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For more information about the effect sizes in the Toolkit, click here. 

Summary of Effects   

Study Overall Effect Size Notes 

Meta-analyses 

Blok, 1999 0.63 oral language 
0.41 reading 

Oral language=0.63 (SE 0.14) 
Reading=0.41 (SE 0.15) 

Marulis & Newman, 
2010 

0.88 oral language g=0.88 SE= 0.06 CI [0.76, 1.01]. 
 
(67 studies, 217 ESs, 5929 children ) 

Mol, Bus & De Jong, 
2009 

0.54 oral language d = 0.54, 
 
On oral language skills, d = 0.54, p < .001, CI = 
0.33/0.74).  
 
Expressive vocabulary was especially affected by 
interactive reading (k = 20; n = 1,350; d = 
0.62; p < .001; CI = 0.29/0.95).  
from d = 0.39 for alphabetic knowledge (p < .01, CI = 
0.16/0.62, Nfail-safe = 112) 

Swanson et al., 2011 0.29 language 
0.78 phonological 
awareness 

d= 0.29 SE= 0.09 language outcomes, range= -0.48 
to 1.79. 
 
d= 0.78 SE= 0.15 phonological awareness outcomes, 
range= -0.22, 3.01. 
 
(23 ESs, 18 studies) 

Single Studies 

Fricke etal, 2013 0.8 language 
0.49 phoneme 
awareness 
0.31 literacy 

d= 0.8 (language) 
 
At immediate and delayed post-test, there were 
significant effects of the intervention on Language 
(immediate post-test d = .80, z = 6.57, p < .001; 
maintenance test d = .83, z = 2.41, p < .001), 
Narrative (immediate post-test d = .39, z = 2.97; p = 
.003 maintenance test d = .30, z = 2.04, p = .041) and 
Phoneme Awareness (immediate post-test d = .49, z = 
2.16, p = .031; maintenance test d = .49, z = 2.58; p = 
.01). The effects on Literacy were not significant 
(immediate post-test d = .31; z = 1.81; p = .07; 
maintenance test d = .14, z = .93, p = .354). Finally, it 
is important to note that the intervention 

Bowyer‐Crane etal, 
2008 

1.02 vocabulary 
0.33 grammar 
0.15 narrative 

5 months post-intervention:  
Vocabulary d=1.02 
Grammar d=0.33 
Narrative d=0.15 

Correll, 2008 0.58 vocabulary D=0.58 CI [0.12, 1] 
*(ES calculated from means & SDs) 

Goodson et al., 2011 0.15 expressive 
vocabulary 
0.14 academic 
knowledge 

End of kindergarten:  
expressive vocabulary=0.15 CI [0.4, 2.8],  
academic knowledge= 0.14 CI [0.2, 3.7] 

IES, 2010  0.31 oral language 
0.03 cognition 
0.01 math 

Oral language=0.31,  
Print knowledge= 0.38,  
Phonological processing= 0.31, Cognition= 0.03,  
Math= 0.01 

Indicative effect size 0.47 (+ 6 months)  

http://educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/toolkit/about-the-EYtoolkit/#average-impact
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Reference (APA) Abstract Moderator variables/ 
Notes 

Blok, H. (1999). Reading to 
Young Children in Educational 

Settings: A Meta‐Analysis of 
Recent Research. Language 
Learning, 49(2), 343-371. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0023-
8333.00091  

This article reviews 10 studies, 
comprising 11 samples, of the effects 
of reading to young children in 
educational settings. The age of the 
children varied between 31 and 90 
months. Dependent variables were 
classified in 2 domains: oral 
language and reading skills. The 
combined effect size for the oral 
language domain was d = .63, and 
for the reading domain d = .41. 
Although these figures look 
promising, caution is needed 
because the empirical evidence 
appears to be meager. Not only is 
the number of studies small, but a 
critical analysis of the design of the 
studies generally reveals poor 
quality. 

