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E
nglish learners rem

ain the fastest-grow
ing 

group of students in A
m

erican schools, w
ith 

large increases occurring in m
ost regions of 

the country (U
.S

. D
epartm

ent of E
ducation, 

2011). F
or a variety of reasons, including the 

fact that these students have to learn a second 
or even third language w

hile also m
astering 

grade-level content, they form
 a significant 

portion of students w
ho struggle academ

i-
cally. O

nly 7%
 of fourth-grade and 3%

 of 
eighth-grade 

E
nglish 

learners 
score 

at 
or 

above proficiency on reading assessm
ents as 

com
pared to 38%

 and 37%
 of native E

nglish 
speakers 

(N
ational 

C
enter 

for 
E

ducational 
S

tatistics, 
2014). 

T
hese 

data 
highlight 

the 
im

portance of instructional interventions to 
support their academ

ic progress as w
ell as 

their E
nglish language proficiency abilities. 

H
ow

ever, little is know
n about the additional 

support E
nglish learners receive in schools as 

part of a response-to-intervention m
odel.

U
ntil recently, few

 published studies have 
described the effectiveness of interventions 
and support program

s for E
nglish learners 

(G
ersten &

 B
aker, 2000; K

lingner, A
rtiles, &

 
B

arletta, 2006). A
lthough this situation has 

begun to im
prove in the past decade, w

ith  
an increasing num

ber of rigorous research 
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A
bstract

T
his article review

s published experim
ental studies from

 2000 to 2012 that evaluated the 
effects of providing reading interventions to English learners w

ho w
ere at risk for experiencing 

academ
ic difficulties, including students w

ith learning disabilities. C
riteria included: (a) the study 

w
as published in a peer-referred journal, (b) the study w

as an intervention for English learners 
at risk or w

ith a learning disability in G
rades K

–12, (c) data w
ere disaggregated by English 

learner status if all participants w
ere not English learners, and (d) inform

ation about fidelity 
of im

plem
entation w

as reported. T
w

elve studies m
et these criteria. R

esults of seven studies 
conducted in kindergarten and first grade indicated significant m

oderate-to-large effect sizes 
(ES range, 0.58–0.91) for interventions targeting beginning reading skills. Findings in five of the 
12 studies suggested significant m

oderate-to-large effects in reading or listening com
prehension 

(ES range, 0.47–2.34). T
he interventions in these studies included explicit instruction, and 10 

used published intervention program
s. M

oderator variables, such as group size, m
inutes of 

intervention, and type of personnel delivering the intervention, w
ere not significant predictors 

of outcom
es.
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studies investigating the instructional effec-
tiveness 

of 
interventions, 

results 
of 

these 
studies have not been synthesized in a cohe-
sive 

m
anner 

for 
scientific 

purposes 
or 

to 
guide practitioners in their im

plem
entation 

of effective interventions for this population 
of students. In this article, w

e describe and 
synthesize this recent research. O

ur review
 

includes sum
m

arizing findings from
 previ-

ous review
s, m

anifestations of poor educa-
tion 

and 
intervention 

support 
for 

E
nglish 

learners, and the disproportionate overrepre-
sentation and underrepresentation of E

nglish 
learners 

in 
special 

education 
(A

ugust 
&

 
H

akuta, 1997; A
ugust &

 S
hanahan, 2006; 

K
lingner et al., 2006). W

e also discuss the 
im

plications 
for 

both 
future 

research 
and 

practice.

P
ast S

yntheses o
n 

Interventio
ns fo

r E
nglish 

L
earners

In 2000, G
ersten and B

aker review
ed research 

on effective instructional practices for E
nglish 

learners. T
he authors found few

 experim
ental 

studies and consequently expanded their synthe-
sis to include descriptive and qualitative studies 
and also incorporated the professional opinions 
of practitioners w

ith specific expertise in w
ork-

ing effectively w
ith E

nglish learners (i.e., N
oblit 

&
 H

are, 1988; O
gaw

a &
 M

alen, 1991). Studies 
review

ed included case study research, qualita-
tive research, descriptive studies, and a sm

all 
num

ber of experim
ents and quasi-experim

ents. 
T

his analysis w
as not lim

ited to interventions for 
struggling 

E
nglish 

learners 
in 

reading 
but 

included 
any 

research 
on 

K
–8 

instruction. 
R

esults of the synthesis suggested several prom
-

ising approaches for im
proving instruction for 

E
nglish learners: (a) using vocabulary as a cur-

riculum
 anchor across m

ultiple subject areas,  
(b) using graphic organizers and other physical  
artifacts to reinforce concept acquisition and 
grow

th in academ
ic vocabulary, (c) using coop-

erative and peer-tutoring strategies to enhance 
engagem

ent and nonthreatening articulation and 
discussion of new

ly acquired content, (d) strate-
gically using the native language w

hen neces-

sary, and (e) m
odulating cognitive and language 

dem
ands depending on the lesson objectives.

In a m
ore recent review

, K
lingner et al. 

(2006) located eight studies conducted since 
1997 

that 
m

et 
their 

criteria 
for 

credible 
approaches tow

ard reading instruction for E
ng-

lish learners. T
he evidence base of this review

 
centered on qualitative studies rather than exper-
im

ental research. O
nly tw

o of the eight studies 
review

ed w
ere experim

ental, and one of the tw
o 

w
as conducted in India. T

he authors articulated 
w

hat they view
ed as prom

ising practices based 
on the studies review

ed. T
hese prom

ising prac-
tices 

included 
(a) 

com
bining 

phonological 
aw

areness (PA
) w

ith other E
nglish language 

developm
ent activities, (b) teaching and encour-

aging the use of reading com
prehension strate-

gies in the first and second language, (c) helping 
students develop a strong foundation in reading 
in both their native language and in E

nglish, and 
(d) heavy em

phasis on rich vocabulary instruc-
tion. In sum

m
ary, findings from

 both syntheses 
converge in the im

portance of providing strong 
vocabulary instruction and native language sup-
port. H

ow
ever, in neither the G

ersten et al. 
(2000) nor the K

lingner et al. (2006) syntheses 
w

as the evidence base sufficient to draw
 clear 

conclusions 
about 

best 
practices. 

B
oth 

w
ere 

intended to serve as m
eans for delineating prom

-
ising practices that could subsequently be evalu-
ated w

ith rigorous research.
A

t the sam
e tim

e, guidance to practitioners 
regarding how

 to effectively teach reading to 
E

nglish learners rem
ains a pressing national 

priority. In response to this dem
and, the Insti-

tute of E
ducation Sciences (IE

S) has published 
tw

o practice guides (S. B
aker et al., 2014; G

er-
sten et al., 2007) intended to provide specific 
recom

m
endations as to evidence-based prac-

tices for teaching E
nglish learners and also to 

delineate areas w
here there is no solid evidence 

base but w
here expert opinion suggests specific 

ideas 
for 

best 
practice. 

T
he 

im
portance 

of 
instruction that builds academ

ic language and 
academ

ic vocabulary w
as stressed in both doc-

um
ents. In addition, both guides concluded that 

there w
as solid em

pirical evidence for the use 
of explicit, sm

all-group instruction to im
prove 

the reading proficiency of struggling E
nglish 

learners. 
E

xplicit 
instruction 

provides 
the  
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necessary scaffolds students need to under-
stand the concepts taught. Sm

all-group instruc-
tion provides E

nglish learners w
ith extended 

opportunities 
to 

use 
E

nglish 
and 

m
ultiple 

opportunities 
to 

interact 
closely 

w
ith 

the 
teacher.

M
oreover, skilled teachers can take advan-

tage of sm
all-group instructional opportuni-

ties to not only provide targeted and m
odulated 

instruction to m
eet the precise needs of indi-

vidual children but also provide additional 
opportunities for E

nglish learners to speak, 
hear, 

and 
read 

E
nglish. 

T
hese 

additional 
opportunities 

m
ay 

help 
E

nglish 
learners 

develop their E
nglish language proficiency, 

an im
portant com

ponent of com
prehension 

(D
. B

aker, P
ark, &

 B
aker, 2013; F

arnia &
 

G
eva, 2011; G

ottardo &
 M

ueller, 2009).
In this article, w

e extend the findings of 
previous review

s and the tw
o IE

S
 practice 

guides by calculating the m
easurable im

pacts 
of interventions from

 published experim
ental 

studies that have been conducted since 2000 
w

ith E
nglish learners identified as at risk or 

w
ith learning disabilities. W

e included only 
experim

ental studies (i.e., random
ized control 

trials [R
C

Ts]) because w
e w

ere interested in 
determ

ining 
if 

there 
w

ere 
practices 

w
ith 

causal evidence of effectiveness that had been 
subjected 

to 
the 

peer-review
 

process 
and 

could be m
ore easily accessed by practitio-

ners. To determ
ine w

hich studies to include, 
w

e 
follow

ed 
procedures 

identified 
by 

the 
W

hat W
orks C

learinghouse (2014) to deter-
m

ine the quality of the m
ethodology. S

pecifi-
cally, w

e attem
pted to do the follow

ing:

1.	
Sum

m
arize the specific study features 

and intervention characteristics, includ-
ing (a) group size, (b) duration, (c) per-
sonnel 

delivering 
the 

instruction, 
(d) 

intervention 
content, 

(e) 
intervention 

m
ethod, and (f) the counterfactual, that 

is, the nature of instruction delivered to 
the control group.

2. 	
C

alculate the im
pact of the interven -

tions on core com
ponents of reading, 

including (a) PA
, (b) w

ord reading, (c) 
passage reading fluency, (d) vocabu-
lary and oral language, and (e) reading 

com
prehension, 

including 
reading 

cloze m
easures and listening com

pre-
hension m

easures.
3.	

E
xplore the effects of specific m

oder-
ator variables: group size, duration, 
and personnel delivering instruction 
on student outcom

es.

