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Abstract 
 

New Zealand has a national system of early reading intervention called Reading 

Recovery. This intervention is available to children after a year at school if they are seriously 

underachieving in reading. There has, however, been concern that the intervention has not 

achieved its aim of bringing underachieving readers up to class average. Results of 

international literacy surveys consistently indicate a wide gap between the best and poorest 

readers. Some critics have argued that a key reason for the gap is a lack of focus on the explicit 

teaching of phonologically-based skills in Reading Recovery and that other interventions could 

be more effective. One intervention that has been suggested is Quick60, a New Zealand 

developed literacy intervention for underachieving children that is taught in small groups and 

emphasises the teaching of phonologically-based skills. One aim of the present study was to 

assess the efficacy of Quick60 relative to Reading Recovery. A second aim was to consider 

whether Quick60 could be of equal efficacy but more cost-effective than Reading Recovery 

which is taught on an individual basis and is whole language in approach. The comparison 

study of Quick60 and Reading Recovery took place in two schools and involved 30 children. 

Children were assessed on a number of language and literacy measures before and after 13 

weeks of instruction. The results of the study indicated that both the Quick60 and Reading 

Recovery children made gains but no more than did the control group. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

To actively participate and engage in the world, the ability to read is paramount. 

Individually and socially the absence of reading skills affects every aspect of a person’s life. 

Becoming literate is arguably the most important goal of schooling (Tunmer & Prochnow, 

2009). Early success at school is largely dependent on success in reading. The problems 

associated with having limited reading skills have been well documented. Children who 

experience difficulties in literacy learning early in their school career are at risk of negative 

academic and social consequences in later life (D’Agostino & Harmey, 2016; Zimmerman, 

Rodriguez, Rewey & Heidemann, 2008). Students who are unable to achieve strong reading 

skills by middle school are likely to experience negative repercussions (Shanahan & Barr, 

1995) such as long-term poor academic achievement (Chapman, Greaney & Prochnow, 2015; 

Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997; Sparks, Patton & Murdoch, 2014), poor self-esteem 

(Department for Education and Skills, 2006) and behavioural problems (Church, 2003; Mash 

& Wolfe, 2002; Reynolds, Wheldall & Madelaine, 2010). 

The Overall Literacy Situation in New Zealand 
 

New Zealand has an increasing record of underachievement in reading (Tunmer, 

Chapman, Greaney, Prochnow & Arrow, 2013). International survey results demonstrate 

about 20% of New Zealanders are not equipped with this important life skill (Tunmer, 

Chapman & Prochnow, 2004). The literacy performance of New Zealand young adults in 2006 

fell substantially compared to their same age counterparts in 1996 (Chapman, Greaney & 

Prochnow, 2015). New Zealand’s performance on international literacy surveys such as the 

Progress in International Reading Literacy Study (PIRLS) has steadily dropped from 1st in 1970 

to 23rd in 2011 (Greaney, 2011; PIRLS, 2011). As the drop continues, the gap between the 
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best and poorest readers also widens. Two recently released reports, PIRLS (2011) and the 

Ministry of Education’s (MoE) annual monitoring report of Reading Recovery (RR) data in New 

Zealand (Ministry of Education, 2014) provide evidence that 15-20 percent of children are not 

meeting National standards and require additional one to one assistance in reading. The 

decline in reading scores and the widening achievement gap, which is an international 

phenomenon, could have several explanations such as the introduction of structural school 

reforms in the 1980s, changes in economic conditions resulting in increasing levels of poverty 

or an increase in children from second language backgrounds (Smith & Elley, 1996) but a 

further possible explanation could be the way in which reading is taught in New Zealand 

schools. 

Reading Recovery 
 

How best to teach a child to read has long been the subject of on-going debate and 

investigation in the literacy world. New Zealand traditionally uses a book experience 

approach, sometimes called a whole language approach to reading instruction and reading 

intervention (Chapman, 2016). The New Zealand Ministry of Education’s (MoE) Reading 

Recovery (RR) intervention is regarded by some commentators as whole language in approach 

(Tunmer et al., 2013). It is taught on an individual basis, and in 2014, 73% of six-year-olds 

attended schools where RR was offered (Ministry of Education, 2014). Critics of RR argue that 

national and international research suggests this approach to early literacy teaching and 

intervention does not meet the needs of those most at risk of reading failure (Chapman, 2016; 

Tunmer et al., 2013). If RR was meeting the needs of most children then there would not be 

a large number of children who under-achieve at later age levels but in 2006, the Education 

and Science Committee of Parliament concluded that evidence from national and 

international assessments and studies supported the proposition that New Zealand had a 
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disproportionate number of students who under-achieved (New Zealand House of 

Representatives, 2008). The MoE’s Briefing to the Incoming Minister (2011) recognized the gap 

between our high performing and low performing students remains one of the widest in the 

Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and disparities in education 

appear early and persist throughout learning. 

Rationale for the Present Study 
 

A key motivation for the current study was to compare the relative effectiveness of two 

different research approaches to reading intervention: Quick60 and Reading Recovery. 

Quick60 is an instructional approach for struggling readers that has a phonological emphasis 

and is taught in small groups of different age levels. The Quick60 programme was published 

in 2009 by Dr. Sandra Iversen. It aims for students to become competent readers and spellers 

in 60 or fewer ‘Quick’ 40 minute lessons. Reading Recovery is also designed to help struggling 

readers at the 6-year-old level and is an individualized approach. Both RR and Q60 

programmes include similar elements, however, the essential difference between Quick60 

and Reading Recovery is that Quick60 has more emphasis on phonological skills than does 

Reading Recovery and it provides small group instruction whereas Reading Recovery provides 

individual instruction. Previous studies have shown that the addition of phonological 

instruction to Reading Recovery instruction increases the effectiveness of Reading Recovery 

(Iversen & Tunmer, 1993; Iversen, Tunmer & Chapman, 2005; Tunmer, Chapman & Prochnow, 

2006) but it has not yet been determined whether a phonological emphasis as in Quick60 can 

match or better the impact of Reading Recovery The current study aims to add to the small 

body of research available about the effectiveness of the Q60 Programme. 

Advocates of RR argue it is neither a whole language nor a traditional phonics-based 

intervention; rather it is based on Clay’s (2001) theory which incorporates a wider view of 
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early literacy learning that integrates direct phonics and phonemic awareness instruction and 

links that knowledge to monitor word recognition decisions while reading (Doyle, 2103; 

McGee, Kim, Nelson, & Fried, 2015; Schwartz, 2015; Schwartz & Gallant, 2011). It is the 

emphasis on monitoring of reading behaviours during the reading of connected text that helps 

many struggling readers to construct the elaborate set of orthographic knowledge (Schwartz, 

2015). Critics of RR argue that the explicit teaching of phonological skills is currently not a part 

of the Reading Recovery Programme, though it does teach these skills implicitly (Tunmer et 

al., 2013). According to Clay (2005a; 2005b) RR teachers must be able to design a superbly 

sequenced series of lessons determined by particular children’s competencies and make 

highly skilled decisions at each moment during the lesson. RR’s book experience approach may 

not be sufficient for some children who require more explicit instruction (Tunmer et al., 2013). 

Reading Recovery is an expensive programme for schools to offer (McDowall, Boyd, Hodgen, 

& van Vliet, 2005) in that it requires individual tutoring. If schools could gain similar or better 

results using small group instruction it would be more cost effective and would enable schools 

to offer tuition to more children at the same or less cost. There are no current studies this 

researcher is aware of that compare these two intervention programmes. 

A possible reason for this is a lack of information about the relative effectiveness of 

different programmes currently available. This possibility was raised in a survey carried out 

by the New Zealand Council for Educational Research (NZCER). They surveyed and collected 

data from a stratified random sample of approximately 20 percent (400 schools) of the 2,045 

full primary, composite and contributing schools in New Zealand (McDowall, Boyd, Hodgen, 

& van Vliet, 2005). Two main reasons highlighted for why schools did not offer Reading 

Recovery were the cost of intervention and the desire to offer alternative interventions that 

reached more students. Identified alternatives included programmes which explicitly teach 
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phonics skills e.g. Jolly Phonics. In the survey findings, a few principals commented Reading 

Recovery did not have enough emphasis on phonics and that the entry criteria for Reading 

Recovery excluded students that the principals considered in need of support. Of particular 

interest to the present study was that the report indicated the need for evidence of the 

effectiveness of alternative interventions to RR so that school use of operational grant funding 

on literacy interventions is informed and efficient. Schools will be able to factor in the data 

from the present study when making such decisions in the future. 

Purpose 
 

The purpose of this study, therefore, was to compare the efficacy of two different 

reading interventions, specifically, to analyse systematically the efficacy of Quick60, a New 

Zealand developed literacy programme that targets the teaching of phonologically-based 

skills in small group instruction, compared with the internationally known and MoE funded 

Reading Recovery programme. 

Research Questions 
 

1. To determine whether Quick60 is an effective remedial literacy programme for at- 

risk New Zealand students. 

2. To find out if the Quick 60 and Reading Recovery interventions are comparable in 

their impact on language, reading and spelling. 

Hypothesis 
 

The null hypotheses were that there would be no difference between Quick60 and 

Reading Recovery in their effectiveness. 

Organisation of Remaining Chapters 
 

This thesis consists of five chapters. The second chapter reviews the literature and 

includes a discussion of the strengths and limitations of the two prominent theories (the 
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Multiple Cue Theory and the Simple View of Reading) and approaches (whole language and 

code emphasis/phonics) that underpin teaching reading. Next, the record of the New Zealand 

national literacy strategy was examined alongside a discussion of how emergent literacy skills, 

Literate culture capital and Matthew effects (defined later in this document) contribute to the 

present reading situation. The chapter concludes with a presentation of the strengths and 

limitations of the Reading Recovery progamme, as well as a discussion of evidenced based 

best practices in reading instruction, particularly in relation to the Quick60 reading 

programme. Chapter Three presents the methodology and research design used in the study. 

Chapter Four presents the Results. In relation to research question one, the chapter compares 

pretest assessments with assessment results at posttest to determine the effects of the Q60 

intervention. In relation to research question two, the chapter compares Q60 and RR pretest 

and posttest assessments on the four assessment tools used. Chapter Four presents a 

discussion of the main findings. Finally, Chapter Five considers the findings of the study in 

relations to the literature presented in Chapter Two and practical implications. Limitations of 

the study and suggestions for further research are also included in this chapter. 
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Chapter 2 

Literature Review 

Identifying the most effective way of teaching reading to young children has been the 

subject of debate for many decades. An extensive amount of national and international 

research suggests that the gap between the best and poorest readers continues to widen. 