 

Marulis, L. M., & Neuman, S. 
B. (2010). The Effects of 
Vocabulary Intervention on 
Young Children’s Word 
Learning A Meta-Analysis. 
Review of Educational 
Research, 80(3), 300-335. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0034
654310377087  

This meta-analysis examines the 
effects of vocabulary interventions on 
pre-K and kindergarten children’s 
oral language development. The 
authors quantitatively reviewed 67 
studies and 216 effect sizes to better 
understand the impact of training on 
word learning. Results indicated an 
overall effect size of .88, 
demonstrating, on average, a gain of 
nearly one standard deviation on 
vocabulary measures. Moderator 
analyses reported greater effects for 
trained adults in providing the 
treatment, combined pedagogical 
strategies that included explicit and 
implicit instruction, and author-
created measures compared to 
standardized measures. Middle- and 
upper-income at-risk children were 
significantly 
more likely to benefit from vocabulary 
intervention than those students also 
at risk and poor. These results 
indicate that although they might 
improve oral language skills, 
vocabulary interventions are not 
sufficiently powerful to close the 
gap—even in the preschool and 
kindergarten years. 

Intervener: 
experimenter=0.96, 
Teacher= 0.92, parent= 
0.76, child care provider= 
0.13. 
Group size: individual= 
0.98, 5 or fewer= 0.88, 6 or 
more= 1.04. 
Duration of training: 1 week 
or less=1.35, More than 1 
week= 0.85, 2 weeks= 
1.12, More than 2 weeks= 
0.87, Less than 42 days= 
0.97, More than 42 days= 
0.87. 
Frequency: 5 sessions or 
fewer= 1.42, More than 5 
sessions= 0.83, 18 
sessions or fewer= 1.13, 
More than 18 sessions= 
0.80. 
Intensity: Less than 20 
minutes= 0.97, 20 minutes 
or more= 0.91. 
Type of training: Explicit= 
1.11, Implicit= 0.62, 
Combination= 1.21. 
Type of Learner: At risk= 
0.85, average & above 
average learners= 0.91. 
SES status: low SES= 0.75, 
middle to high SES= 0.99. 
At risk & low SES= 0.77, at 
risk middle to high SES= 
1.35. 
Type of assessment: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0023-8333.00091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/0023-8333.00091
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0034654310377087
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0034654310377087
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Author created= 1.21, 
standardized= 0.71. Focus 
of vocabulary measure: 
receptive= 0.80, 
expressive= 0.69, 
combination= 1.11. 
Design: quasi-
experimental= 0.88, 
experimental= 0.92. 
Type of control group: 
received nothing= 0.51, 
alternative treatment= 1.03, 
treatment as usual= 0.78, 
within-subjects= 1.09. 
 

Mol, S. E., Bus, A. G., & de 
Jong, M. T. (2009). Interactive 
book reading in early 
education: A tool to stimulate 
print knowledge as well as oral 
language. Review of 
Educational Research, 79(2), 
979-1007. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0034
654309332561  

This meta-analysis examines to what 
extent interactive storybook reading 
stimulates two pillars of learning to 
read: vocabulary and print 
knowledge. The authors 
quantitatively reviewed 31 (quasi) 
experiments (n = 2,049 children) in 
which educators were trained to 
encourage children to be actively 
involved before, during, and after 
joint book reading. A moderate effect 
size was found for oral language 
skills, implying that both quality of 
book reading in classrooms and 
frequency are important. Although 
teaching print-related skills is not part 
of interactive reading programs, 7% 
of the variance in kindergarten 
children’s alphabetic knowledge 
could be attributed to the 
intervention. The study also shows 
that findings with experimenters were 
simply not replicable in a natural 
classroom setting. Further research 
is needed to disentangle the 
processes that explain the effects of 
interactive reading on children’s print 
knowledge and the strategies that 
may help transfer intervention effects 
from researchers to children’s own 
teachers. 