M
etho

d

W
e used the follow

ing criteria to identify R
C

T
 

studies in peer-review
ed journals for review

: 
(a) 

T
he 

study 
sam

ple 
com

prised 
E

nglish 
learners in kindergarten through 12th grade 
w

ho w
ere identified as at risk or w

ith a learn-
ing disability (using either standardized tests 
or valid screening m

easures), (b) data w
ere 

disaggregated by E
nglish learner status if not 

all participants w
ere E

nglish learners, and (c) 
inform

ation about fidelity of im
plem

entation 
w

as reported. T
hese criteria w

ere used because 
they allow

ed for precise im
pact estim

ates to 
be calculated for E

nglish learners specifically 
and helped ensure how

 interventions w
ere 

delivered and the extent to w
hich delivery 

m
atched study expectations. A

fter w
e identi-

fied studies that fit these criteria, w
e used the 

W
W

C
 procedures to calculate the effect sizes 

and sum
m

arize these effects in term
s of m

ean-
ingful categorizations.

D
uring January through M

arch 2013, the 
search focused on studies from

 2000 to 2012 in 
PsycInfo and E

R
IC

, using the follow
ing key-

w
ords individually in peer-review

ed journals: 
E

nglish learners, language m
inority students, 

second 
language 

learners, 
intervention, 

response to intervention, at-risk, learning dis-
abilities, reading difficulty, w

riting difficulty, 
and 

m
ath 

difficulty. 
W

e 
then 

specifically 
searched for studies in the follow

ing journals: 
Journal of E

ducational P
sychology, Journal of 

Learning 
D

isability, 
Learning 

D
isabilities 

R
esearch 

&
 

P
ractice, 

Learning 
D

isabilities 
Q

uarterly, R
eading R

esearch Q
uarterly, R

em
e-

dial and Special E
ducation, Scientific Studies of 

R
eading, The Journal of Special E

ducation, 
E

xceptional 
C

hildren, 
Journal 

of 
Literacy 

R
esearch, and Topics in Language D

isorders. 
O

nce w
e identified potential studies, w

e read the 
abstracts and selected for further analysis only 

 by guest on A
ugust 12, 2015

ecx.sagepub.com
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://ecx.sagepub.com/


4	
Exceptional Children

those studies that indicated they used an R
C

T
 

design and included struggling K
–12 E

nglish 
learners as participants (i.e., E

nglish learners 
w

ho w
ere receiving a T

ier 2 or T
ier 3 interven-

tion). N
ext, w

e carefully review
ed the M

ethod 
section of each article to ensure that the studies 
m

et our other criteria. W
e located three studies 

that 
m

et 
these 

criteria 
but 

used 
single-case 

design m
ethods. W

e do not reference these stud-
ies in this review

, but w
e published a separate 

technical report on these three studies (see R
ich-

ards-T
utor, B

aker, G
ersten, B

aker, &
 Sm

ith, 
2014).

O
nce w

e identified eligible studies, w
e used a 

coding form
 to sum

m
arize the inform

ation from
 

each study by tw
o broad categories: (a) features 

of the research study (i.e., research design, grade 
level, participant characteristics, setting) and (b) 
characteristics of the interventions (i.e., group 
size, duration, personnel delivering the interven-
tion, intervention content, intervention m

ethods). 
Table 1 presents the features of the research stud-
ies, and Table 2 presents the characteristics of the 
interventions. Tw

o raters independently coded 
each of the studies, and agreem

ent betw
een the 

raters w
as 90%

 or above for each of the features. 
D

isagreem
ents w

ere resolved through discus-
sions betw

een the tw
o raters.

O
ur standards w

ere sim
ilar to—

but not iden-
tical to—

those used by W
W

C
 (http://ies.ed.gov/

ncee/w
w

c/docum
entsum

.aspx?sid=19). T
he only 

difference w
as that w

e did not exclude studies 
that dem

onstrated differential attrition as defined 
by W

W
C

 (2014, pp. 11–14). W
e m

ade this deci-
sion about attribution in part because the W

W
C

 
approach is not currently a com

m
only used stan-

dard for special education research.
W

e calculated effect sizes for the E
nglish 

learner sam
ple using H

edges’ g as suggested by 
the W

W
C

 (2014, p. 22) to ensure that all the 
effect sizes in the studies could be interpreted in 
a sim

ilar w
ay (som

e of the studies also calcu-
lated effect sizes using accepted procedures, 
such as C

ohen’s d, but w
e conducted indepen-

dent calculations for all studies and effect sizes). 
H

edges’ g is com
m

only used and it also corrects 
for potential error due to sm

all sam
ple size, and 

m
any of the studies included in this review

 had 
sm

all sam
ple sizes. In m

ost cases, data from
 the 

published studies w
ere sufficient to determ

ine 

effect sizes. In the few
 cases w

here the data for 
effect size calculations w

ere not available in the 
publication, w

e contacted the authors to obtain 
the necessary inform

ation. For tw
o of the studies 

previously review
ed by the W

W
C

, w
e requested 

and received the original W
W

C
 analyses of 

effect sizes for the E
nglish learner subsam

ple.

Calculation of Effect Size

To 
calculate 

the 
effect 

size, 
w

e 
used 

an 
adjusted m

ean difference in the num
erator and 

the pooled unadjusted standard deviation in 
the denom

inator. If adjusted m
eans w

ere not 
reported, w

e calculated effect sizes using a 
difference-in-differences approach to calcu-
late the num

erator (i.e., w
e com

puted a gain 
score 

for 
both 

experim
ental 

and 
control 

groups) and the pooled posttest standard devi-
ation for the denom

inator. In addition, w
e cor-

rected alpha levels to account for m
ultiple 

com
parisons (i.e., m

ultiple m
easures assess-

ing the sam
e outcom

e) using the B
enjam

ini-
H

ochberg procedure. W
e set alpha at .05 for 

each reading or prereading dom
ain (e.g., PA

, 
reading fluency, com

prehension, vocabulary). 
To analyze potential m

oderating variables, w
e 

conducted three separate regression analyses 
(i.e., for group size, intervention duration, and 
personnel delivering the intervention) using 
the unw

eighted average effect size across all 
dom

ains of reading included in each study.

R
esults

T
he com

prehensive literature search yielded 
12 studies; all addressed reading or preread-
ing skills (i.e., there w

ere no studies in other 
dom

ains, such as m
athem

atics, science, or 
w

riting). W
e describe characteristics of the set 

of studies follow
ed by findings organized by 

objective.

Features of Research Studies

Table 1 provides specific details regarding 
features of the intervention studies. T

he sam
ple 

sizes for E
nglish learners in the studies ranged 

from
 35 to 158. M

ultiple grade levels w
ere 

included, although half of the studies w
ere 
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Table 1.  Study Features.

Authors
Grade  
level

Sample  
size EL primary language EL determination Reading risk determination

O’Connor, Bocian, Beebe-
Frankenberger, & Linklater 
(2010)

K 35 Spanish CELDT DIBELS (LNF < 9 and ISF < 7)
PPVT (SS < 85)

Solari & Gerber (2008) K 82 Spanish Parent survey PA
Vocabulary (criteria not reported)

Vadasy & Sanders (2010) K 84 28 different languages,  
including

Spanish = 49%
Vietnamese = 15%
Somali = 6%
Chinese = 6%
Tagalog = 3%

Parent survey In bottom half of class on LN, LS (Fuchs et 
al., 2001), and CTOPP Sound Matching 
(composite-score z score)

Gunn, Biglan, Smolkowski, & 
Ary (2000)

K–3 122 Spanish Not reported DIBELS composite: both some risk and high risk 
categories

Vaughn, Linan-Thompson,  
et al. (2006)

1 69 Spanish School 
determination

WLPB LWID (below 25th percentile)
Experimenter word reading list (raw score < 2)

Vaughn, Mathes, et al. (2006) 1 48 Spanish School 
determination

WLPB LWID (below 25th percentile)
Experimenter word reading list (raw score < 2)

Vaughn, Cirino, et al. (2006) 1 190 total  
(94 in Spanish intervention, 
96 in English intervention)

Spanish School 
determination

WLPB LWID (below 25th percentile)
Researcher developed word reading list (raw 

score < 2)
Begeny, Ross, Greene, 

Mitchell, & Whitehouse 
(2012)

2 21 Spanish School 
determination

GORT fluency or comprehension < 10 (SS 
mean)

Denton, Anthony, Parker, & 
Hasrouck (2004)

2–5 93 total (n = 22, Grade 2; n 
= 37, Grade 3;  
n = 28, Grade 4; n = 6, 
Grade 5)

Spanish LAS Teacher recommendation
WRMT: LWID and WA subtests  

< Grade 1  
equivalent = emerging decoding group

WRMT: LWID and WA subtests > Grade 1 
equivalent = established decoding group

(continued)
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Authors
Grade  
level

Sample  
size EL primary language EL determination Reading risk determination

Lovett et al. (2008) 2–8 76 Multiple languages, including
Portuguese = 49%
Spanish = 21%

Parent survey Teacher referral
WRMT: LWID and WA (SS < 85)
WRAT-3 (SS < 85)

Wanzek & Roberts (2012) 4 74 Spanish School 
determination

Teacher referral
GMRT (SS < 25th percentile)

Vaughn et al. (2011) 7–8 42 Spanish Not reported TAKS (SS < 30th percentile)

Note. EL = English learner; CELDT = California English Language Development Test; DIBELS = Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills, 6th ed. (Good & Kaminski, 2002); LNF = 
Letter Naming Fluency; ISF = Initial Sound Fluency; PPVT = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn & Dunn, 1981); PA = phonological awareness; LN = letter naming; LS = letter sounds; 
CTOPP = Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999); WLPB = Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery (Woodcock, 1991); LWID = Letter 
Word Identification; WA = Word Attack; GORT = Gray Oral Reading Test (Bryant, Shih, & Bryant, 2009); WRMT = Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (Woodcock, 1987); LAS = Language 
Assessment Scales (De Avila & Duncan, 1990); WRAT = Wide Range Achievement Test (Wilkinson, 1993); GMRT = Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test (MacGinitie, MacGinitie, Dreyer, & 
Hughs, 2006); TAKS = Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills; SS = standard score.

Table 1.  (continued)

 by guest on A
ugust 12, 2015

ecx.sagepub.com
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://ecx.sagepub.com/


Richards-Tutor et al.	
7

conducted in kindergarten or first grade. O
ne 

study involved second-grade students (B
eg-

eny, R
oss, G

reene, M
itchell, &

 W
hitehouse, 

2012) and one study involved fourth graders 
(W

anzek 
&

 
R

oberts, 
2012). 