Advocates of the phonics approach argue that students with the greatest needs in literacy 

have deficiencies and weaknesses in phonological processing skills (Chapman, 2016; Ryder, 

Tunmer & Greaney, 2008; Tunmer et al., 2013). Some researchers argue that the New Zealand 

whole language based approach to teaching reading is causing the failure of the national 

literacy strategy (Tunmer et al., 2013; Tunmer, Greaney & Prochnow, 2015) They argue that 

the MoE funded RR programme does not counter and in fact exacerbates the problem of low 

literacy which in turn contributes to the widening gap between best and poor readers. Whilst 

there are identified strengths and limitations to both approaches to teaching reading, 

evidence suggests the best approach to teaching reading is one with a strong emphasis on 

explicit phonics. 

Theory 
 

The theory underpinning early reading teaching practice directly impacts students’ 

early reading experiences, preferred reading strategies and ultimately, reading success 

(Tunmer & Chapman, 2002). The Multiple Cue and the Simple View are two theories that 

currently influence the approaches that government agencies and teachers employ to teach 

reading. The relevance of these two theories for each student needs to be established in their 

early school life as it is at this stage of their scholastic career that they form their individual 

strategies to decode print; consequently research demonstrates that the theory employed 

will impact either positively or negatively on the students future literary success (National 



8  

Institute for Literacy, 2009; Torgesen, 1998). 

The Multiple Cue theory. 
 

The Multiple Cue Theory is based on the premise of Goodman’s (1967) psycholinguistic 

guessing game. Supporters of the Multiple Cue Theory assert that fluent readers use multiple 

cue sources of information including activating prior knowledge, using sentence context and 

syntax cues, cues from any accompanying illustrations and visual/grapho-phonic cues from 

the words (Clay, 2005a, 2005b; Hood, 2000; Ministry of Education, 2003, 2009; Smith, 1979; 

Smith & Elley, 1997). The Multiple Cue theory is the foundation of the book experience or 

whole language approach to teaching reading which can be found in the following paragraphs. 

Over the years, the Multiple Cue theory has been presented using similar diagrammatic 

representations (Smith, 1979), interactive models (Smith & Elley, 1997) and a cyclic model 

(Hood, 2000). It also has been known by different names such as the Searchlights Model 

(Stuart, Stainthorp, & Snowling, 2008). Despite variation in presentation of the models and 

names, the fundamental feature of the theory is that all cues are not of equal importance. 

Greaney, (2011) highlights that many publications used by whole language theorists depicting 

the Multiple Cue Theory emphasise that context based cues are of greatest importance (Clay, 

1985, Hood, 2000, Ministry of Education, 2010, Smith & Elley, 1997). 
 

A close examination of the models reveals that some proponents of the Multiple Cue 

Theory place prime importance on context meaning cues. For example, when instructing for 

word identification, Clay (2005b) recommends in the first attempt to call features of print to 

the child’s attention, prompt for sentence structure, and then prompt for message. Clay 

(2005a) further warns that unwarranted attention to the details of letters can block a child’s 

ability to use their language knowledge and meaning of the text, as part of the information 

base for decision making. Clay (1985) places left to right sounding out of chunks or letter 
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clusters, and single letters as last resort in a list of seven cues that reader use when reading. 

Clay promotes the view that word-based cues are of least importance. This view is shared by 

Frank Smith (1979) who suggests the first alternative and preference is to skip over the 

puzzling word, the second alternative is to guess what the unknown word might be, and the 

final and least preferred alternative is to sound the word out. 

The ultimate goal of reading, it is often argued, is not to read isolated words, but to 

understand what has been read. Nation and Angell (2006) highlight aspects of reading skill 

that cannot be readily accommodated by the Searchlights model. In brief, the Searchlights 

model states four strategies or “searchlights” are involved in reading text. The Searchlights 

framework recognizes the complexities of the reading process and presents a range of 

strategies needed to be acquired to develop reading skills. However, Nation and Angell (2006) 

argue that the Searchlight model reinforces a seriously misguided opinion that phonic 

decoding and knowledge of printed word are optional Searchlights. Nation and Angell (2006) 

continue to assert that both phonic knowledge and orthographic knowledge are fundamental, 

no amount of grammatical knowledge or sensitivity to context can compensate for 

inadequate word-level skills. 

MoE documents on reading instruction have strong similarities to the ideas 

underpinning Multiple Cue theory (Ministry of Education, 2003, 2009, 2010). However, some 

researchers  suggest the Multiple Cue theory is flawed because  it is  based on the assumption 

that skilled readers use minimal word-level information when reading unfamiliar words 

(Greaney, 2011; Tunmer et al., 2013; Tunmer & Greaney, 2010). Critics of the Multiple Cue 

theory are supported by Stanovich (1986) who asserts one of the major distinguishing 

characteristics of struggling readers is their tendency to rely heavily on sentence context cues 

to compensate for their deficient alphabetic coding skills.  
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Multiple Cue proponents contend that learning to read evolves naturally and 

spontaneously out of exposure to environmental print (Clay, 1985; Hood, 2000; Ministry of 

Education, 2010; Smith & Elley, 1997).   

 In contrast to this view, some researchers like Nicholson (1999) assert that given the 

world is awash in print, we would not expect that so few children learn to read before going to 

school, and for those that do, they will typically have received encouragement and support in 

literacy related activities in their home before entering school (Nicholson, 1999). Additionally, 

if New Zealand children do learn to read themselves (Smith & Elley, 1995) with limited amount 

of direct instruction, we would not expect to find that 15-20% of 6-year-olds in New Zealand still 

require 1:1 intervention after having been immersed in a print-rich environment for an entire 

year (Tunmer, Greaney & Prochnow, 2015). 

These researchers argue that international reviews of the research demonstrate that 

other countries have abandoned the searchlights model of reading (National Reading Panel, 

2000, Rose, 2006; Rowe & National Inquiry into the Teaching of Literacy, 2005; Tunmer et al., 

2013; Tunmer, Greaney & Prochnow, 2015). For example, in the United Kingdom, the Simple 

View of Reading model was favored over the Searchlights model and provided the conceptual 

framework underlying the wide range of recommendations included in the Rose (2006) 

report. This report drew attention to some of the problems inherent in the model and argues 

that the Searchlights model does not best reflect how a beginner reader progresses to 

become a skilled reader. The Rose report (2006) has also has been adopted as the theoretical 

basis of the revised national curricular advice to all schools in England regarding the teaching 

of decoding and comprehension skills (Department of Education, 2010). 

Greaney (2001), found that text-based prompts (multiple cue/whole language 

approach) were more likely to be selected over prompts that encourage word-based 
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strategies by New Zealand teachers. Tunmer and Chapman (2002) identify a mismatch between 

teacher cueing strategies and student reading strategies. In a replication of an earlier study by 

Liberman and Liberman (1992), Tunmer and Chapman (2002) collected data on beginning 

readers’ reported strategies for identifying unknown words in text. The majority of children 

(52.1%) in the Tunmer and Chapman (2002) study (as was also found in the original Liberman 

and Liberman study, 1992) reported using word-based strategies (sound it out, think of the 

sounds, say the letters, do the sounds of it) rather than text based strategies (guess what the 

word is, read on, have a look at the picture). Additionally, Year 1 beginning readers who 

reported using word-based strategies strongly outperformed the children who reported using 

text based strategies on all reading and reading-related measures taken in the middle of year 

3. Furthermore, the children using word-based strategies were six times less likely to enter 

RR in year 2 compared to children who adopted text-based strategies in Year 1 (6% versus 

37%), and Pakeha European children were three times more likely to report using word-based 

strategies in Year 1 than Maori/Pasifika children (62% versus 21%). Liberman and Liberman 

(1992) and Tunmer and Chapman (2002) concluded that the constructivist, Multiple Cues 

approach to teaching in the classroom was not reflected in the actual word identification 

strategies that the children used. 

In summary, research suggests that reading achievement depends on the ability to 

recognize the words of text accurately and quickly, and for progress to occur the beginning 

reader must acquire the ability to translate letters and letter patterns into phonological forms 

(Ehri, 2005; Snow & Juel, 2005; Tunmer & Nicholson, 2011). Pressley (2006) asserts the 

scientific evidence is overwhelming that letter-sound cues are more important in recognizing 

words than either semantic or syntactic cues and argues that teaching children to decode by 

giving primacy to semantic and syntactical-contextual cues over graphemic-phonemic cues is 
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the equivalent to teaching them to read the way weak readers read. 

Simple View of reading theory. 
 

The Simple View of Reading theory is a formula based on the widely accepted view that 

reading has two basic components: word recognition (decoding) and comprehension. The 

Simple View formula has been supported and validated by a number of scientific research 

studies (Nation & Angell, 2006; Stuart, Stainthorp & Snowling, 2008; Tunmer & Chapman, 

2012; Tunmer & Greaney, 2010). The formula can help educators in assessing reading 

weaknesses and providing appropriate instruction. Gough and Tunmer (1986) present The 

Simple View in a basic formula: Decoding (D) x Language Comprehension (LC) = Reading 

Comprehension (RC). The Simple View formula and supporting studies show that a student’s 

reading comprehension (RC) score can be predicted if decoding (D) skills and language 

comprehension (LC) abilities are known. Gough and Tunmer (1986) propose the Simple View 

of Reading as a way to clarify the role of decoding in reading. 

Yet the Simple View is also a model that some researchers disavow mainly because of 

its implication that reading instruction should focus on just two things, decoding and 

language comprehension (Hoffman, 2009; Pressley et al., 2009). The critics of the simple view 

of reading argue that it reduces reading to a simplistic dichotomy that over emphasises drill 

and skill, ignores the sociocultural context of learning to read, favours one powerful language 

group over another, and that although the simple view accounts for much of the variance in 

reading comprehension, policy makers have applied the theory to the classroom in simplistic 

ways, forcing teachers to teach decoding and language skills in isolation without considering 

children’s different cultural backgrounds and knowledge. 

