edited by
RE. Slavin. Hillsdale, NJ.: Erlbaum

Slavin, RE. (1989). "Students at Risk for

"Resource Teacher
An  Ohservational
420-

School Failure: The Problem and lts
Dimensions.” In Effective Programs for
Studenss ar Risk, edited by RE. Slavin,
NL Karweit, and NA Madden Needham
Heights, Mass. Alhvn and Bacon

Slavin, RE., NL. Karwei, and NA Madden
(1989). Effective Programs for Studernts
al Risk. Needham Hewghts, Mass: Alln
and Bacon

Slavin, RE. and NA Madden (1989)
“Effective Classroom Programs for Sw-
dents at Risk " In Effecte Programs for
Students ar Risk, edited by RE. Slavin,
NL Karweit, and NA Madden Needham
Heights, Mass . Allve and Bacon

Robert E. Slavin 15 Director. Elementary
School Program, Center for Research on
Elementary and Middle Schools (CREMS),
The Johns Hopkins University, 3505 N
Charles 5t Baltimore, MD 21218 Nancy
A. Madden s Research Scientist at
CREMS

COwer 1100 subscnbers find Etfective Sch

R Ab to be an

Effective Schools

As a subscriber, you receive B one-page abstracts each month during the school year (S
methodology. findings and implications for school improvement. A subscripion is only $119.00 per year

ANNOUNCING VOLUME 4 (1989 - 1990)
OF THE HIGHLY SUCCESSFUL
EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS RESEARCH ABSTRACTS

resource 10 keep abreast with cument research on

summarizes the author's

May). Each ab

NOW MORE IMPORTANT THAN EVER - "In Apnl of 1988 the Hawkins-Stafford School Improvement
law ThuiegslalmhashaenhaudaslmmmpoﬂamhderﬂamwmbmdmpﬂdmThe
educatonal

the Effectrve Schools fr

Lawrence W. Lezotte, Publisher

. this new

funds for ‘Effective Schools’ programs and places greater emphasis on results and
¥ on results represents an opportunity and a challenge ™

A of 1988

legesiation prowvides
For those who work wittin

Name _ S— — -
last first ikl mital Fe) gs
Title = f a
g m
Address = _g" = % e g
o 2O <
city state op a p "y
tICIXHl &
| wish to order sat(s) of Vol 4, 1989-90 RESEARCH ABSTRACT senes @ $119.00 each” ? = E
{first issue - September 1989) S = é o
| wish 1o order setfs) of Vol 3, 1988-89 RESEARCH ABSTRACT senes @ $119 99 each” 4 g g
(hmited quantities avarable) 2 5
“shipping and handing for Canadan and overseas orders addmonal =

FEBRUARY 1989




Copyright © 1989 by the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development. All rights reserved.