Tw
o 

studies 
involved 

students 
in 

the 
upper 

elem
entary 

grades (D
enton, A

nthony, P
arker, &

 H
asrouck, 

2004; 
G

unn, 
B

iglan, 
S

m
olkow

ski, 
&

 
A

ry, 
2000), and tw

o studies involved students at the 
m

iddle 
school 

level 
(L

ovett 
et 

al., 
2008; 

V
aughn et al., 2011).

H
alf the studies included E

nglish learners 
only (B

egeny et al., 2012; D
enton et al., 2004; 

Solari &
 G

erber, 2008; V
aughn, C

irino, et al., 
2006; V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 2006; 

V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006); the rem
aining six 

included both E
nglish learners and native E

ng-
lish speakers, but w

e w
ere able to separately 

analyze the E
nglish learner subsam

ple. In all 
but tw

o of the studies, participants w
ere from

 
hom

es w
here Spanish w

as the prim
ary hom

e 
language. In the tw

o other studies (V
adasy &

 
Sanders, 2010; L

ovett et al., 2008) the E
nglish 

learner participant sam
ple included num

erous 
languages.

M
ethods used to determ

ine English learner sta-
tus. T

he m
ajority of studies (n =

 7) used as 
their criteria the school designation of E

nglish 
learners (B

egeny et al., 2012; D
enton et al., 

2004; 
O

’C
onnor, 

B
ocian, 

B
eebe-F

ranken-
berger, 

&
 

L
inklater, 

2010; V
aughn, 

C
irino,  

et al., 2006; V
aughn, L

inan-T
hom

pson, et al., 
2006; V

aughn, M
athes, et al., 2006; W

anzek &
 

R
oberts, 

2012). 
T

hree 
studies 

used 
parent 

questionnaires or interview
s to determ

ine the 
prim

ary 
language 

spoken 
at 

hom
e 

(L
ovett  

et al., 2008; S
olari &

 G
erber, 2008; V

adasy &
 

S
anders, 2010), and tw

o studies did not report 
specifically how

 E
nglish learner status w

as 
determ

ined (G
unn et al., 2000; V

aughn et al., 
2011).

M
ethods used to identify risk status and learning 

disability.  T
hree studies included E

nglish learn -
ers w

ith identified learning disabilities (L
ovett 

et al., 2008; V
aughn et al., 2011; W

anzek &
 

R
oberts, 2012) in their sam

ple. T
he rem

aining 
studies included students deem

ed at risk for 
learning disabilities, but definitions of how

 risk 

w
as determ

ined varied. For the six kindergarten 
and first-grade studies, risk determ

ination typi-
cally included screening m

easures of PA
, alpha-

betic 
know

ledge, 
or 

w
ord 

or 
pseudow

ord 
reading. In contrast, both Solari and G

erber 
(2008) and O

’C
onnor et al. (2010) used the Pea-

body Picture V
ocabulary Test (D

unn &
 D

unn, 
1981) to determ

ine risk status. T
he three first-

grade studies by V
aughn et al. (V

aughn, C
irino, 

et al., 2006; V
aughn, L

inan-T
hom

pson, et al., 
2006; V

aughn, M
athes, et al., 2006) and the 

Solari and G
erber study assessed students both 

in their native language (i.e., Spanish) and in 
E

nglish as part of the risk determ
ination pro-

cess. In the studies that targeted students in sec-
ond grade and above, all used standardized 
reading achievem

ent tests for risk determ
ina-

tion, and three (D
enton et al., 2004; L

ovett  
et al., 2008; W

anzek &
 R

oberts, 2012) also took 
teacher recom

m
endation into account in deter-

m
ining w

ho w
as at risk.

Intervention Characteristics

T
he intensity of an intervention can be deter-

m
ined by m

any characteristics, but three are 
com

m
on: group size, duration of the interven-

tion, and quality of the personnel delivering 
the intervention and the associated am

ount of 
training they receive (G

ersten et al., 2008). W
e 

describe these aspects of the studies next, and 
to provide a m

ore com
plete picture of the type 

of 
instruction 

students 
received, 

w
e 

also 
describe 

the 
content 

and 
m

ethods 
used 

to 
deliver the intervention and provide details 
regarding inform

ation on the counterfactual 
(see Table 2).

G
roup size.  Tw

o studies (B
egeny et al., 2012; 

V
adasy 

&
 

S
anders, 

2010) 
used 

one-on-one 
tutoring. T

he rem
ainder used relatively sm

all 
hom

ogeneous groups of students w
ho read at 

sim
ilar levels of proficiency. H

alf the studies 
included groups of three to five, tw

o studies 
used 

even 
sm

aller 
groups, 

and 
one 

study 
(L

ovett et al., 2008) included groups as large 
as eight students.

D
uration of the intervention.  Intervention ses-

sions ranged from
 20 to 60 m

in. T
he shortest 
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Table 2.  Intervention Characteristics.

Authors
Group size and 

composition Intervention duration Interventionist Intervention program Intervention content

O’Connor, 
Bocian, Beebe-
Frankenberger, & 
Linklater (2010)

2–3; 
homogeneous 
groups

36 weeks, 3 days per week, 15 min  
per day (270–1,430 min)

Paraeducators Ladders to Literacy Alphabetics, phonological 
awareness, oral language

Solari & Gerber  
(2008)

4–5; 
homogeneous 
groups

8 weeks, 3 days per week, 20 min  
per day (480 min)

Research assistants NA Phonological awareness, 
listening comprehension

Vadasy & Sanders 
(2010)

One-on-one 
instruction

18 weeks, 4 days per week,  
30 min per day (2,160 min)

Paraeducators NA Alphabetics, phonological 
awareness, word reading, 
spelling, oral language

Gunn, Biglan, 
Smolkowski, &  
Ary (2000)

2–3; 
homogeneous 
groups

60 weeks, 5 days per week, 25–30  
min per day (7,500–9,000 min)

Paraeducators Reading Mastery and 
Corrective Reading

Phonological awareness, 
alphabetics, reading fluency

Vaughn, Linan-
Thompson,  
et al. (2006)

3–5; 
homogeneous 
groups

32 weeks, 5 days per week, 50 min  
per day: (4,560–6,900 min)

Bilingual certified teachers 
hired by research team

Lectura Proactiva Letter knowledge, word 
recognition, fluency, 
comprehension, oral language 
skill, vocabulary

Vaughn, Mathes,  
et al. (2006)

3–5; 
homogeneous 
groups

32 weeks, 5 days per week, 40 min  
per day (6,400 min)

Bilingual certified teachers 
hired by research team

Proactive Reading Letter knowledge, word 
recognition, fluency, 
comprehension, oracy, 
vocabulary

Vaughn, Cirino,  
et al. (2006)

3–5; 
homogeneous 
groups

32 weeks, 5 days per week, 50 min  
per day (4,476–6,402 min)

Bilingual certified teachers 
hired by research team

Lectura Proactiva or 
Proactive Reading

Letter knowledge, word 
recognition, fluency, 
comprehension, oracy, 
vocabulary

Begeny, Ross, 
Greene, Mitchell, & 
Whitehouse (2012)

One-on-one 
instruction

20–28 weeks, 2–3 times per week,  
10 min per day (600–840 min)

Lead researcher, graduate 
and undergraduate 
students

HELPS Fluency 
Program

Reading fluency, comprehension

(continued)
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Authors
Group size and 

composition Intervention duration Interventionist Intervention program Intervention content

Denton, Anthony, 
Parker, &  
Hasrouck (2004)

1–4; 
homogeneous 
based on 
decoding

10 weeks, 3 days per week,  
40 min per day (1,200 min)

Undergraduate students Read Well or Read 
Naturally

Alphabetics, reading fluency, 
vocabulary, comprehension

Lovett et al. (2008) 4–8; 
homogeneous 
groups based 
on decoding

21 weeksa, 4–5 days per week,  
60 min per day (6,300 min)

Certified special education 
teachers

Reading Mastery or 
Corrective  
Reading

Alphabetics, word reading, 
phonological awareness

Wanzek &  
Roberts (2012)

2–4; within 
schools

28 weeks, 5 days per week,  
30 min per day (2,550–3,420 min)

Certified teachers hired  
by research team

Wilson Reading Word reading, comprehension

Vaughn et al. (2011) 4–5 (not 
reported)

32 weeks, 5 days per week,  
50 min per day (8,000 min)

Certified teachers hired  
by research team

REWARDS and 
Wilson Reading

Reading fluency, vocabulary, 
comprehension

Note. The instructional program and content in the control condition was whatever the district and school typically provided to students. Homogenous refers to academic levels and 
not English proficiency level or English learner status.
aNot reported, calculated by authors.

Table 2.  (continued)
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sessions w
ere the kindergarten studies w

ith 
10- to 20-m

in sessions, w
hereas m

ost other 
sessions ranged from

 30 to 60 m
in. S

ix studies 
included 

daily 
intervention 

sessions; 
the 

rem
ainder varied from

 tw
ice a w

eek to four 
tim

es a w
eek. L

ength of intervention also var-
ied substantially. T

hese factors yielded a large 
range in the total num

ber of m
inutes of inter-

vention provided, w
ith the range being from

 
270 m

in to 9,000 m
in. T

he average interven-
tion w

as approxim
ately 3,600 m

in in duration, 
w

hich 
equals 

to 
about 

120 
thirty-m

inute 
lessons.

Personnel delivering instruction. T eachers deliv-
ered the instruction in six of the interventions. 
In three studies, teachers w

ith specific train-
ing in bilingual education delivered the inter-
ventions 

(V
aughn, 

C
irino, 

et 
al., 

2006; 
V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 2006; and 

V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006), and in another, 
special education teachers delivered the inter-
vention (L

ovett et al., 2008). Tw
o studies 

hired outside teachers to deliver the interven-
tions (V

aughn et al., 2011; W
anzek &

 R
oberts, 

2012). T
hree studies em

ployed paraprofes-
sionals (G

unn et al., 2000; O
’C

onnor et al., 
2010; V

adasy &
 S

anders, 2010), and in three 
other studies, research assistants, undergradu-
ates, or graduate students delivered the inter-
vention (B

egeny et al., 2012; D
enton et al., 

2004; S
olari &

 G
erber, 2008). In all cases, 

teachers, paraprofessionals, or research per-
sonnel w

ere trained on how
 to deliver the 

intervention; they w
ere observed regularly; 

and they w
ere provided w

ith feedback.