 In summary, the Simple View of Reading is a well-known theory that helps 

demonstrate reading comprehension abilities are dependent on both decoding skills (word 
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recognition) and linguistic (or listening) comprehension.  It provides clear explanation about 

the components of effective reading instruction and guidelines for assessment of students 

with reading difficulties which can be taught and assessed separately. Research both supports 

and critiques the usefulness of this approach. It is provided here to better understand the 

interventions that are compared in the present research.  

Approaches to Literacy Instruction  

Whole language approach. 

Whole language is an educational philosophy informed by multiple research fields. 

Researchers in this area often cite Noam Chomsky's language acquisition device (Collins, 2008) 

and Goodman’s (1967) "psycholinguistic guessing game" as parts of the theory, that children 

are biologically programmed to learn to read as naturally as they learn to talk. In the simplest 

terms, the whole language approach can be defined as a method of teaching children to read by 

recognizing words as whole pieces of language. Language should not be broken down into 

letters or combination of letters and decoded, instead they function in relation to each other 

in context. This approach is driven by the constructivist theory: teachers emphasize that 

students create (construct) their own knowledge from what they encounter, learning is a 

cognitive experience unique to each learner’s own perspectives and prior knowledge, which 

forms the framework for new knowledge. The constructivist philosophy of teaching reading is 

grounded in Piaget’s cognitive-developmental theory which asserts students are seen as active 

learners who create their own meaning and construct their knowledge through being 

immersed in a print rich environment (Wadsworth, 1979). 

Smith and Elley, two leading proponents of the constructivist approach to teaching 

reading in New Zealand, claimed that “children learn to read themselves; direct teaching plays 

only a minor role” (1995, p.87) and that learning to read is like learning to speak, where both 
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abilities are thought to develop “naturally” (p. 81). The predominant constructivist whole 

language approach to reading instruction is reflected in Ministry of Education publications 

e.g. Effective Literacy Practice in Years 1-4 (Ministry of Education, 2003), The New Zealand 

Curriculum (Ministry of Education, 2007), The Reading and Writing Standards for Years 1-8 

(Ministry of Education, 2009), The Literacy Progressions (Ministry of Education, 2010), and in 

many of the Ministry-funded literacy professional development programmes. For example, in 

The Literacy Progressions (Ministry of Education, 2010), the structure of the progressions 

states that after 6 months of school (Yellow level), students are developing the ability to search 

for and use interrelated sources of information (semantic, syntactic, visual and graphophonic), 

as well as use a wide range of word-solving strategies and comprehension strategies to make 

or confirm meaning. The reader is referred to the Effective Literacy Practice in Years 1 to 4 

(Ministry of Education, 2004), pages 28–31, for information about these sources of information 

in texts, however explicit teaching of phonics is not apparent in either of the documents. 

Some researchers argue that whilst these policies and programmes are suitable for 

some students a large body of research demonstrates they are almost totally unsuitable for 

those students who have difficulties learning to read (Arrow & Tunmer, 2012; Chapman, 2016; 

Nicholson, 2003; Paratore, Cassino & Schickedanz, 2011; Prochnow, Tunmer & Arrow, 2015; 

Tunmer et al., 2013; Tunmer, Greaney & Prochnow, 2015; Tunmer & Nicholson, 2011). 

Some researchers argue that New Zealand’s predominantly whole 

language/constructivist approach to reading instruction is largely responsible for the gap 

between New Zealand’s best and poorest readers students (Tunmer et al. 2013; Tunmer, 

Chapman & Prochnow 2004; Tunmer, Greaney & Prochnow, 2015; Tunmer & Nicholson, 

2011). They argue that the whole language approach does not address the inequalities of 

reading related skills and knowledge of students at school entry, consequently creating 
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positive and negative “Matthew effects” (rich get richer and poor get poorer effects) whereby 

students who enter school already equipped with emergent reading skills and knowledge 

continue to benefit from whole language instruction, whilst those with low or no pre-reading 

skills remain disadvantaged from the content based approach to reading instruction. 

Liberman and Liberman (1990) argue that up to 80% of students with some or high pre-

reading skills and knowledge will learn to read regardless of the philosophical underpinning 

of the instructional approach however the remaining 20% (or those with low pre-reading skills 

and knowledge) do not acquire the alphabetic principle unless through explicit and 

appropriated differentiated instruction (Arrow, Chapman & Greaney, 2015; Liberman & 

Liberman, 1990; Prochnow, Tunmer & Arrow, 2015). 

Code emphasis/phonic approach. 
 

Chall (1967) distinguished between reading approaches as either code-emphasis or 

meaning-emphasis approaches. Code emphasis programs are usually referred to as phonics 

programs in lay terms. The code emphasis approach focuses on the explicit teaching and 

developing students’ knowledge of letter-sound correspondences, orthographic skills to 

decode new words, words and word parts in isolation and in contextual reading, and the 

importance of word level cues over context level cues. 

Critics of the code-emphasis approach argue it decontextualized activities that leads to 

isolated texts and reduces reading and writing to simply matching letters to sound, children 

sound out every word and read stories that contain strange language patterns as a result of 

limited and controlled vocabulary, too much emphasis on lower-level skills that require 

students to simply decode and transcribe print (Katz-Sulgrove, Peck & McLaughlin, 2002). 

New Zealand’s National Literacy Strategy 
 

Tunmer et al. (2013) identified three interrelated factors that appear to have 
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contributed to some of the challenges of New Zealand’s national literacy strategy: (1) A 

constructivist orientation toward literacy education, (2) the failure to respond adequately to 

differences in literate cultural capital at school entry and (3) restrictive policies regarding the 

first year of literacy teaching. They infer from international literacy surveys as well as data 

collected by the Ministry of Education (MoE) that New Zealand’s national literacy strategy has 

fallen short. A high level of variability in New Zealand test scores from international surveys 

of reading has been evident for decades (Chapman, 2016; Lee, 2011; McDowel, Boyd, Hodgen, 

& van Vliet, 2005; Mullis, Martin, Foy, & Drucker, 2011; Reynolds & Wheldall, 2007; Tunmer 

et al. 2013; Tunmer, Chapman, & Prochnow, 2003, 2004, 2006; Tunmer, Greaney & Prochnow, 

2015; Tunmer & Prochnow, 2009; Tunmer, Prochnow, Greaney & Chapman, 2007). Tunmer 

et al. (2013) assert this is surprising considering New Zealand’s unified national education 

system and uniform approach to literacy instruction and intervention. It is also surprising 

given that, in comparison to other English speaking countries like the USA or Canada, most 

aspects of literacy education are controlled essentially by the MoE, and that there is 

considerably less variation in materials, reading methods and instructional strategies used in 

regular classroom reading programmes and in nationally implemented intervention 

programmes. 

Early recognition of the literacy gap was made by Elley (1992) who recognized from the 

PIRLS 1992 report that New Zealand had a large spread of scores between good and poor 

readers compared to many OECD countries and that this may have been due to low SES 

factors and to ESL backgrounds of immigrant children. Nicholson (1997) found disparities 

between children of different ethnic backgrounds in their school entry literacy related skill 

knowledge, these differences in literacy achievement between Maori and Pakeha students 

steadily increase over the first years of schooling, and subsequently into adulthood (Ministry 
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of Education, 1997; Nicolson, 2003; Nicholson & Gallienne, 1995; Tiruchittampalam, 2014; 

Tunmer & Nicholson, 2011). To address concerns about literacy achievement, the New 

Zealand government created in 1999 a Literacy Taskforce and an Expert Advisory Group to 

assist in achieving the goals of raising the literacy achievement of all students but with 

particular attention given to closing the gap between the lowest and highest achievers 

(Ministry of Education, 1999). Additionally, an Education and Science Committee of the New 

Zealand Parliament was created to provide recommendations to the Government on how the 

reading gap can be closed specifically by determining how and why many children are failing 

to learn to read effectively (New Zealand House of Representatives, 2001). The report found 

that the New Zealand government rejected many of the key recommendations of the Literacy 

Expert Group which included making changes to the New Zealand approach to literacy 

education such as that schools use phonics programmes in the classroom, that all primary 

teacher-training providers incorporate the teaching of phonetic skills and word-level decoding 

into their programmes, and that there be a greater emphasis on the benefits of phonics 

instruction in literacy leadership materials (Tunmer et al., 2013). In 2006, the same committee 

concluded that evidence from national and international assessments and studies support the 

proposition that New Zealand has a disproportionate number of students who underachieve. 

Despite the recognition that New Zealand students underachieve, the 2006 recommendations 

did not include any directional change towards New Zealand’s approach to teaching reading 

(whole language/constructivist approach) and the Ministry continued to fund Reading 

Recovery for remedial reading instruction in New Zealand schools. Instead MoE placed 

emphasis on devoting more resources to comprehensive professional development in 

assessment practices so that schools would be trained in the collection and use of data to 

inform their teaching practices (Tunmer et al., 2013). 
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In 2010, the MoE introduced national standards in reading and writing for Years 1-8 as 

another strategy for reducing the literacy achievement gap (Ministry of Education, 2009). 

MoE (2016) indicator reports demonstrate National Standards results for Year 1 to 8 students 

and show 78.0% are achieving at or above the standards for reading in 2015. However the 

proportions of Māori and Pasifika that are reaching the standards are lower than the overall 

proportion of students reaching the standards. The report also recognizes international 

assessments show no significant change in New Zealand Year 5 students' reading performance 

over the period from 2001 to 2010. This finding commensurate with data from the MoE (2011) 

Briefing to the Incoming Minister which indicated that over the past decade there had been 

little improvement in early literacy/numeracy especially for Maori and Pasifika children. 18% of 

Maori and 16% of Pasifika were not achieving basic literacy and numeracy skills by age 10, 

compared to 4% of non-Maori and non-Pasifika children. The Briefing concluded that the 

greatest challenge facing the schooling sector is producing equitable outcomes for students. 

In a critique of National Standards, Greaney and Arrow (2010) suggested that while the 

introduction of plain language reporting might allay some of the confusion surrounding what 

teachers report to the parents, it does not have any impact on the closing of the literacy 

achievement gap. They assert it is more necessary to look at the reasons why there is such a 

literacy gap, and suggest the predominate constructivist whole language approach to reading 

instruction that is promoted in Ministry of Education publications is the main cause. 

To summarise so far, one position is that the literacy gap is related to socioeconomic 

status (SES) and English as a second language (ESL) factors while the other position in that it 

is due to the whole language approach used in schools. 

Emergent Reading Skills and Matthew Effects in Reading Achievement 
 

Emergent reading skills are important, especially alphabet knowledge. Nicholson (2005) 
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reported that a child who starts school without them has a 70-80 percent chance of having 

reading problems. There is substantial evidence that children from low-income backgrounds 

begin school with significantly lower levels of literacy-related skills and experiences than from 

more advantaged backgrounds (Lonigan, 2003; Nicholson, 2003; Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998; 

Tunmer, Chapman and Prochnow, 2006; Whitehouse & Lonigan, 2001). In fact, the home 

literacy environment has been suggested as the major contributing factor to these differences 

in entry-level pre-reading skills (Blachman, 2000; Hart & Risley, 2003, Nicholson, 2003; 

Rodiguez-Brown, 2011; Tunmer, Chapman & Prochnow, 2006). 

An extensive amount of research (Catts & Kamhi, 2005, Spear-Swerling & Sternberg, 

1994) argues the wide spread of reading scores both internationally and in New Zealand is 

largely the results of positive and negative Matthew effects, a term coined by Stanovich 

(1986) that describes the negative consequences associated with failure in reading. The term 

is taken from a biblical passage found in the book of Matthew (Matthew 25:29, Modern King 

James Version). The argument is that those who start reading with more difficulties often get 

caught in a downward spiral of failure. In a longitudinal study, Nicholson (2003) followed 88 

low and 23 high (SES) children over a period of five years. The results showed that after five 

years of school, a little over half (52 percent) of the low-SES children were at least a year 

below average for their age compared with only 8 percent for the high-SES children. In effect, 

the gaps between reading-related skills of children from low and high SES backgrounds grew 

wider as the children grew older. 

Literate cultural capital is a generic term referring to reading-related skills at school 

entry that are strongly linked to activities in the home environment that support early literacy 

development (Tunmer, Chapman & Prochnow, 2006; Tunmer & Nicholson, 2011). 

International and New Zealand research indicates children with a higher form of literate 
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cultural capital respond better to literacy instruction and become better readers than children 

who do not (Nicholson, 2003, Whitehurst & Lonigan, 2001). Tunmer, Chapman and Prochnow 

(2006) in a longitudinal study of literacy development in New Zealand found that literate 

cultural capital at the start of the school year accounted for nearly 50% of the variance in 

reading achievement of year 7 students. Arrow and Tunmer (2012) and Prochnow, Tunmer 

and Arrow (2015) assert that students who enter school with low literate cultural capital 

generally need more explicit, systematic, teacher directed instruction in order to learn to 

read, however children who enter school with high literate cultural capital may benefit better 

from child-directed, implicit instruction. Arrow, Chapman and Greaney (2015) argue for 

differentiated instruction as an approach better suited to overcome differences in literate 

cultural capital at school entry than the current “one size-fits-all” whole 

language/constructivist approach. Research also suggest the importance of teachers 

accessing effective assessments that better enable them to identify specific learning needs of 

the child (Arrow, Chapman & Greaney, 2015; Arrow, MacLachlan & Greaney, 2015). 

Reading Recovery 
 

One of the strategies adopted by the MoE to address the underachievement gap in New 

Zealand schools is the Reading Recovery (RR) programme. RR is an early literacy preventative 

programme for at risk-students after one year of school. It was designed by Dame Marie Clay 

from The University of Auckland in the 1970s and has been implemented widely in many 

countries outside of New Zealand including the United States, Canada, Great Britain and 

Australia for a period of approximately 20 years. It aims to substantially reduce the incidence 

of reading failure in a school system by accelerating to average levels of performance the 

progress of 6-year-old children who show signs of reading difficulty (Clay, 1993). RR continues 

to be a government funded intervention in New Zealand which receives support from the 
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MoE. It is a programme taken in addition to the regular classroom reading instruction, and as 

Smith and Elley (1995), indicate, it complements the current whole language approach utilized 

in New Zealand classrooms. 

Reading Recovery has been the focus of substantial studies over the course of its 30- 

year history. Research has concentrated on a variety of issues including merits and limitations 

of its instructional approach, cost effectiveness, and efficacy regarding producing accelerated 

and long-lasting gains in students literacy achievements. D’Agostino and Murphy (2004) 

summarize the difficulties in evaluating Reading Recovery including: student selection and 

attrition policies, barriers to locating an equivalent comparison group, reliance on outcome 

measures designed for the programme, and problems inherent with accurately measuring 

students’ achievement levels. 

Support for RR. 
 

May et al. (2015) reported first-year results of an implementation study of the RR 

programme at multiple schools in the state of Iowa and found the Department of Education’s 

Institute of Education and Sciences judged Reading Recovery to have strong evidence of 

effectiveness. In this study a national sample of children were randomly assigned to Reading 

Recovery or a non-treated control group. Initial results indicated that Reading Recovery 

children made significantly greater gains than control group children. 

Recent meta-analysis studies have given support to these findings. What Works 

Clearinghouse (WWC) (US Department of Education, 2013) considered the extent of evidence 

for Reading Recovery on the reading skills of beginning readers based on three studies and 

found results to be small for four outcome domains—alphabet knowledge, reading fluency, 

comprehension, and general reading achievement. However, Reading Recovery was found to 

have positive effects on general reading achievement and potentially positive effects on the 
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selected domains. 

In response to the possible criticism that only a small number of studies met WWC 

criteria, Schwartz (2015) highlighted the WWC (2007) analysis of beginning reading 

programmes which produced reports on 24 of 153 beginning reading programmes that had 

one or more studies meeting their evidence standards with or without reservations. 

Schwartz noted that the five RR studies included in the WWC evidence base (2008) exceeded 

the number of clinical trials available for other programmes and provided substantial support 

for the causal link between RR intervention and student progress. WWC (2014) concluded 

that RR had a significant positive impact on the general reading achievement of struggling 

readers in the first grade. 

D’Agostino and Harmey (2016) state RR is an effective early literacy intervention for 

struggling readers although they acknowledged ongoing concerns regarding the longevity of 

the impact effect. They also question if the programme should be held accountable for a 

child’s achievement 2 or 3 years down beyond the intervention period, given that it is a 

programme designed to be short term and integrated into the school system with other 

interventions and classroom practice. 

Against RR. 
 

While RR has been successful in bringing about change at a political level and in teacher 

training as well as modest positive effects for underachieving readers (Shanahan & Barr, 1995; 

Reynolds & Wheldall, 2007) other research indicates it has not been shown to be more 

effective than other, often less expensive programmes (Slavin, Lake, Davis & Madden, 2011). 

Similarly, in a meta-analysis of one-to-one tutoring programmes in reading, Elbaum, Vaugn, 

Hughes and Moody (2000) concluded that the findings of their meta-analysis did not support 

the superiority of Reading Recovery over other one-to-one reading interventions. A review of 



23  

Reading Recovery by Shanahan and Barr (1995) found that it did not lead to systematic 

changes in classroom instructions, thus making it difficult to maintain gains over a greater 

length of time. Reynolds and Wheldall (2007) looked at reading intervention research from 

the state of Victoria in Australia and did not find evidence to support long term gains. 

Chapman, Greaney and Tunmer (2007) argued there was a lack of evidence of long term gains 

for the Reading Recovery programme in the New Zealand context and criticised the NZCER 

(McDowel et al. 2005) report for not addressing this issue. Greaney (2011) asserted that the 

RR programme’s reliance on the Multiple Cue approach to reading ultimately underpins how 

teachers both assess oral reading progress (running records) and how they instruct for word 

identification (teaching prompts). Despite the large amount of international research that 

demonstrates the importance of specific word-level identification skills, there continues to be 

concern about RR’s reliance on the Multiple Cue approach. 

Sustainability of RR in the New Zealand context. 
 

Chapman and Tunmer (2016) examined PIRLS 2011 data for New Zealand students who 

had been in in the RR programme three years earlier when they were 6 years old. They 

concluded from the PIRLS 2011 data that on average, students who received RR three years 

prior to the PIRLS 2011 survey were performing markedly lower than their same-age peers 

who did not receive remedial reading assistance. Two New Zealand studies specifically 

examined the performance of RR students who had been successfully discontinued between 

two and four years earlier. Jesson and Limbrick (2014) and Nicholas and Parkhill (2010) found 

that gains made in RR by children who were successfully discontinued from the programme 

did not last for more than 50% of them in terms of maintaining at least average literacy 

learning performance outcomes. 

In response to these two studies, Schwartz (2015) argued that whilst these two studies 
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used school records to identify and track the progress of children who demonstrated 

accelerated progress during their RR intervention, neither study tracks progress for a similarly 

low group of students who did not receive RR and compare the distribution of scores of RR 

students several years after the intervention against national New Zealand norms on 

measures of reading achievement. Schwartz (2015) argues the findings are what would be 

expected for students whose literacy progress was accelerated in the early years of school, 

but who have a number of risk factors in their lives that contributed to their low initial literacy 

performance. Schwartz (2015) argued it is not whether RR students maintain their gain, but 

rather what factors within the system help students maintain their intervention gains over 

time. 

In summary, there is much international debate about the effectiveness of the RR 

programme. Critics argue that RR has not been shown to be more effective than other, often 

less expensive, remedial programmes. The evidence remains disputed regarding long term 

gains and only small positive effects have been found. Additionally, problems in data 

collection, evaluation policies, selective use of data, unsustainable long term benefits, 

inefficient instructor-pupil ratios, poor targeting, and the strong emphasis on the Multiple 

Cue with its whole language approach to teaching reading have all been highlighted as key 

contributing factors to the lack of long term success of the RR programme in resolving the low 

literacy performance of the New Zealand Education system (Chapman, Greaney & Tunmer, 

2007; Iversen, Tunmer & Chapman, 2005; Nicholson, 2002; Reynolds & Wheldall, 2007; 

Tunmer & Chapman, 2003). In contrast, other researchers have argued that RR does have a 

reasonably strong effect, has sustainable long term benefits, and is just as effective as other 

interventions (D’Agostino & Harmey, 2016; Hattie,  2012; Schwartz, 2015; WWC 2007; 2008; 

2014) 
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Evidence Based Best Practices in Reading Instruction 
 

Researchers favouring the phonological approach to reading have cited an extensive 

amount of international and New Zealand based research on the reading acquisition process 

Research supports the addition of explicit and systematic instruction in phonemic awareness 

and phonemically based decoding skills to intervention strategies (Greaney, Tunmer & 

Chapman, 1997; Lovett et al., 2000; Ryder, Tunmer & Greaney, 2008; Tunmer & Greaney, 

2008). An Australia Government report concluded systematic phonics teaching within a 

stimulating and literacy-rich environment is paramount for effective teaching of reading in 

the early years (Department of Education Science and Training, 2005). In England, the Rose 

Report (2006) recommended that the most successful way of teaching reading should be a 

move to phonic based instruction. The scientific evidence does seem to support phonemic 

awareness and phonological processing skill as an important prerequisite for learning to read 

(Iverson & Tunmer, 1993; Morris, Tyner & Perney, 2000; Ryder, Tunmer & Greaney, 2008; 

Santa and Hoien, 1999). 