Content of the interventions. H
alf the studies 

(D
enton et al., 2004; V

aughn, C
irino, et al., 

2006; V
aughn, L

inan-T
hom

pson, et al., 2006; 
V

aughn, M
athes, et al., 2006; V

aughn et al., 
2011; W

anzek &
 R

oberts, 2012) used a com
-

prehensive intervention that covered at least 
four of the five areas of literacy outlined in the 
N

ational R
eading P

anel (E
hri et al., 2001) and 

the 
N

ational 
L

iteracy 
P

anel 
for 

L
anguage 

M
inority 

S
tudents 

(A
ugust 

&
 

S
hanahan, 

2006): phonem
ic aw

areness, phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary, 

and 
com

prehension. T
he 

other 
half (B

egeny et al., 2012; G
unn et al., 2000; 

L
ovett et al., 2008; O

’C
onnor et al., 2010; 

S
olari &

 G
erber, 2008; V

adasy &
 S

anders, 
2010) focused on just one or tw

o com
ponents 

of reading. In general, studies that targeted the 
kindergarten 

level 
(e.g., 

O
’C

onnor 
et 

al., 
2010) focused on PA

 and alphabetic know
l-

edge, and studies that targeted the interm
edi-

ate grades (e.g., B
egeny et al., 2012) focused 

on fluency and com
prehension.

F
ive of the studies included vocabulary as 

one of the proficiencies (D
enton et al., 2004; 

V
aughn, C

irino, et al., 2006; V
aughn, L

inan-
T

hom
pson, 

et 
al., 

2006; 
V

aughn, 
M

athes,  
et al., 2006; V

aughn et al., 2011), and four 
studies focused on oral language developm

ent 
as a key skill targeted in the intervention 
(O

’C
onnor et al., 2010; V

aughn, C
irino, et al., 

2006; V
aughn, L

inan-T
hom

pson, et al., 2006; 
V

aughn, M
athes, et al., 2006). N

one of the 
studies included building of academ

ic vocab-
ulary or academ

ic language as an explicit 
goal, although w

e suspect that those w
ith an 

oral language or vocabulary com
ponent prob-

ably did address these topics to som
e extent.

Ten studies used existing curricula in the 
treatm

ent condition, including R
eading M

as-
tery (E

ngelm
ann &

 B
runer, 1995), C

orrective 
R

eading 
(E

ngelm
ann, 

1988), 
R

ead 
W

ell 
(Sprick, H

ow
ard, &

 Fidanque, 1998), R
ead 

N
aturally (Ihnot, M

astoff, G
avin, &

 H
endrick-

son, 1992), L
adders to L

iteracy (O
’C

onnor, 
N

otari-Syverson, 
&

 
V

adasy, 
2005), 

H
E

L
PS

 
(B

egeny, 2009), W
ilson R

eading System
 (W

il-
son, 2002), R

E
W

A
R

D
S (A

rcher, G
leason, &

 
V

achon, 2000), or m
odified versions of exist-

ing curricula (i.e., Proactive R
eading; M

athes, 
M

enchetti, W
ahi, &

 G
rek, 2004). Tw

o studies 
used a com

bination of existing curricula and 
researcher-developed curricula, and the deci-
sion about w

hich m
aterials to use w

as based on 
the skills taught (V

aughn et al., 2011; W
anzek 

&
 R

oberts, 2012). Tw
o studies developed and 

tested novel interventions in the treatm
ent con-

dition (Solari &
 G

erber, 2008; V
adasy &

 Sand-
ers, 2010). N

ote that m
ost of these curricula 

w
ere developed for use w

ith the general popu-
lation rather than as specialized curricula for 
E

nglish learners.
In five of the studies, m

ultiple interven-
tions w

ere tested in different treatm
ent groups 
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(D
enton et al., 2004; O

’C
onnor et al., 2010; 

S
olari &

 G
erber, 2008; V

aughn et al., 2011; 
W

anzek &
 R

oberts, 2012). O
nly tw

o studies, 
as indicated in Table 2, included interventions 
provided in the students’ prim

ary language, in 
both cases S

panish (V
aughn, C

irino, et al., 
2006; V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 2006).

M
ethods of intervention delivery. T

he use of sys-
tem

atic, explicit instruction is the best w
ay to 

describe the treatm
ent intervention across all 

studies. 
C

om
m

on 
instructional 

procedures 
included m

odeling, scaffolding, and corrective 
feedback. T

hree studies described features of 
intervention delivery that w

ere designed spe-
cifically to m

eet the needs of E
nglish learners 

learning to read in a relatively new
 language 

(D
enton et al., 2004; V

aughn, C
irino, et al., 

2006; V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006). T
hese 

features included using visuals and gestures, 
building background know

ledge or activating 
prior 

know
ledge, 

clarifying 
m

eanings 
of 

w
ords, and show

ing differences betw
een E

ng-
lish and the students’ prim

ary language.

The counterfactual: N
ature of com

parison group 
intervention and instruction. O

f the 12 studies, 
1 1 described the control group instruction as 
“business as usual” or “typical practice.” T

he 
m

ajority of studies (n =
 10) provided som

e 
inform

ation about the control condition; tw
o 

studies did not (G
unn et al., 2000; V

aughn  
et al., 2011). T

hree studies reported that the 
control group received the school’s core read-
ing program

, T
ier 1 instruction (B

egeny et al., 
2012; O

’C
onnor et al., 2010; V

adasy &
 S

and-
ers, 2010). F

our studies reported that control 
students 

received 
supplem

ental 
intervention 

from
 their school in addition to T

ier 1 (D
enton 

et 
al., 

2004; 
V

aughn, 
C

irino, 
et 

al., 
2006; 

V
aughn, 

L
inan-T

hom
pson, 

et 
al., 

2006; 
V

aughn, M
athes, et al., 2006). In the D

enton 
study, seven of the students in the control 
group received supplem

ental intervention for 
60 to 240 m

in per w
eek, and four received spe-

cial education services for 60 m
in per w

eek. In 
the V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al. (2006) 

study, 14 control students received interven-
tion for an average of 3,822 m

in. In the V
aughn, 

M
athes, 

et 
al. 

(2006) 
study, 

29 
students 

received on average 5,040 m
in of supplem

en-
tal intervention. In the V

aughn, C
irino, et al. 

(2006) study, 27 students in the S
panish con-

trol group received on average 2,472 m
in of 

intervention, and 28 students in the E
nglish 

intervention 
received 

5,256 
m

in 
of 

intervention.
Tw

o studies reported very specific inform
a-

tion 
regarding 

the 
control 

group 
(L

ovett  
et al., 2008; W

anzek &
 R

oberts, 2012). In the 
L

ovett et al. (2008) study, students in the con-
trol group received the school’s typical special 
education language arts program

. T
his pro-

gram
 varied across schools and w

as locally 
developed. T

he students received the sam
e 

num
ber of m

inutes of instruction (6,300), and 
the 

intervention 
w

as 
conducted 

in 
sim

ilar 
group sizes (tw

o to eight students). W
anzek 

and R
oberts (2012) reported that eight of the 

control 
students 

received 
one 

supplem
ental 

intervention, and three received tw
o supple-

m
ental interventions. N

ine of these students 
received 200 to 360 m

in of intervention per 
w

eek, and tw
o received 25 to 60 m

in of inter-
vention per w

eek. T
hese interventions typi-

cally took place in groups of tw
o to three 

students, and the program
 focused on test-tak-

ing skills. O
ne of the studies (S

olari &
 G

erber, 
2008) used an alternative treatm

ent condition. 
T

he alternative treatm
ent condition focused 

only on PA
 skills and w

as delivered in the sam
e 

group size and for the sam
e num

ber of m
inutes 

as the tw
o intervention conditions.

Intervention O
utcom

es

Table 
3 

presents 
the 

outcom
es 

for 
E

nglish 
learners 

in 
each 

study, 
sum

m
arized 

across 
seven dom

ains. A
lthough the N

ational R
ead-

ing P
anel (E

hri et al., 2001) suggested only 
five dom

ains in reading, w
e decided to create 

three 
separate 

dom
ains 

for 
com

prehension 
because of research suggesting that com

pre-
hension effects depend on how

 this com
ponent 

is m
easured (C

utting &
 S

carborough, 2006) 
and because for E

nglish learners, in particular, 
w

e thought the additional precision could be 
helpful in understanding intervention im

pact. 
T

hus, w
e divided com

prehension outcom
es in 

the 12 studies into three categories based on 

 by guest on A
ugust 12, 2015

ecx.sagepub.com
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://ecx.sagepub.com/


12 Table 3.  Outcome Effect Sizes by Measurement Domain.

Study PA
Phonics/word 

reading
Passage reading 

fluency
Vocabulary/oral 

language
Reading  
cloze

Reading 
comprehension LC

O’Connor, 
Bocian, Beebe-
Frankenberger, & 
Linklater (2010)

DIBELS PSF (g = .91**) — — — — — —

Solari & Gerber 
(2008)

LC concentration:
Early PAa (g = .63)
Late PAa (g = –.14)
PA concentration:
Early PAa (g = –.57)
Late PAa (g = –.74)

LC concentration:
WJ III LWID  

(g = –.19)
WJ III WA  

(g = .43)
PA concentration:
WJ III LWID  

(g = .56)
WJ III WA  

(g = –.07)

— — — — LC concentration:
WJ III Story Retell  

(g = 2.34**)
LCa (g = 1.73**)
Domain average  

(g = 2.04**)
PA concentration:
WJ III Story Retell  

(g = 1.00*)
LCa (g = 1.81**)
Domain average  

(g = 1.41*)
Vadasy & Sanders 

(2010)b
CTOPP (g = .93**) WRMT LWID  

and WAc  
(g = .61**)

Passage reading 
fluencya  
(g = .90**)

— WRMT Passage 
Comprehension 
(g = .47**)

— —

Gunn, Biglan, 
Smolkowski, & Ary 
(2000)

— WJ III LWID  
(g = .24)

WJ III WA  
(g = .52**)

DIBELS ORF  
(g = .24)