Researchers continue to identify what type of instructional programme provides the 

most successful outcomes for the majority of beginning readers who may be at risk. Some 

have found a direct link between effective remedial instructions and explicitly taught 

phonological processes (Juel, 1996; Lovett et al., 2000; Torgesen et al., 2001) though this has 

not been sufficient to increase fluency as well. Snow and Juel (2005) conclude that attention 

to small units in early reading instruction is helpful for all children, harmful to none and crucial 

for some. Research indicates that the majority of poor readers have difficulty in the 

phonological domain (Vellutino et al., 1996) and that phonological awareness is one of the 

best predictors of reading (Tunmer, Chapman & Prochnow, 2004). It is widely accepted that 

students should be identified as at risk and provided with appropriate intervention as early as 
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possible (Nicholson, 2003). The United States National Reading Panel (2000) carried out a 

meta-analysis of effective reading strategies and identified five essential factors that must be 

included  if   children  are   to  be  successful  in  reading:  phonemic   awareness,  phonics, 

comprehension, fluency and vocabulary. Paris (2005) also concluded that these five factors 

are essential for the development of reading skills, and further differentiates these skills into 

two categories, constrained (alphabet knowledge, phonological awareness and oral reading 

fluency) and unconstrained skills (vocabulary and comprehension). Constrained skills have a 

ceiling for mastery and are acquired at a rapid rate whilst unconstrained skills develop over 

longer periods of time and may never be completely mastered. Greaney and Tunmer (2010) 

however argued that Paris downplayed the importance of alphabet knowledge and the 

foundational effects of phonemic awareness on learning to read. 

More recently, the concept of a balanced literacy programme has been suggested as an 

integrative approach, portrayed by its advocates as taking the best elements of both whole 

language and code-emphasizing phonics approaches (Adams, 1990; Nation & Angell, 2006; 

Pressley, 2006; Tunmer & Nicholson, 2011). Some researchers have concentrated on the best 

approach for individualized students keeping in mind the stage of their schooling, and the 

timing of the reading instruction in which they receive it. Some research indicates the 

importance of differentiated instruction for children who come to school with both low and 

high amounts of literate cultural capital (Arrow, Chapman & Greaney, 2015). They argue that 

the role of phonemic awareness, word recognition skills and metacognition knowledge all are 

central to the heart of an effective remedial programme for students needing additional 

support. In summary, key elements of a remedial programme should include instruction that 

is preventative in nature, assesses phonemic awareness and word recognitions skills, provides 

explicit instruction in both decoding skills and context use, and provides reflection on 
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metacognitive knowledge and strategy. 

Although there may never be complete consensus of what the most effective method 

of teaching reading is, the research reviewed in this current study strongly suggests there is a 

solid base of knowledge that recognizes the essential role of early reading skills such as 

phonemic awareness, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension in order to be successful 

readers. 

Research on Quick60 
 

The Quick60 literacy programme is based on developmental theory especially 

Vygotsky’s Zone of Proximal Development (Berk & Winsler, 1995) and empirical research that 

includes reading acquisition, reading difficulties and early intervention programmes (Iversen 

& Tunmer, 1993; Iversen, Tunmer & Chapman, 2005). Originally created for small group 

instruction of students not meeting current classroom standards, Quick60 has also been 

shown in unpublished trials to be effective as a whole class teaching programme at the New 

Entrant level (Chapman, 2016). Quick60 contains many essential features of what literature 

demonstrates as best practices such as prevention through early intervention before the 

cumulative effects of reading failure become chronic, and content that covers a number of 

aspects of reading and writing processes. These processes include fluency in reading, spelling 

words in isolation and context, and the introduction of new high frequency words into reading 

and writing vocabulary which builds fluency, vocabulary and comprehension on connected 

text. The programme also involves teaching new phonic/vocabulary skills explicitly and 

systematically, provides for comprehension strategies, and revises, consolidates and extends 

learning as the student progresses through the book levels. (Iversen Publishing, 2016). 

Quick60 comprises the best from both approaches of the literacy debate (whole 

language versus code emphasis/phonetic) by promoting the researched need for the inclusion 
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of phonological awareness within the systematic structure of the Reading Recovery 

Programme (Iversen, Tunmer, & Chapman, 2005; Chapman, 2016). Phonemic awareness is 

taught explicitly, but not in isolation. Rather, teaching sessions are taken from the context of 

what students are reading or writing so that the processes do not become isolated rote 

learning exercises. 

Research Context of the Current Study 
 

The research reviewed in this current study strongly suggests there is a solid base of 

knowledge that recognizes the essential role of early reading skills such as phonemic 

awareness, fluency, vocabulary and comprehension. In consideration of this, I sought to find 

out if the Quick60 programme was an effective reading intervention, in comparison to the RR 

programme given they are different in instructional approach. 

Research Questions 
 

1. To determine whether Quick60 is an effective literacy intervention for at- risk New 

Zealand students. 

2. To find out if the Quick 60 and Reading Recovery interventions are comparable in 

their effectiveness. 

Null Hypothesis 
 

There will be no difference between Quick60 and RR in their effects on reading and 

spelling. 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

This chapter describes the participants, the treatment conditions, the measures, the 

research design and the research procedure. The design of the study was a non-equivalent 

experimental design in that there was an experimental group (Quick60, Reading Recovery) 

and a control group but children were not randomly assigned to groups. The first question 

of interest was whether Quick60 is an effective remedial literacy intervention for at-risk New 

Zealand students. The second question of interest was whether the two interventions were 

comparable in their impact on language, reading and spelling skills. 

Participants 
 

Table 1 shows the composition of students according to gender, age and ethnic group. 

The participants in the study were 30 children from Years 2 to 4. There was a significant 

difference among the three groups in age, F(2,18) = 35.97. Follow up contrasts showed that 

The Control and Reading Recovery children were no different to each other in age but were 

significantly younger than the Quick60 group. There were eight children in the Q60 group, 12 

in the RR group and 10 in the Control group. Chi square results were almost significant for 

ethnicity (p=.06) in that the Quick60 group were all Maori students. There were no differences 

for gender but there were for classroom (Quick60 children were in different classrooms 

according to age) and for year level (Quick60 were in a higher year level).  26 schools were 

approached but only 2 that met the requirements agreed to participate in the study.   

The participants were drawn from these two Auckland Primary schools located in low 

socio- economic and culturally diverse areas. Decile ranking is used to calculate funding each 

school receives from the Ministry of Education. Decile 1 schools receive the highest level of 

funding due to their location in low socio-economic areas, while decile 10 schools receive the 
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lowest level of funding due to their location in high socio-economic areas. School A was decile 

2 and currently uses both the Quick60 and RR programmes. It had 23 student participants in 

this study. It had a roll of 390 students and the student population is made up of 56% Maori 

students, 32% Pasifika (Samoan 20%, Tongan 7% and Cook Island Maori 5%) and 12% of other 

nationalities including NZ European (3%), Indian (4%) and Other (5%). 

School B was decile 3 and currently uses only RR, however it was examining alternative 

reading programmes to better meet the needs of their students. It had seven students in this 

study. It had a school roll of 457 students and the student population was made up of 41% 

Pasifika students (Samoan 16%, Tongan 15%, Niuean 4% and Cook Island Maori 6%), 25% 

Maori students, Indian 12%, NZ European 10% and 12% of other nationalities including Middle 

Eastern African, Chinese, Fijian and Filipino. 

The Q60 participants from School A were identified by their school as below their 

chronological reading age with a discrepancy of at least one year between chronological and 

reading age for their year level. Reading ages for this group were calculated using the Prose 

Reading Observation, Behaviour and Evaluation (PROBE) (Parkin, Parkin, & Pool, 2002) a test 

that is used in many New Zealand schools to assess the reading ability of children in Years 3 

to 10. The participants in this group were at the Year 4 level. It is common NZ practice is to 

use this assessment for their age group. There are 20 levels of reading texts available in the 

PROBE series with difficulty levels ranging from 5.0 years through to 15.5 years. This 

individually administered tool measures reading accuracy and reading comprehension to 

calculate a reading age. Students read the passages aloud. Testing stops when the student is 

no longer able to read with accuracy of 90% or better and comprehension of 70% or better. 

The participants in the RR group intervention from both School A and School B were 

identified by their school as below their chronological reading age with a discrepancy of at 
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least one year between their chronological age and their reading age. Reading Recovery 

targets the lowest 15% to 20% of students in a school who have not displayed evidence of 

benefitting from formal reading after the first year of schooling (Nicholas & Parkhill, 2014). 

Reading ages for the RR group were calculated by their school using the PM Benchmark 

Reading Assessment Resource which is commonly used for junior school pupils, and has been 

designed to assess students’ instructional and independent reading levels using unseen, 

meaningful texts (Nelson Education, 2016). 

The Control group participants were identified by school personnel as students who 

best matched the RR students in age and reading levels. Whilst efforts were made to include 

students in the control group who also showed a discrepancy of at least one year between 

chronological and reading age, this was not possible given the constraints of the school 

population.  Two participants from School B were identified as showing a discrepancy of at 

least one year between chronological and reading age.  The remaining eight had 6-10 months 

discrepancy between chronological and reading age.  The control children were drawn from 

the same classrooms as the RR participants in School A. This was not possible in School B. The 

requirements of the study asked for children to identify as below their chronological reading 

age and because of this, the control participants in School A, as were the RR participants, 

were drawn from several classrooms. 
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Table 1 
Composition of students according to gender, age and ethnicity 

 
   

Groups 
    

  
School A 

 School B 

 Quick 60 Control RR  
Control RR 

Number 8 8 7  2 5 
Chronological Age 7.53 6.39 6.20  6.17 6.45 
BPVT 83.13 89.88 91.57  95.00 88.00 
(Standardised Score)       
Burt Reading Age 6.38 5.72 5.45  5.63 5.47 

Ethnicity       

a) Maori 8 3 4  1 1 
b) Pacific Islander 0 5 3  1 1 
c) European 0 0 0  0 3 

Gender       

a) Males 5 4 3  0 3 
b) Females 2 3 4  2 2 

Year       

a) 2 0 7 7  2 5 
b) 3 4 0 0 0 0 
c) 4 3 0 0 0 0 

Classroom      

a) B1 1 0 0 0 0 
b) B2 2 0 0 0 0 
c) B4 4 0 0 0 0 
d) C0 0 3 2 0 0 
e) D4 0 2 3 0 0 
f) E3 1 0 0 0 0 
g) E4 0 3 2 0 0 
h) R5 0 0 0 2 4 
i) R6 0 0 0 0 1 

 
 

Research Design 
 

A quasi-experimental design was used in the current study. This was a pretest-
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posttest study. There were 30 children in total with eight children in the Q60 group, 12 

children in the RR group and 10 children in the Control group. The allocation of children to 

groups was outside the control of the researcher and determined by the schools so it was 

impossible to allocate children on a random basis to groups. Schools allocated children to 

the intervention based if there was a discrepancy of at least a year between chronological 

and reading ages. School A decided to implement Q60 for an older group of children in Year 

4 because as per RR policy, it is administered to six-year-olds only. The intervention groups 

received instruction. Quick60 was done in small groups of four students. Reading Recovery 

was one-to-one. The Control Group children did not receive any intervention but received 

normal classroom instruction. School A classroom teachers implemented the Joy Allcock 

Spelling Programme and the Gaye Byers Word Work programme in their classrooms.  

School B classroom teachers implemented the Joy Allcock Spelling Programme in their 

classrooms The control group did not receive intervention after the study was complete. 

This did not present any major ethical concerns as it followed standard school practices. NZ 

schools assign students to intervention groups based on highest need in the classroom or 

school and often students who are below age appropriate standards do not get selected for 

intervention. Some schools, like school B, have such a high demand for the RR programme 

that below-average readers are put on waiting lists. Depending on the progress of the 

selected students, the students on the waiting list may or may not receive intervention. 

Some schools provide alternative programmes or teacher assistant (TA) help, however the 

students in the control group for this research did not receive any additional intervention 

during the study.  

Measures 
 

Pre and post intervention data were collected on all participants using standardized 
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assessments and non-standardised Quick60 assessment tools. 

Standardised assessments 
 

The British Picture Vocabulary Scale (BPVT) was used to assess students’ receptive 

(hearing) vocabulary in Standard English. It is an individually administered test and items were 

orally presented, no reading or written responses were required from the child. The researcher 

named an item and the student indicated the correct response verbally by indicating the 

correct number by the picture or by pointing to the correct picture. This assessment was 

adminstered pre-intervention only for the purpose to exclude any potential students with major 

language impairments from the research. Standardised recording and scoring protocols, as per 

the manual, were used (Dunn & Dunn, 2009). Reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha) for this test were 

0.86. 

The Burt Word Reading Test was used as a measure as it is standardised for New 

Zealand students. It is an individually administered test consisting of 110 selected words in 

isolation, printed in differing sizes of type and graded in order of difficulty. Students were 

asked to read each word aloud until 10 consecutive words were read incorrectly. Standardised 

recording and scoring protocols, as per the manual, were used (Gilmore, Croft & Reid, 1981).It 

has high internal consistency (reliabilities above .91). 

Non-standardised assessments 
 

Quick60. 
 

The Quick60 programme had its own set of assessment tools (shown in the Appendices) 

to assess students and match them to the appropriate instructional materials. The following 

assessments were completed: 

Spelling test. 
 
The spelling test is designed to assess how well the students can translate sounds into 
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letters. This test comprised of 24 words that are context related. Each word is presented 

aurally, in a sentence, and then the word is repeated. The task is terminated when students 

make four consecutive errors. The items were scored in two ways: by the number of words 

spelled correctly (out of a possible 24) and by scoring each item according to a scale, with 

points awarded for conventional and unconventional spellings that captures one or more 

phonemes found in the item, with a total score possible of 96. Using points to score gives a 

truer picture of the student’s ability to hear and record the sounds in words. Sometimes, 

students can segment some but not all phonemes. Scoring points lets you see which sounds 

the student can or cannot record and at which position in the word these sounds occur 

(Appendix A). 

Pseudo-word decoding test. 
 
This test assesses how well students can translate letters into sounds. Students who are 

unable to do this task will have trouble reading unknown words. The test is comprised of 42 

pseudo words. The items were scored in two ways: one, by the number of words read 

correctly and two, by the total number of sounds pronounced correctly in each item, provided 

the sounds in the item were blended together into a single syllable with a total number of 153 

possible points (Appendix B). 

Other non-standardised assessments 
 
Running record/reading book level. 

 
Book level assessments are the most frequently used literacy assessments undertaken 

by New Zealand teachers. Book reading level was assessed at the end of 2015 by the students’ 

teachers and independently by the researcher in early 2016. Book level is not an equal interval 

scale as the average increase in book level for a given period of instruction is greater for the 

lower level books than for the higher level books. For example, a 5-year-old student is 
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expected to progress from level 1 to level 12 by the end of their first year of school whereas 

a 7-year-old is expected to progress from level 18 to level 22 by the time they turn 8, a 

movement of 4 book levels (Hartley, 1999). (Appendix C). 

The books used for the independent testing pre and post intervention were taken from 

the inaugural 1963 Ready to Read Series published by the New Zealand Department of 

Education. An older version of this series was used to ensure the participants were presented 

with unseen texts. The readers were all graded in difficulty. The Ready to Read series is the 

core instructional reading series for New Zealand students in years 1–3 working at curriculum 

levels 1 and 2. A colour wheel is located on the back of each graded readers, providing 

information about the suggested reading level. The Ready to Read series texts are provided 

for guided and shared reading and are distributed free to all New Zealand schools with junior 

classes. The students were asked to read the text unseen after being told the title and brief 

orientation to the story. Accurate reading and miscues were recorded on a Student Record 

sheet. The students were then asked to retell the story in his/her own words and answer five 

questions prescribed to each book. The same books were used pre- and post-test by the 

researcher.  The researcher was familiar with Running Records and had 18 years of experience 

in conducting Running Records in the classroom. The students’ reading level was assessed on 

both accuracy and comprehension. A mathematical formula was then used to ascertain 

whether the reading level was easy (95%-100% accuracy level), instructional (90%-94% 

accuracy level) or hard (below 90%) and an answer of at least 3.5 of the comprehension 

questions completely accurately was needed to be accredited as reading at that book level.  

Procedure 
 

The study was carried out during terms one through to term three of the school year. 

The 30 participants were individually tested by the researcher in a quiet withdrawal room at 
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their school during school hours. All testing was completed by the researcher on a one-to-one 

basis in a room away from the classroom. Reliability checks for the scoring of the Q60 assessment 

measures did not take place due to time constraints. A Consent Form that was worded in a child-

friendly manner was shared and Informed Consent was received from schools and families 

prior to any testing taking place (Appendix D). 

The Quick60 programme in School A was implemented by two teacher aides (TA), with 

four participants in a group. The first TA had 20 years of experience working as a TA and 4 

years teaching the Q60 programme. The second TA had 4 years working as a TA and 2 years 

teaching the Q60 programme. The RR teachers in School A both had 4 years classroom 

teaching experience and both were in their first year of implementing the RR programme.  

Students from school B were taught by 2 RR teachers. One RR teacher had 15 years of 

classroom teaching experience and 5 years implementing the RR programme. The other RR 

teacher had 10 years of classroom teaching experience and 6 years of implementing the RR 

programme. 

The teachers of the control children in both schools ranged in levels of experience 

varying from a teacher in her first year of teaching to teachers with more than 15 year 

experience. 

Quick60 
 

Quick60 is described in the teacher manual (Iversen Publishing, 2016) as a 

prevention/early intervention programme for at-risk readers. The books and lesson plans are 

sequentially leveled and non-fiction, making them appealing to reluctant, inexperienced 

and/or older readers (Figure 1). Quick60 incorporates all aspects of literacy such as phonemic 

awareness, phonics, comprehension, vocabulary, fluency and spelling. The programme can 

be used with small groups of up to five students and can be implemented by a teacher or 
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teacher aide without further training. The books are designed to be used in conjunction with 

lesson plans which are very explicit. Each 40 minute lesson comprises of seven components 

that remain consistent throughout the programme: Quick Quiz, New Word, Quick Read, Quick 

Check, Quick Write, New Skill and New Book. Emphasis is given to reading and spelling. A new 

skill that draws the students' attention to print and helps them spell, is introduced in each 

lesson. Each lesson also provides for fluency practice, comprehension, vocabulary instruction 

and writing. 

Figure 1. Sample of a leveled text, lesson 15.2 (Iversen Publishing, 2016). 
 

 

 
A lesson plan is provided for each book, following the same format with explicit 

instruction and guided practice in reading and writing (Appendix E). The lesson plans each 

contain a color-coded check sheet to record a student’s oral reading. There are questions to 

help assess both literal and inferential comprehension. The results of both these measures, 
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plus a level of reading fluency, can be recorded on a data point sheet that accompanies each 

lesson plan. Subsequent lessons provide opportunities for revision and consolidation. (Iversen 

Publishing, 2016). 

Two trained teacher aides administered the Quick60 programme 4 days a week for 40 

minutes each day over 13 weeks. The school originally planned to implement lessons 5 days 

a week however later decided it would teach lessons 4 days a week. The researcher checked 

for treatment fidelity by observing two of the lessons for each TA during the 13 weeks, once 

at the week 6 mark, and once at the week 13 mark.  Results of these observations indicated 

that the teacher aides implemented the programme in the prescribed manner. 

Reading Recovery. 
 

Daily 30-minute Reading Recovery lessons were individually designed and delivered by 

specially trained teachers. Using a wide range of procedures (these are detailed in Clay, 2005a; 

2005b), teachers make moment-by-moment decisions within each lesson to support the 

individual child. Careful observation of reading and writing behaviors guides teaching 

decisions. As teachers gather data they align their teaching with what a child actually does. 