— — — —

Vaughn, Linan-
Thompson, et al. 
(2006) Spanish 
intervention

TOPPS (g = .58*) WLPB-Spanish 
WA (g = .91**)

IDEL ORF  
(g = .78**)

WLPB-Spanish 
Picture 
Vocabulary  
(g = .28)

WLPB-Spanish 
Verbal 
Analogies  
(g = .30)

WLPB-Spanish 
Passage 
Comprehension 
(g = .88**)

— WLPB-Spanish LC  
(g = .50*)

(continued)
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Study PA
Phonics/word 

reading
Passage reading 

fluency
Vocabulary/oral 

language
Reading  
cloze

Reading 
comprehension LC

Vaughn, Mathes, et 
al., (2006)b English 
intervention)

CTOPP (g = 1.24**) WLPB-English  
WA (g = .69)

DIBELS ORF  
(g = .18)

WLPB-English 
Picture 
Vocabulary (g 
= .09)

WLPB-English 
Verbal 
Analogies (g = 
.78*)

Domain average 
(g = .43)

WLPB-English 
Passage 
Comprehension 
(g = .83*)

— WLPB-English Listening 
Comprehension (g = 
.26)

Vaughn, Cirino, et al. 
(2006) Spanish and 
English intervention

Spanish intervention:
TOPPS (g = .82**)
English intervention:
CTOPP (g = .38)

Spanish 
intervention:

WLPB Spanish 
LWID (g = 
.60**)

WLPB Spanish 
WA (g = .45)

Spanish word 
reading fluencya 
(g = .48*)

Domain average (g 
= .51*)

English 
intervention:

WLPB-English 
LWID (g = .13)

WLPB-English WA 
(g = .15)

TOWREa  
(g = .41)

Spanish 
intervention:

IDEL ORF 1  
(g = .41)

IDEL ORF 2  
(g = .28)

English 
intervention:

DIBELS ORF 1 
(g = –.39)

DIBELS ORF 2 
(g = .27)

Spanish 
intervention:

WLPB-Spanish 
Picture 
Vocabulary (g 
= –.14)

WLPB-Spanish 
Verbal 
Analogies (g = 
.33)

English 
intervention:

WLPB-English 
Picture 
Vocabulary (g 
= –.17)

WLPB-English 
Verbal Analogy 
(g = –.11)

Spanish intervention:
WLPB-Spanish 

Passage 
Comprehension 
(g = .42)

English intervention:
WLPB-English 

Passage 
Comprehension 
(g = .06)

— Spanish intervention:
WLPB-Spanish Listening 

Comprehension  
(g = .23)

English intervention:
WLPB-English Listening 

Comprehension  
(g = –.22)

Table 3.  (continued)

(continued)
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Study
PA

Phonics/w
ord 

reading
Passage reading 

fluency
V

ocabulary/oral 
language

R
eading  
cloze

R
eading 

com
prehension

LC

Begeny, R
oss, 

G
reene, M

itchell, &
 

W
hitehouse (2012)

—
—

G
O

R
T

 fluency 
(g =

 .95)
—

—
G

O
R

T
 

com
prehension 

(g =
 1.00**)

—

D
enton, A

nthony, 
Parker, &

 H
asrouck 

(2004)

—
R

ead W
ell:

W
R

M
T

 LW
ID

  
(g =

 .40)
W

R
M

T
 W

A
  

(g =
 .33)

M
odified R

ead 
N

aturally:
W

R
M

T
 LW

ID
  

(g =
 –.06)

W
R

M
T

 W
A

  
(g =

 –.13)

—
—

R
ead W

ell:
W

R
M

T
 Passage 

C
om

prehension 
(g =

 .18)
M

odified R
ead 

N
aturally:

W
R

M
T

 Passage 
C

om
prehension 

(g =
 .15)

—
—

Lovett et al. (2008) b
C

T
O

PP Blending  
(g =

 .59*)
W

R
M

T
 LW

ID
  

(g =
 .00)

W
R

M
T

 W
A

  
(g =

 .45)
W

R
A

T
 R

eading  
(g =

 .33)

—
—

W
R

M
T

 Passage 
C

om
prehension 

(g =
 .10)

—
—

W
anzek &

 R
oberts 

(2012)
—

W
ord study 
intervention:

W
JIII LW

ID
  

(g =
 .38)

W
JIII W

A
  

(g =
 1.09**)

D
om

ain average  
(g =

 .73)
C

om
prehension 

intervention:
W

JIII LW
ID

 
(g=

.13)
W

JIII W
A

 (g =
 .49)

R
esponsive 
intervention:

W
JIII LW

ID
  

(g =
 .12)

W
JIII W

A
 (g =

 .12)

—
W

ord study 
intervention:

G
M

R
T

 
V

ocabulary (g 
=

 –.59)
C

om
prehension 

intervention:
G

M
R

T
 

V
ocabulary (g 

=
 –.03)

R
esponsive 
intervention:

G
M

R
T

 
V

ocabulary (g 
=

 –.05)

W
ord study 
intervention:

W
J III Passage 
C

om
prehension 

(g =
 –.01)

C
om

prehension 
intervention:

W
J III Passage 
C

om
prehension 

(g =
 –.21)

R
esponsive 
intervention:

W
J III Passage 
C

om
prehension 

(g =
 –.12)

W
ord study 
intervention:

G
M

R
T

 R
eading 

C
om

prehension 
(g =

 –.62)
C

om
prehension 

intervention:
G

M
R

T
 R

eading 
C

om
prehension 

(g =
 –.53)

R
esponsive 
intervention:

G
M

R
T

 R
eading 

C
om

prehension 
(g =

 –.33)

W
ord study intervention:

W
JIII Listening 
C

om
prehension  

(g =
 .41)

C
om

prehension 
intervention:

W
JIII Listening 
C

om
prehension  

(g =
 –.42)

R
esponsive intervention:

W
JIII Listening 
C

om
prehension  

(g =
 .93*)

T
able 3. (continued)

(continued)
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Study PA
Phonics/word 

reading
Passage reading 

fluency
Vocabulary/oral 

language
Reading  
cloze

Reading 
comprehension LC

Vaughn et al. (2011) — Individual 
intervention:

WJII LWID (g = 
.18)

WJIII WA (g = 
–.02)

Standardized 
intervention:

WJII LWID (g = 
.23)

WJIII WA (g = 
–.01)

— — Individual 
intervention:

WJ III Passage 
Comprehension 
(g = –.05)

Standardized 
intervention:

WJ III Passage 
Comprehension 
(g = .26)

— —

Note. DIBELS = Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills; PSF = Phoneme Segmentation Fluency; ORF = Oral Reading Fluency; RD = researcher developed; PA = phonological 
awareness; LC = listening comprehension; WJ III = Woodcock Johnson (3rd ed.; Woodcock, McGrew, & Mather, 2001); LWID = Letter Word Identification; WA = Word Attack; CTOPP 
= Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999); WRMT = Woodcock Reading Mastery Test (Woodcock, 1987); TOPPS = Test of Phonological 
Processing in Spanish (Francis et al., 2001); WLPB = Woodcock Language Proficiency Battery (Woodcock, 1991); IDEL = Indicadores Dinámicos del Éxito en la Lectura (Good, Bank, & 
Watson, 2003); GMRT = Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test (MacGinitie, MacGinitie, Dreyer, & Hughs, 2006); GORT = Gray Oral Reading Test (Bryant, Shih, & Bryant, 2009); TOWRE = Test 
of Word Reading Efficiency (Torgesen, Wagner, & Rashotte, 1999).
aResearcher-developed measure.
bStudies had high attrition; either overall attrition or differential attrition effect sizes should be interpreted with caution.
cThe effect size is a mean composite of the two phonics decoding measures.
*p ≤ .05. **p ≤ .01.

Table 3.  (continued)
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the m
easures used: (a) reading cloze passage 

perform
ance (e.g., W

oodcock R
eading M

as-
tery Test (W

oodcock, 1987)), (b) reading pas-
sages w

ith m
ultiple-choice questions, and (c) 

listening com
prehension. O

utcom
es for m

ea-
sures in E

nglish and, if included in the study, 
prim

ary language m
easures are reported.

F
or each dom

ain, w
e report both standard-

ized and researcher-developed m
easures that 

w
ere adm

inistered in the studies. R
esearcher-

developed m
easures are denoted in Table 3. 

G
iven the sm

all num
ber of researcher-devel-

oped m
easures, w

e include these in the ranges 
and m

edian effect sizes that are reported. F
or 

each dom
ain, w

e report the effect size range 
as w

ell as the m
edian effect size. W

e pur-
posely do not report the m

ean effect size 
because of the variation in both the features  
of the studies and the characteristics of the 
interventions. A

s a representative effect size 
for the dom

ain, w
e believe the m

edian better 
preserves 

these 
variations 

than 
the 

m
ean, 

w
hich by definition integrates this variation in 

the single score estim
ation process.

Tw
o studies (V

aughn, C
irino, et al., 2006; 

V
aughn, L

inan-T
hom

pson, et al., 2006) pro-
vided interventions to students in S

panish. F
or 

each of the dom
ains, it is im

portant to con-
sider that the students receiving the S

panish 
intervention w

ere learning to read in their pri-
m

ary hom
e language w

ith the intention of 
then transitioning to read in E

nglish, w
hereas 

students receiving the intervention in E
nglish 

w
ere learning to read in a second language. In 

these studies, reading outcom
es w

ere assessed 
in S

panish, w
hich w

e report. N
one of the other 

studies reported outcom
es in the students’ pri-

m
ary language.

PA. S
even studies m

easured P A
 (L

ovett et al., 
2008; O

’C
onnor et al., 2010; S

olari &
 G

erber, 
2008; 

V
adasy 

&
 

S
anders, 

2010; 
V

aughn, 
C

irino, et al., 2006; V
aughn, L

inan-T
hom

p-
son, 

et 
al., 

2006; 
V

aughn, 
M

athes, 
et 

al., 
2006). N

ot surprisingly, all of these studies 
save for L

ovett et al. (2008) targeted students 
in kindergarten or first grade. E

ffect sizes 
ranged from

 –0.74 to 1.24 w
ith a m

edian of 
0.59. S

ignificant effect sizes ranged from
 0.58 

to 1.24 w
ith a m

edian of 0.86.