Reading Recovery teachers are trained to use Clay's Observation Survey (2005a) to assess 

each child's strengths and confusions. Every day, the teacher takes a running record of the 

child's progress on text reading and uses the data for future lesson plans. The teacher uses 

other observational data to inform instruction: daily lesson records, students’ writing, and 

change over time in reading and writing vocabulary. As explained in Clay (1981) there are 

seven steps in a typical lesson: 

1. Re-reading of two or more familiar books 
 

2. Letter identification practice using magnetic letters on a magnetic board 
 

3. Writing a story 
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4. Sound analysis of words using the Elkonin technique 
 

5. Cut up story to be re-arranged 
 

6. New book introduced 
 

7. New book attempted 
 

Each lesson consists of reading familiar books, reading yesterday’s new book and taking 

a running record, working with letters and/or words using magnetic letters, writing a story, 

assembling a cut-up story, and reading a new book. The teacher creates opportunities for the 

child to problem solve and provides just enough support to help the child develop strategic 

behaviors to use on texts in both reading and writing. Every lesson incorporates learning 

about letter/sound relationships. Children are taught to hear and record sounds and to work 

with spelling patterns. Reading Recovery encourages comprehension and problem solving 

with print so that decoding is purposeful and students read fluently (Clay, 2005a; 2005b; 

Reading Recovery Council of North America, 2016) 

In each of the two schools, two trained Reading Recovery tutors administered the 

programme 5 days a week for 30 minute lessons over 13 weeks. The researcher checked for 

treatment fidelity by observing two of the lessons for each of the RR tutors during the 13 

weeks. 

Ethical Considerations 
 

This study was reviewed and approved by the Massey University Human Ethics 

Committee: Northern, Application 15_032. (Appendix F). Informed written consent was 

obtained from the school principal, caregivers of the participants and the student 

participants. The caregivers and children in the study were given the option to opt out of the 

study. The children in the study were between 6 and 8 years of age. The reading assessments 

used in the study were from standardized and non-standardized (Quick60) assessments that 
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were appropriate for this age group. Confidentiality was assured in that names of the children, 

teacher aides, teachers or schools were not to be identified in the reporting of the study. 

Summary of the Chapter 
 

The design of the study involved three groups of children who either received Quick60 

or Reading Recovery instruction as decided by their school. A control group of children did 

not receive any extra reading instruction. The Teacher Aides and Reading Recovery teachers 

implemented the programmes outside of the classroom for 13 weeks. 
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Chapter 4 

Results 

The chapter presents the results for the main research question for the study, that is, 

whether the Quick60 and Reading Recovery intervention programmes were comparable in 

their impact on reading and spelling. 

The reader is reminded of the nature of the sample and how it was selected, that 

children were not randomly assigned to groups. Children were pre-selected for Reading 

Recovery by the schools. The schools then selected children of comparable age and reading 

level to children in the Reading Recovery group to be the control group. The researcher did 

ask for a control group of children comparable in age to the Quick60 group but this was not 

possible. As a result, there was a disparity in ages between the Quick60 group and the Reading 

Recovery and Control groups. 

The School A sample started with 26 children (Quick60 = 10, Reading Recovery = 8, and 

Control = 8) but two of the Quick60 and one of the Reading Recovery children left the school 

during the study. School B started with eight children (Reading Recovery = 4 and Control group 

= 4) but one of the Control children was soon assigned to Reading Recovery and another child 

in the Control group left the school. 

At the end of the study, 23 children from School A (Quick60 = 8, Reading Recovery = 7, 

and Control = 8) and seven children from School B (Reading Recovery = 5 and Control = 2) had 

completed all pretest and posttests. This produced a total sample of 30 children (Quick60 = 

8, Reading Recovery = 12, Control = 8). The pretest and posttest means and standard 

deviations for the sample are shown in Table 2. 

The initial analysis was analysis of variance (ANOVA). The repeated measures factor 

was time (Pre, Post). The between groups factor was Group and had three levels (Quick60, 
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Reading Recovery, Control). The dependent measures were Burt Word Reading, Pseudoword 

reading, Spelling, and Book Levels. The pseudoword and spelling measures were scored as 

words correct but also as phonemes correct and these are also reported in Table 2. The result 

of most interest was the time by group (T x G) interaction (see Table 2) to see if there was 

any difference in relative progress of any of the groups from pretest to posttest. The only 

result that was significant was for the Burt Word Test. Contrasts showed that Quick60 group 

made fewer gains in Word Reading than did the Reading Recovery and Control groups and 

that the Reading Recovery and Control groups made similar gains.  A follow up ANCOVA, 

however, adjusting for pretest differences in Burt Word Reading scores showed no significant 

difference among the three groups (adjusted posttest means were: Quick60 = 21.78, Control 

= 24.25, Reading Recovery = 24.94). Further analyses were carried out, taking into account 

differences in chronological age at pretest but these also did not show any other differences 

among the three groups. To take account of possible differences between Schools A and B 

the analysis was also carried out just for School A children and the results were the same. 
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Table 2 
Means and Standard Deviations – Pretest and Posttest Scores 

 
 
 

   Pretest   Posttest    

Measures  Quick60 Control Reading 
Recovery 

Quick60 Control Reading 
Recovery 

ANOVA 
TxG 

 

  n = 8 n = 10 n = 12 n = 8 n = 10 n = 12 F(2,27) p 
BurtWord M 25.38 11.40 9.92 30.25 21.80 21.33 4.11* .03 

 SD 6.14 6.92 5.02 4.92 7.60 7.30   
PseudoWord M 6.00 .90 1.83 7.88 2.40 4.50 .36 .70 

 SD 6.37 1.52 2.69 7.85 2.95 4.21   
PseudoPhon M 32.00 6.40 11.83 41.50 16.20 24.92 .14 .87 

 SD 37.09 6.00 12.12 50.08 19.52 20.53   
SpellWord M 7.88 1.80 2.42 12.13 5.80 6.25 .06 .95 

 SD 3.48 1.81 2.31 2.64 3.33 3.93   
SpellPhon M 69.63 32.80 42.17 76.50 52.30 59.33 2.06 .15 

 SD 7.93 22.45 18.53 4.78 20.85 19.90   

BookLevels M 14.00 4.60 3.58 17.50 7.70 8.33 .80 .46 
 SD 3.21 3.31 2.71 2.98 3.65 4.36   

 

Note: * = p<.05 BurtWord = Burt word reading Test; PseudoWord = Pseudowords  
correct; PseudoPhon=Pseudoword phonemes correct, SpellWord = Spelling words correct, 
SpellPhon = Spelling phonemes correct, Book Levels = Reading Recovery Book Levels 
 
 

Summary 
 
The results of the repeated measures ANOVA showed that Quick60 made significantly 

less gain in Word Reading than did the Reading Recovery and Control groups but once the 

pretest differences in Word Reading scores of the three groups were taken into account 

using ANCOVA, this difference disappeared. All other results showed no difference among 

the three groups. Follow up checks of the other results using ANCOVA to control for 

chronological age also showed no differences among the three groups. Taken together the 

pattern of ANOVA and ANCOVA results showed that neither Quick60 nor Reading Recovery 

made any more progress in reading of pseudowords, spelling, or book reading than the 

Control group. The Reading Recovery and Control groups made similar progress in Burt Word 
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Reading. Both groups gained more in Burt Word Reading than did the Quick60 group – but 

this difference disappeared when differences in pretest scores were taken into account.
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

There have been numerous studies on the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery 

intervention and recurring recommendations from research and reviews that changes need 

to be made to include the teaching of phonological processing skills (Reynolds & Wheldall, 

2007; Iversen, Tunmer & Chapman, 2005). The present study was novel in that it was the first 

time (to the researcher’s knowledge) that two New Zealand interventions, Reading Recovery 

and Quick60, different in design and approach, have been directly compared. Chapman, 

Tunmer and Prochnow, (2001) assert that the students who enter New Zealand’s Reading 

Recovery programme may be the most in need of instruction in word-decoding strategies, but 

are least likely to receive it. The need to identify interventions as an alternative to Reading 

Recovery that were more cost effective and reached more students was identified by 

McDowall, Boyd, Hodgen, & van Vliet (2005). Of particular interest for this research was to 

obtain evidence of the effectiveness of alternative interventions to RR so that school use of 

operational grant funding on literacy interventions is more informed and efficient. Schools 

would be able to factor in the data from the present study when making such decisions in the 

future.  However, due to the many limitations of the study, interpretations from the findings 

cannot be made with certainty. 

Did Quick60 and Reading Recovery have Comparable Effects? 
 

The first research question for the study was whether Quick60 was an effective 

intervention for at-risk students. The results showed that Quick60 children did make gains in 

literacy but no more than did the Reading Recovery or the control group. The second research 

question was whether Quick60 and Reading Recovery were comparable in their effects. In 

answer to the second research question it appears that RR and Quick60 were comparable in 
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their impact on language, reading and spelling, although neither programme was any more 

effective than the other and no more effective than leaving children in the classroom. These 

finding supports the null hypothesis that Quick60 and Reading Recovery would be no more 

effective than each other. 

A surprising result of this study was the control group making similar gains to those of 

the two interventions groups. This goes against current research that suggests the importance 

of remedial reading programmes for improving reading skills in struggling readers (Blaiklock, 

2004; Castles & Coltheart, 2004; Greaney, Tunmer & Chapman, 1997; Lovett et al., 2000; 

Ryder, Tunmer & Greaney, 2008; Tunmer & Greaney, 2008). The results indicated that 

children in Quick60 and Reading Recovery did not progress any more than children in the 

Control group but the results may not be certain because the sample size was small. Further 

research would be needed to verify this result. 

The results of the present study did not show an advantage for Reading Recovery or 

Quick60 over leaving students in the classroom and this might suggest that remedial 

interventions in general are not effective but Tse and Nicholson (2015) found in a study of 96 

year two students  from three lower SES primary schools in New Zealand that children who 

received Big Book and Enhanced Phonics instruction made significantly better progress in 

reading and spelling than a Control group.  It could be that further research similar to this 

study, but with a larger sample size, may find different results to those found here.  

No instructional intervention will work for all students no matter its level of researched 

support (Cook, Tankersley, Cook & Landrum, 2008) so educators cannot have abject faith that 

any given intervention will work for every individual student. Torgesen (2000) found the most 

effective early reading interventions were ineffective for between 2% and 6% of young 

children and suggested that 4%-6% of children still have weak word reading skills even when 
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interventions are applied. Children with the most severe risk factors for reading difficulties 

often continue to need more than 1 or 2 years of preventative instruction to achieve the goal 

of adequate reading by the end of the primary school years. School A in this study decided to 

implement Quick60 for older children who had been given remedial instruction in their 

classrooms in earlier school years. The Quick60 group was identified as already receiving 

classroom phonic and spelling instructional programmes such as Rainbow Reading, Jolly 

Phonics and Joy Allcock in the years prior to this research. Given the difference in year levels 

between the groups (Quick 60 children were two years older than the RR and Control groups) 

and the allocation of the students chosen by the school, it is possible the Quick60 group may 

have had a higher number of treatment resisters than would be found in a randomly allocated 

sample. Additionally, the school was identified as having strong phonic and spelling 

programmes already in place in their classrooms. Strong use of school wide classroom phonic 

and spelling programmes may begin to explain the similar gains found across all three groups. 

Another consideration is that the researcher’s assessment procedures for Running 

Records were different to what typically happens in the classroom, RR, and Quick60 

programmes. In the current study, the students’ reading levels were assessed on both 

accuracy and comprehension. The mathematical formula used to ascertain whether the 

reading level was easy, instructional, or hard was the same as found in the RR or Quick60 

lessons. However, in the present study, an answer of at least 3.5/5 (70%) of the 

comprehension questions accurately was needed to be accredited a proficiency level. This 

differed from Running Records conducted by classroom teachers in schools A and B who 

require a minimum of 3/5 (60%) to progress to the next level. Q60 instructors required a 

success rate of 5/8 (62.5%) to move the student to the next level. There are no set 

comprehension questions for Book Levels in the RR programme. 
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In RR students are moved to the next level when reading accuracy is achieved 

independently and the text is discussed to satisfaction for general meaning. RR supports 

comprehension by utilizing strategies such as emphasizing what the child already knows that 

will help solve words and interpret the story, building connections during and after reading 

to support understanding, and having meaningful conversations about the text (Clay, 1991). 

Given that the participants of this study did not have previous experience with the higher 

standards required for comprehension questions, it is possible that similarities in results may 

be attributed to overall weaker comprehension skills.  

Another relevant consideration is that Book level is not an equal interval scale. The 

average increase in book level for a given period of instruction is greater for the lower level 

books than for the higher level books. For example, a 5-year-old student is expected progress 

from level 1 to level 12 by the end of their first year of school. A 7-year-old is expected to 

progress from level 18 to level 22 by the time s/he turns 8, a movement of 4 book levels. 

Therefore it would not be expected that the Quick60 group would progress the same number 

of Book Levels as the RR group. However, with statistical analysis using ANCOVA (which 

statistically compensates for differences in pretest scores and chronological age) the results 

demonstrated no significant difference between the groups on any of the assessment 

measures, keeping in mind that the compensation is statistical and not real Statistical 

adjustment is difficult given the pre-test difference in book levels, chronological age, and 

reading ability between the Quick60 group and the other two groups but the overall pattern 

of results indicated that the three groups made similar gains across the different measures. 

The comparison of the Reading Recovery and Control groups, who made similar gains to each 

other, is especially interesting because these two groups were not different from each other 

at pretest. Reading Recovery children should have made greater gains than did the Control 
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children but they did not. 

A final consideration is the number of lessons attended. Reading Recovery was taught 

five days a week whilst Q60 was taught four days a week. If all daily lessons were completed 

by a child for 13 weeks, RR children would receive 65 lessons compared to 52 for Q60 lessons. 

Complete data for the number of lessons for all participants in the study was not possible for 

this study however, data from a small sample of four Q60 children from school A showed 

between 26-39 lessons were completed. Data for four RR children from school B showed 

between 57-64 lessons were completed. If the Q60 group had received as many lessons as the 

RR group then they may have made better gains, however, we can’t be sure of this. 

Both interventions utilized a combination of whole language and phonic strategies in 

their programmes, however Quick60 argue that they provide a more systematic and explicit 

approach to teaching phonic skills. Given that the two intervention groups in this study 

achieved similar progress gains, several advantages of the Quick60 intervention were 

identified. 

Firstly, Quick60 can be taught in small groups up to five students rather than one-on- 

one instruction, and can be delivered by a teacher or teacher aide instead of a qualified 

teacher with further one year training to be an accredited RR tutor. Quick60 is designed to be 

administered to any year 1-6 student who has fallen behind their age peers whilst RR is 

designed for the lowest performing students only after one year of school. Quick60 may 

potentially be a more cost effective intervention that allows for a higher level of access to 

children than RR. 

Secondly, the Quick60 programme includes detailed, sequential lesson plans in a 

prescribed sequence with the skills that all children need to know taught. Most importantly, 

it provides literal and inferential questions for each book with opportunities for revision and 
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consolidation built into and across lessons. In contrast, RR lesson plans are incidental 

depending on what arises in the lesson, with no particular emphasis on the acquisition of 

phonemic awareness or phonic skills. The new book is not chosen to reinforce previous 

learning and no opportunities for revision are provided other than rereading. 

Finally, Quick60 provides assessment through a Testing, Assessment, and Placement 

System (T.A.P.S) that includes a wide variety of test and placement passages. Each lesson 

includes a data point sheet to record percentage accuracy, self-correction rate, cues used, 

comprehension and fluency. Conversely, RR assessment is based on the Diagnostic survey: 

Letter identification, word test, concepts about print, writing vocabulary, hearing and 

recording sounds in words, text reading (Reading Recovery Council of North America, 2016). 

RR provides no ongoing data recording other than Running Records. 

Limitations and Recommendations 
 

It is necessary to consider the limitations of the study when interpreting the results. 

Generalisations from the results are inappropriate to make in the present study due to several 

threats to internal validity especially the small sample size and lack of random assignment.  

The results of this study revealed no significant differences between Quick60, RR, and the 

Control group in terms of effectiveness, however, a result that shows no significant 

differences does not mean that differences do not exist, rather they were not found in this 

present study. 

This study had a small sample size and this is the main limitation. Sample size is 

important to ensure statistical power and a larger sample size may have produced statistically 

significant differences that were not found in the study. Making generalisations is difficult 

with a small sample therefore it is recommended that similar studies be conducted with larger 

sample sizes to assure a higher level of confidence in the results. 
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A quasi-experimental design was used in the current study because the student 

participants were already identified and placed by their school into a remedial reading 

programme. An experimental research design with randomized placement of students into 

the two programmes was not possible for the current study. However, it can be argued that 

utilizing quasi-experimental design minimizes threat to ecological validity, and since quasi- 

experiments are natural experiments, findings do allow for generalizations to be made about 

population (Robson, Shannon, Goldenhar, & Hale, 2001; Thyer, 2012).  However, in the 

present study, internal validity may not be strong enough to allow for these generalisations.  

Quick60 participants received fewer lessons than RR participants. Future studies should 

be conducted with equal number of lessons to ensure validity and generalisibility of the 

results. 

A further possible limitation is that the present study does not include an interrater 

reliability check for scoring of the pretests and posttests. The tests however were standardised 

and the researcher checked the scoring to ensure it was accurate. 

Another limitation of this study was the difference in age and year levels between the 

Quick60 group and the Control group. It was difficult for the researcher of this study to finda 

school that implemented both interventions for that same age group so that the Control group 

could be of the same age. Typically Reading Recovery is just for 6-year-olds whereas Quick60 

is for older students. On the positive side the Control group was of the same age and ability 

level as the Reading Recovery group which made it possible to make comparisons between 

these two groups. In other studies of Reading Recovery, including the original study by Clay 

(1992), the control group is not always of the same ability level (Glynn, Bethune, Crooks, 

Ballard & Smith, 1992). Allocation of a control group matched for age and ability, as was 

possible for the RR and Control groups, was not possible for Quick60. A better control group 
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for Quick60 would have been to have had a group of children of similar age and ability. This 

was a significant limitation of the study in regard to the Quick60 group and interpretations 

must be taken cautiously. Given that the Quick60 group children were two year levels ahead 

of the RR group, this group may have comprised a larger than expected number of treatment 

resisters - children who do not respond the first time to the programme. Future 

recommendations include comparing Quick60 intervention groups of the same age and 

ability so that results are a better reflection of levels of progression. 

Concluding Statement 
 

 The research reviewed in this current study strongly suggests there is a solid base of 

knowledge that recognizes the essential role of early reading skills in remedial reading 

programmes (whether it be whole language or phonics in approach). Reading skills identified 

in the literature as essential to good reading programmes include phonemic awareness, 

fluency, vocabulary and comprehension (Blaiklock, 2004; Castles & Coltheart, 2004; Greaney, 

Tunmer & Chapman, 1997; Lovett et al., 2000; Ryder, Tunmer & Greaney, 2008; Tunmer & 

Greaney, 2008).   

This research adds to the current body of knowledge by exploring the effects of two 

remedial interventions that are philosophically different in approach. The majority of studies 

in this area have focused on the effectiveness of whole language or phonic based 

interventions. There is a growing body of research that provides evidence that a key reason 

for the increasingly large gap between New Zealand’s best and poorest readers is a lack of 

focus on the explicit teaching of phonologically-based skills in the early years at school. A 

review of the literature found an identified need for evidence of effective alternative 

interventions to RR. The current study differed from previous studies in that it is the first time 

to the researcher’s knowledge that Quick60 and Reading Recovery for this older age group 
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have been compared. 

The evidence emerging from this small study indicates the Quick60 programme had 

the same impact as the RR programme in raising the reading achievement of students 

identified as below expected age levels but that neither programme outperformed the 

Control group. In view of several limitations of the present study, however, such as the small 

sample size and the different age level of the Quick60 children, this conclusion may not be 

appropriate.  

More research is necessary before we can be sure of the effectiveness of the Quick60 

programme. The results of the present study were that the Quick60 intervention programme 

was similar in impact to Reading Recovery even though the instruction was in small groups. 

This suggests in terms of policy that Quick60 could be more cost-effective than Reading 

Recovery in that it appears to produce similar results yet at less cost because of the fact that 

it is taught to a number of children at once rather than to individual children. Although neither 

intervention was shown to be any more effective than leaving children in the classroom this does 

not mean that the interventions are not effective. The results of the present study may be 

due to the limited number of children who were able to participate. Future research with 

larger samples of children of the same age and receiving the same amount of time in the 

relevant programmes per week will be needed to validate or invalidate the findings of the 

current study. 
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