O
’C

onnor et al. (2010) found significant 
effects for PA

 (g =
 0.91), w

hich w
as the m

ain 
skill targeted in the intervention for this study. 
V

adasy and S
anders (2010) also found signifi-

cant effects for PA
 (g =

 0.93) for an interven-
tion 

that 
included 

m
ultiple 

com
ponents 

of 
reading, and the grades in this study, 2 through 
8, suggest other outcom

es w
ere of greater 

im
portance. In contrast, S

olari and G
erber 

(2008) did not find significant effect sizes on 
PA

 m
easures. H

ow
ever, the treatm

ent condi-
tion in this study focused on listening com

pre-
hension 

and 
the 

control 
group 

received 
a 

PA
-only intervention, so the lack of effect on 

PA
 for the treatm

ent group is not surprising. In 
the V

aughn studies (V
aughn, C

irino, et al., 
2006; V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 2006; 

V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006), effect sizes 
w

ere significant for students w
ho received the 

S
panish intervention, but results w

ere m
ixed 

for the E
nglish interventions, as show

n in 
Table 3.

Phonics/w
ord 

reading. Ten 
of 

the 
studies 

included outcom
e m

easures of w
ord reading 

or decoding; m
ost often, w

ord identification 
and w

ord attack (i.e., ability to decode pho-
netically regular pseudow

ords). E
ffect sizes 

ranged from
 –0.19 to 1.09 w

ith a m
edian of 

0.33. S
ix studies had significant effect sizes 

ranging from
 0.48 to 1.09 w

ith a m
edian of 

0.61. In three studies, significant effect sizes 
w

ere 
found 

for 
phonetic 

decoding 
(G

unn  
et al., 2000; V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 

2006; W
anzek &

 R
oberts, 2012), and in one 

study, a significant effect size w
as found in a 

com
bined m

easure of w
ord identification and 

w
ord attack (V

adasy &
 S

anders, 2010). Typi-
cally, the effect sizes w

ere larger for w
ord 

attack than for w
ord identification. In addition 

effect sizes tended to be sm
aller for interven-

tions that w
ere conducted w

ith older students 
(second grade and above), except for the w

ord 
study intervention used in the W

anzek and 
R

oberts (2012) study, w
here the effect sizes 

ranged from
 0.38 to 0.93.

Fluency.  S
even studies included m

easures of 
passage reading fluency as an outcom

e (B
eg-

eny et al., 2012; G
unn et al., 2000; V

adasy &
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S
anders, 2010; V

aughn et al., 2011; V
aughn, 

C
irino, et al., 2006; V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
p-

son, 
et 

al., 
2006; 

V
aughn, 

M
athes, 

et 
al., 

2006). In each of these studies, fluency w
as 

m
easured using a 1-m

in tim
ed passage and 

w
as scored as num

ber of w
ords read correctly, 

except the study by B
egeny et al. (2012), 

w
hich 

used 
the 

G
ray 

O
ral 

R
eading 

Test 
(G

O
R

T
; (B

ryant, S
hih, &

 B
ryant, 2009)) flu-

ency 
subtest 

to 
m

easure 
fluency. 

O
n 

the 
G

O
R

T
 fluency subtest, the am

ount of tim
e it 

takes to read a passage is recorded and a rate 
com

puted. O
n the fluency m

easures, effect 
sizes ranged from

 –0.39 to 0.95 w
ith a m

edian 
of 0.28. S

ignificant effect sizes w
ere found in 

only tw
o of the studies. In the V

adasy and 
S

anders (2010) study, the effect size w
as 0.90 

for kindergarten students, and in the V
aughn, 

L
inan-T

hom
pson, 

et 
al. 

(2006) 
study, 

the 
effect size w

as 0.78 on the S
panish m

easure of 
reading fluency. In general, w

e did not find 
significant effects in passage reading fluency 
for E

nglish learners at risk or w
ith learning 

disabilities w
ho w

ere taught in E
nglish.

Vocabulary and oral language. V
ocabulary and 

oral language w
ere m

easured as an outcom
e 

in only four studies (V
aughn, C

irino, et al., 
2006; V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 2006; 

V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006; W
anzek &

 R
ob-

erts, 2012). E
ffect sizes ranged from

 –0.59 to 
0.78 w

ith a m
edian of –0.05. In only one study 

(V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006) w
as the effect 

size statistically significant. In three V
aughn 

et al. studies (V
aughn, C

irino, et al., 2006; 
V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 2006; and 

V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006), vocabulary and 
oral language w

ere m
easured using the P

ic-
ture V

ocabulary and V
erbal A

nalogies subtests 
of the W

oodcock L
anguage P

roficiency B
at-

tery needs citation. A
cross the three studies 

and these tw
o m

easures, the only significant 
effect w

as for E
nglish V

erbal A
nalogies for 

first-grade E
nglish learners w

ho received the 
intervention in E

nglish (g =
 0.78); how

ever, 
the dom

ain average for vocabulary in this 
study 

w
as 

not 
significant. 

F
or 

students 
in 

fourth grade, across three types of interven-
tions 

(w
ord 

study 
focused, 

com
prehension 

focused, and responsive based on individual 

need), no significant differences w
ere found 

on vocabulary (W
anzek &

 R
oberts, 2012). 

T
hus, 

effect 
on 

vocabulary 
w

as 
m

inim
al 

across the set of studies.

Reading cloze. R
eading cloze m

easures w
ere 

used in eight of the studies (D
enton et al., 

2004; L
ovett et al., 2008; V

adasy &
 S

anders, 
2010; V

aughn et al., 2011; V
aughn, C

irino,  
et al., 2006; V

aughn, L
inan-T

hom
pson, et al., 

2006; V
aughn, M

athes, et al., 2006; W
anzek 

&
 R

oberts, 2012). Typically, this skill w
as 

m
easured using the P

assage C
om

prehension 
subtest from

 one of the W
oodcock batteries. 

E
ffect sizes ranged from

 –0.21 to 0.88 w
ith a 

m
edian of 0.22. S

ignificant effect sizes ranged 
from

 0.47 to 0.88 w
ith a m

edian of 0.83. In 
tw

o of the V
aughn studies (V

aughn, L
inan-

T
hom

pson, 
et 

al., 
2006; 

V
aughn, 

M
athes,  

et al., 2006) significant effects w
ere found for 

the reading cloze m
easure for first-grade stu-

dents. F
or the S

panish intervention, S
panish 

passage 
com

prehension 
w

as 
significant 

at 
0.88, and for the E

nglish intervention, E
nglish 

passage 
com

prehension 
w

as 
significant 

at 
0.83. In the V

adasy and S
anders (2010) study, 

effect sizes w
ere significant on reading cloze 

for kindergarten students (g =
 0.47).

Reading com
prehension. R

eading com
prehen -

sion w
as m

easured in only tw
o studies (B

eg-
eny et al., 2012; W

anzek &
 R

oberts, 2012). 
E

ffect sizes ranged from
 –0.62 to 1.00, w

ith a 
m

edian of –0.48. A
 significant effect size w

as 
found on the G

O
R

T
 reading com

prehension 
m

easure in the B
egeny et al. (2012) study (g =

 
1.00), 

w
hich 

provided 
a 

reading 
fluency 

intervention.

Listening 
com

prehension. F
ive 

studies 
m

ea -
sured 

listening 
com

prehension, 
w

ith 
effect 

sizes ranging from
 –0.42 to 2.34 and a m

edian 
of 0.50. T

he pattern of findings is interesting. 
F

or upper elem
entary students, W

anzek and 
R

oberts (2012) found a significant positive 
effect of 0.93 w

hen the intervention w
as tai-

lored to the student’s skill profile but nonsig-
nificant 

im
pacts 

w
hen 

a 
one-size-fits-all 

intervention w
as used. T

his result reflects a 
prom

ising area for future research. F
or the 

 by guest on A
ugust 12, 2015

ecx.sagepub.com
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://ecx.sagepub.com/


18	
Exceptional Children

kindergartners, 
S

olari 
and 

G
erber 

(2008) 
found 

significant 
positive 

effects 
for 

both 
their ow

n m
easure of listening com

prehension 
and the W

oodcock S
tory R

etell m
easure. O

nly 
one other effect w

as significant, for the S
pan-

ish reading intervention by V
aughn, L

inan-
T

hom
pson, et al. (2006).

M
oderating Variables

To exam
ine the specific features of the inter-

vention that m
ay have m

oderated intervention 
outcom

es, w
e ran regression analyses using 

the 
average 

unw
eighted 

effect 
size 

as 
the 

dependent variable and group size (individual 
or sm

all group), m
inutes of intervention (as a 

continuous variable), and personnel delivering 
the intervention (research personnel or school-
based personnel) as the independent variables. 
In 

studies 
w

ith 
m

ore 
than 

one 
intervention,  

w
e included in the analysis the intervention 

that w
e determ

ined the authors hypothe-
sized w

ould have the strongest effect. T
his 

w
as done to ensure that all contrasts w

ere 
independent, 

an 
assum

ption 
for 

ordinary 
least squares regression. R

esults indicated 
that for each regression analysis, no signifi-
cant 

relationship 
w

as 
found 

betw
een 

the 
potential 

m
oderator 

variable 
(group 

size, 
m

inutes of intervention, or personnel deliv-
ering the intervention) and the intervention 
outcom

es.

D
iscussio

n

In this review
, w

e exam
ined the characteris-

tics and outcom
es of intervention studies that 

included data on E
nglish learners w

ho w
ere at 

risk for reading difficulties or had been identi-
fied as having a reading disability. W

e located 
12 studies conducted since 2000 that used an 
R

C
T

 and m
et our criteria. T

he num
ber of 

studies is dram
atically sm

aller than the num
-

ber of high-quality reading intervention stud-
ies 

that 
have 

been 
conducted 

w
ith 

native 
E

nglish speakers over the sam
e tim

e period 
(see E

dm
onds et al., 2009; S

olis, 2012; W
an-

zek &
 V

aughn, 2007; and W
exler, V

aughn, 
R

oberts, &
 D

enton, 2010, for syntheses on 
reading interventions for non-E

nglish learners) 

but com
pares favorably to periods prior to 

2000 that addressed interventions w
ith E

ng-
lish 

learners 
found 

by 
G

ersten 
and 

B
aker 

(2000).
U

nfortunately, given the lim
ited sam

ple of 
studies, the substantial am

ount of variation in 
the ages of the participants and types of inter-
ventions 

conducted, 
and 

the 
variations 

in 
m

easuring outcom
es, it is difficult to deter-

m
ine patterns across the studies that w

ould 
help identify potentially relevant trends. In 
this discussion, w

e sum
m

arize our findings 
illustrating patterns w

here possible, discuss 
the im

plications of our findings, and provide 
directions for future research. R

egarding the 
reading interventions in S

panish, it is im
por-

tant to take into account that these interven-
tions are, in a w

ay, different from
 the E

nglish 
interventions, because in the form

er the stud-
ies used reading in the native language as an 
approach 

to 
providing 

reading 
support 

to 
struggling E

nglish learners, w
hereas in the 

latter the studies explored the im
pact of an 

intervention in a second language on student 
reading perform

ance.

Features of the Intervention Studies 
and Their Relationship to Im

pacts

O
ur review

 revealed a large variability in how
 

E
nglish learners w

ere identified and defined 
across studies. T

his trend has been an issue for 
m

any years, w
ith frequent requests for m

ore 
consistency in how

 E
nglish learners are iden-

tified in research studies. F
or exam

ple, in 
som

e of the studies, the school designation of 
E

nglish learners w
as used, w

hereas in other 
studies, researchers used only a hom

e lan-
guage survey and not an individually adm

inis-
tered oral language test.

G
iven the heterogeneity of the E

nglish learner 
population, in term

s of both language proficiency 
and academ

ic achievem
ent, interventions that 

m
ay be effective for one group of E

nglish learn-
ers m

ay not be effective w
ith others (A

ugust &
 

Shanahan, 2006). T
hus, including specific lan-

guage proficiency inform
ation as w

ell as aca-
dem

ic proficiency is im
portant in intervention 

studies so readers can understand “for w
hom

” 
the described intervention is effective (K

lingner 
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et al., 2006). T
he practice of providing greater 

specification of the student sam
ples is particu-

larly 
critical 

for 
E

nglish 
learners, 

given 
the 

im
portance of language factors on achievem

ent 
outcom

es.
A

cross the 12 studies in our sam
ple, only 

tw
o reported an analysis of the differential 

effect of E
nglish language proficiency on out-

com
es. In the O

’C
onnor et al. (2010) study, 

the language proficiency level of participants 
as m

easured by the C
alifornia E

nglish L
an-

guage 
D

evelopm
ent 

Test 
did 

not 
have 

an 
im

pact 
on 

how
 

w
ell 

kindergarten 
students 

responded to the intervention. T
his is consis-

tent 
w

ith 
previous 

research 
w

ith 
E

nglish 
learners 

on 
the 

w
eak 

association 
betw

een  
language proficiency and reading grow

th in 
the early grades, particularly on foundational 
m

easures 
of 

reading, 
such 

as 
phonem

ic  
aw

areness and decoding (C
hiappe, S

iegel, &
 

W
ade-W

oolley, 2002; G
ersten et al., 2007). 

H
ow

ever, it differs from
 m

ore recent research 
that found that language proficiency appears 
to affect early reading skills (D

. B
aker et al., 

2013; K
ieffer, 2008). O

n the other hand, in the 
L

ovett 
et 

al. 
(2008) 

study, 
w

hich 
targeted 

E
nglish learners in G

rades 2 through 8, the 
finding w

as that students w
ho began the inter-

vention w
ith higher levels of language profi-

ciency 
responded 

m
ore 

positively 
to 

the 
interventions based on m

easures of phonem
ic 

blending 
and 

passage 
com

prehension 
than 

students w
ho began the intervention at low

er 
levels of language proficiency. T

hese findings 
are consistent w

ith evidence that E
nglish lan-

guage proficiency has an im
pact on student 

outcom
es particularly in the upper elem

entary 
grades (see G

eva &
 F

arnia, 2012; K
ieffer, 

2010).
M

ore research is needed to determ
ine how

 
varying 

levels 
of 

E
nglish 

language 
profi-

ciency affect the im
pact of an intervention. In 

particular, it m
ay be that grow

th in basic read-
ing skills (decoding and literal com

prehen-
sion) is not related to higher levels of E

nglish 
language skill but that grow

th on higher-level 
skills, such as com

prehension, is. M
oreover, it 

m
ay 

be 
that 

students 
w

ho 
are 

technically 
exited 

from
 

E
nglish 

learner 
status 

(often 
called form

er E
nglish learners; e.g., P

arrish  

et al., 2006), but m
ay not have developed the 

necessary academ
ic E

nglish to be successful 
in 

school, 
are 

noticeably 
absent 

from
 

the 
intervention studies in this review

. T
hat is, the 

E
nglish learner sam

ple in these studies m
ay 

be low
er in E

nglish language proficiency than 
the population of E

nglish learners currently in 
A

m
erican schools. G

iven this fact and the fact 
that m

ost studies did not report levels of E
ng-

lish language proficiency of the sam
ple, w

e 
caution m

aking extrapolations or generaliza-
tions from

 this sm
all set of studies.

Intensity Factors of G
roup Size, 

D
uration, Personnel, and Q

uality

O
ur review

 indicated there w
as large variation 

across interventions in term
s of group size, 

m
inutes of instruction, and personnel deliver-

ing the instruction. A
s in m

ost m
eta-analyses, 

it is hard to disentangle length of intervention 
from

 num
erous other factors. A

s discussed 
earlier, the nature of the counterfactual varied 
dram

atically across studies, ranging from
 pro-

viding no intervention at all to providing the 
school’s typical reading intervention. T

hus, 
although the m

oderator analyses show
ed no 

significant role in predicting effect size, it 
does not m

ean that these intensity factors are 
not relevant.

O
ne 

hallm
ark 

of T
ier 

2 
interventions 

is 
delivery of the intervention in sm

all groups 
(G

ersten et al., 2007; V
aughn, W

anzek, W
ood-

ruff, &
 L

inan-T
hom

pson, 2007). R
esearch has 

indicated that reasonably hom
ogeneous sm

all 
groups 

are 
often 

effective 
for 

delivering 
instruction, particularly for students at risk or 
w

ith learning disabilities (E
hri et al., 2001; 

E
lbaum

, V
aughn, H

ughes, &
 M

oody, 1999; 
V

aughn et al., 2003). E
leven of the interven-

tions review
ed used sm

all-group instruction; 
tw

o applied the intervention w
ith students indi-

vidually (B
egeny et al., 2012; V

adasy &
 Sand-

ers, 2010). W
hen w

e analyzed group size as a 
m

oderating variable, w
e found there w

as no 
significant difference betw

een individualized 
intervention and sm

all-group interventions. It 
stands to reason that sm

all-group interventions 
of three to five students m

ight be m
ore effec-

tive than either individually delivered interven-
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tions or interventions delivered to six or m
ore 

students, because E
nglish learners have m

ore 
opportunities 

to 
practice 

the 
skill 

they 
are 

w
orking on as w

ell as their E
nglish language 

proficiency w
ith their peers and the teacher, 

and 
the 

sm
all-group 

settings 
provide 

m
ore 

opportunities for this than they w
ould get if 

they w
ere in a large group (D

. B
aker &

 K
osty, 

2012; G
ersten &

 Jim
énez, 1998). H

ow
ever, the 

results of this research synthesis do not dem
on-

strate consistent, significant positive im
pacts or 

even consistently positive effects.
Interventions varied substantially in term

s 
of the am

ount of instructional tim
e provided. 

H
ow

ever, length of intervention did not pre-
dict 

m
agnitude 

of 
effect 

as 
the 

m
oderator 

analysis indicated. O
ne reason that m

inutes of 
intervention m

ay not have influenced effect 
sizes is that although intervention treatm

ent is 
longer, so is the instruction provided to the 
students 

in 
the 

control 
group. 

In 
addition 

shorter interventions tended to focus on just 
one or tw

o reading outcom
es and often m

ea-
sured only these specific outcom

es, w
hich 

m
ay have accounted for larger effect sizes for 

these 
studies. 

F
or 

exam
ple, 

studies 
that 

focused 
on 

kindergarten 
students 

targeted 
only foundational reading or prereading skills 
(i.e., O

’C
onnor et al., 2010; S

olari &
 G

erber, 
2008). In contrast, studies that focused on 
m

ultiple 
com

ponents 
of 

reading—
as 

m
any 

believe is m
ost appropriate for G

rades 1 and 
up—

dem
onstrated quite m

ixed results. F
or 

the interm
ediate grades, the one study that tai-

lored interventions to students’ skill profiles 
(W

anzek &
 R

oberts, 2012) tended to be m
uch 

m
ore effective than those w

ith a “one-size-
fits-all” approach. T

his seem
s a prom

ising 
direction 

to 
pursue 

for 
future 

response-to-
intervention research w

ith E
nglish learners. 

H
ow

ever, one should not overgeneralize from
 

the one study. A
lthough it is im

portant to tar-
get interventions to the specific skills or profi-
ciencies that students are lacking, at som

e 
point in tim

e, it is also necessary to help stu-
dents orchestrate the various com

ponents of 
reading 

(D
. 

B
aker, 

S
toolm

iller, 
G

ood, 
&

 
B

aker, 2011). To date, there is little response-
to-intervention 

research 
that 

addresses 
the 

issue of orchestration.

F
or older students in m

iddle school, m
in-

utes of instruction did not appear to have an 
im

pact on the results. F
or exam

ple, in the 
V

aughn et al. (2011) study, E
nglish learners in 

m
iddle school received a full year of a T

ier 3 
reading intervention for 50 m

in a day, approx-
im

ately 8,000 m
in of instruction. T

his inter-
vention 

did 
not 

yield 
significant 

effects, 
suggesting that older E

nglish learners w
ho 

have significant reading difficulties m
ay need 

longer and m
ore intensive interventions than 

younger E
nglish learners, a finding that w

ould 
be consistent w

ith findings from
 intervention 

studies w
ith E

nglish-only students (B
iancarosa 

&
 S

now
, 2004; Torgesen et al., 2001).

O
ur m

oderator variable analysis also indi-
cated that there w

ere no differences betw
een 

researcher-delivered 
interventions 

and 
the 

school personnel–delivered interventions. W
e 

w
ere surprised but encouraged that there w

ere 
not differences, because this indicates that, 
w

ith adequate training, interventions can be 
delivered 

by 
school-based 

personnel 
w

ith 
sim

ilar im
pact.

A
 characteristic com

m
on across all studies 

w
as delivery of instruction. A

ll the studies 
reported using explicit and system

atic instruc-
tion. A

lthough the level of explicitness and 
system

aticity varied across studies depending 
on the interventions used, m

ost studies used 
the follow

ing routines and general progres-
sion to deliver system

atic and explicit instruc-
tion: 

Teachers 
m

odeled 
and 

dem
onstrated, 

teachers led guided practice, students received 
m

any opportunities to practice the activities 
on their ow

n, and review
 of previously learned 

content and m
aterial w

as regularly incorpo-
rated throughout the intervention. T

his find-
ing supports a substantial body of evidence on 
the benefits of using system

atic and explicit 
instructional routines, particularly w

ith stu-
dents w

ho are at risk or w
ho have a reading 

disability, regardless of their language status 
or 

dem
ographic 

characteristics 
(E

dm
onds  

et al., 2009; E
hri et al., 2001; G

ersten et al., 
2007; S

w
anson, 1999).

T
he nature of the counterfactual also m

ay 
play a role in the outcom

es of the interventions. 
H

ow
ever, consistent inform

ation regarding the 
control group instruction w

as not found across 

 by guest on A
ugust 12, 2015

ecx.sagepub.com
D

ow
nloaded from

 

http://ecx.sagepub.com/


Richards-Tutor et al.	
21

studies. A
lso, the num

ber of students in the 
control group w

ho received intervention and 
for how

 m
any m

inutes the students received 
the 

intervention 
w

ere 
not 

consistent 
w

ithin 
studies. T

his is not surprising given the nature 
of school-based research. M

ost studies did pro-
vide inform

ation regarding the core instruction 
provided 

to 
all 

students 
and 

did 
thorough 

observations of this instruction.

O
utcom

es of the Interventions

A
lthough m

any of the studies m
easured a vari-

ety of outcom
es across all areas of reading, 

interventions that focused on im
proving foun-

dational skills, such as PA
 and phonics, w

ith 
younger 

students 
in 

kindergarten 
and 

first 
grade 

obtained 
better 

and 
m

ore 
consistent 

effects 
than 

other 
outcom

es, 
such 

as 
those 

interventions that focused on im
proving vocab-

ulary and com
prehension. Typically, the effects 

of 
intervention 

on 
older 

E
nglish 

learners 
(fourth grade and above) w

ere m
inim

al except 
for a few

 m
easures across the four relevant 

studies; only one study (W
anzek &

 R
oberts, 

2012) show
ed significant effects in listening 

com
prehension for older students. A

s stated 
previously, 

the 
intervention 

w
ith 

significant 
effects w

as tailored to each student individu-
ally, thereby being highly “responsive” to the 
needs of each individual student. In this m

an-
ner, the intervention had the characteristics of a 
m

odel T
ier 3 intervention com

pared to a m
ore 

proscribed T
ier 2 approach. T

he positive find-
ings in this study suggest, particularly for older 
E

nglish learners perhaps, that an intervention 
based on individual student patterns of perfor-
m

ance 
m

ight 
be 

m
ore 

effective 
than 

even 
highly 

intense 
interventions 

provided 
in 

roughly the sam
e w

ay to all at-risk students.
W

e could not locate any studies that tar-
geted vocabulary specifically, and only four 
studies m

easured vocabulary as an outcom
e. 

T
his 

w
as 

surprising 
given 

that 
vocabulary 

plays a m
ajor role in the reading developm

ent 
of all students but is particularly im

portant for 
E

nglish learners, as suggested by G
ersten and 

B
aker (2000) m

ore than a decade ago and by 
Jim

énez, G
arcia, and P

earson (1996) alm
ost 

tw
o decades ago. E

ven m
ore surprising is that 

only 
four 

studies 
have 

been 
published 

on 
vocabulary interventions for E

nglish learners 
in the past three decades (C

arlo et al., 2004; 
C

ena 
et 

al., 
2013; 

P
erez, 

1981; 
V

aughn- 
S

havuo, 
1990), 

and 
none 

of 
these 

studies 
focused specifically on E

nglish learners w
ho 

w
ere at risk or had learning disabilities.
W

e are encouraged by the findings in the 
S

olari and G
erber (2008) study, w

hich show
ed 

significant effects for listening com
prehen-

sion on both researcher-developed and stan-
dardized m

easures of listening com
prehension 

in kindergarten for E
nglish learners w

hen they 
w

ere provided an intervention w
ith a strong 

listening com
prehension com

ponent. F
or the 

m
ost part, m

any of the interventions paid only 
cursory attention to developing either oral or 
w

ritten language skills as part of the interven-
tion approach. F

or m
any, this seem

s counter-
intuitive 

because 
of 

language 
dem

ands 
in 

academ
ic settings. F

or others, it is understand-
able because of the challenges associated w

ith 
intervening system

atically in language.
In the S

olari and G
erber (2008) study, lan-

guage skills w
ere taught along w

ith academ
ic 

skills to support later reading com
prehension. 

It provides an im
portant exam

ple of how
 lan-

guage instruction can be incorporated into 
E

nglish learner research. T
he study is also 

notew
orthy because it dem

onstrated that even 
students w

ho are not yet proficient in E
nglish 

benefit from
 an intervention focusing on both 

language and reading developm
ent. G

iven the 
increased 

em
phasis 

on 
academ

ic 
language 

and 
academ

ic 
vocabulary 

in 
the 

C
om

m
on 

C
ore S

tate S
tandards, recent publications on 

effective instruction for E
nglish learners (e.g., 

S
. B

aker et al., 2014), and research indicating 
that students w

ith poor reading com
prehen-

sion 
often 

have 
language 

deficits 
(C

atts, 
A

dolf, &
 E

llis W
eism

er, 2006; C
atts, C

om
pton, 

Tom
blin, &

 B
ridges, 2012), w

e anticipate—
or at 

least hope for—
a surge of studies exam

ining 
vocabulary and academ

ic language interven-
tions for this population.

F
inally, it also w

as striking to us that so 
m

any of the interventions provided w
ere iden-

tical to those provided to native speakers. 
A

lthough this m
akes perfect sense in kinder-

garten and early first grade, afterw
ard, w
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w
onder if m

ore innovative intervention curri-
cula that have a heavy language com

ponent 
m

ight produce stronger effects than the cur-
rent set of studies.

Im
plications for Future Research

In our search for studies for this review
, w

e 
found 12 studies that used an R

C
T

 and m
et our 

inclusion criteria. M
ore experim

ental studies 
ought to be conducted to determ

ine w
hat m

al-
leable factors have a significant effect on E

ng-
lish learners’ academ

ic perform
ance. H

ow
ever, 

the pace of studies is im
proving, and the num

-
ber of studies conducted since 2000 is m

uch 
greater than sim

ilar tim
e periods prior to 2000. 

In term
s of im

plications for future research, w
e 

recom
m

end that researchers (a) focus on the 
individual differences in E

nglish learners, (b) 
consider 

developm
ent 

of 
interventions 

that 
focus on language and vocabulary and m

ea-
sures that capture language com

prehension, 
and (c) include the calculations of an “effort 
variable” to be able to com

pare interventions.
T

here are scarce studies that focus on E
ng-

lish learners at risk for reading disabilities and 
even few

er studies that disaggregate the data 
by 

student 
language 

proficiency. 
E

nglish 
learners are a very heterogeneous group of 
students. T

hey vary in term
s of language pro-

ficiency, academ
ic achievem

ent, and the m
yr-

iad 
predictor 

variables 
that 

m
ay 

have 
an 

influence on grow
th and perform

ance, such as 
poverty status and proficiency in their pri-
m

ary language. F
uture research should inves-

tigate 
interventions 

for 
E

nglish 
leaners 

at 
varying language proficiency levels, includ-
ing students w

ho are technically exited from
 

E
nglish learner status. E

valuating how
 indi-

vidual 
differences 

in 
language 

proficiency 
influence intervention outcom

es w
ill allow

 
the field to refine interventions to better m

eet 
the needs of these students.

In addition, there is clearly a need to exam
-

ine the effect of interventions that focus on lan-
guage developm

ent and vocabulary as a core 
com

ponent for E
nglish learners at risk and 

those w
ho have learning disabilities. W

e found 
very few

 studies that included a vocabulary or 
language developm

ent com
ponent and even 

few
er that m

easured this dom
ain as a pretest or 

outcom
e. T

hose that did m
easure vocabulary 

used typical standardized m
easures that m

ay 
not be able to capture the grow

th students are 
m

aking in the context of a particular interven-
tion. B

etter language and vocabulary m
easures, 

and better m
easurem

ent developm
ent proce-

dures that can be used in the context of specific 
studies, are badly needed to m

ore accurately 
estim

ate the im
pact of interventions on lan-

guage and vocabulary outcom
es.

W
e recom

m
end that future intervention 

studies include the calculation of an inter-
ventionist “effort variable” to guide practi-
tioners 

in 
the 

allocation 
of 

resources 
to 

support 
struggling 

E
nglish 

learners. 
T

his 
effort 

variable 
m

ight 
include 

m
inutes 

of 
instruction divided by num

ber of students in 
a group to help the field learn m

ore about 
w

hat is the m
ost effective am

ount of tim
e 

and group size to obtain a desired effect. In 
addition, a better description of w

ho is deliv-
ering the intervention (e.g. a certified teacher, 
a research assistant, or a trained instructional 
assistant), and the am

ount of hours needed to 
train staff to deliver the intervention w

ith 
fidelity, could help schools im

prove the sup-
ports 

they 
provide 

E
nglish 

learners. 
T

he 
E

nglish learner population w
ill continue to 

increase, and the achievem
ent gap w

ith non–
E

nglish learners w
ill not be reduced unless 

the effect of interventions for E
nglish learn-

ers at risk or w
ith learning disabilities is rig-

orously evaluated, to better understand how
 

to effectively support these students.
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