First, IR+ programs were 
implemented by teachers 
in all but 1 study, whereas 
children in the IR condition 
were read to by 
experimenters in 10 out of 
11 studies. Second, in the 
DR program, half of the 
studies were executed by 
teachers (kteacher = 4, n = 
128; kexperimenter = 4, n 
= 132), who tended to be 
less effective than 
experimenters, Q(1) = 
3.06, p = .08. 
Studies that included a 
control group that was only 
pre- and posttested 
revealed significantly lower 
effect sizes for the oral 
language outcomes than 
studies in which the 
control-group children were 
part of a nonlanguage-
related intervention. This 
suggests that more 
elegantly designed studies 
with a higher fidelity score 
revealed higher effect 
sizes, t(30) = 5.02, p < 
.001. We used a 16-week 
cutoff to be close to an 
intervention of at least half 
a 10-month school year as 
the contrasts could not 
have been tested when we 
split at 5 months. 
Interestingly, children’s oral 
language and alphabetic 
knowledge did not seem to 
be influenced by the 
duration of the interactive 
reading intervention—
Qoral language(1) = 1.53, 

http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0034654309332561
http://dx.doi.org/10.3102/0034654309332561
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p > .05; Qexpressive 
vocabulary(1) = 1.67, p > 
.05; Qreceptive 
vocabulary(1) = 0.27, p > 
.05; Qalphabet 
knowledge(1) = 0.06, p > 
.05—whereas phonological 
sensitivity skills 
significantly improved as 
the duration of the 
intervention increased, 
Q(1) = 4.85, p < .01. That 
is, interventions that were 
implemented during a short 
period (Mweeks = 11.33, 
SD = 5.16; Msessions = 
27.17, SD = 6.40) had a 
smaller effect on 
phonological sensitivity 
than interventions that 
were spread over 4 months 
to a school year (kshort = 
6, d = 0.21, CI = 
−0.04/0.46; klong = 7, d = 
0.60, CI = 0.36/0.83). 

Swanson, E., Vaughn, S., 
Wanzek, J., Petscher, Y., 
Heckert, J., Cavanaugh, C., ... 
& Tackett, K. (2011). A 
synthesis of read-aloud 
interventions on early reading 
outcomes among preschool 
through third graders at risk 
for reading difficulties. Journal 
of Learning Disabilities, 44(3), 
258-275. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022
219410378444  

A synthesis and meta-analysis of the 
extant research on the effects of 
storybook read-aloud interventions 
for children at risk for reading 
difficulties ages 3 to 8 is provided. A 
total of 29 studies met criteria for the 
synthesis, with 18 studies providing 
sufficient data for inclusion in the 
meta-analysis. Read-aloud 
instruction has been examined using 
dialogic reading; repeated reading of 
stories; story reading with limited 
questioning before, during, and/or 
after reading; computer-assisted 
story reading; and story reading with 
extended vocabulary activities. 
Significant, positive effects on 
children’s language, phonological 
awareness, print concepts, 
comprehension, and vocabulary 
outcomes were found. Despite the 
positive effects for read-aloud 
interventions, only a small amount of 
outcome variance was accounted for 
by intervention type. 

Phonological awareness: 
DR= 0.84, CA= -0.39, LQ= 
-1.07. 
Print Concepts:  DR= 0.70, 
RR= 0.60, CA= -0.52. 
Reading Comprehension: 
DR= 0.60, CA= 0.67, 
Other= -0.18. 
Vocabulary: DR= 0.57, CA= 
1.15, LQ= 1.43, Voc.= -
0.42. 
Word recognition: DR= 
0.04, RR= 1.95, LQ= -0.11, 
CA= 0.03. 
 
*DR= dialogic reading, CA= 
computer-assisted, LQ= 
limited questioning, RR= 
repeated reading.  

Fricke, S., Bowyer‐Crane, C., 
Haley, A. J., Hulme, C., & 
Snowling, M. J. (2013). 
Efficacy of language 
intervention in the early years. 
Journal of Child Psychology 
and Psychiatry, 54(3), 280-
290. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.

Background: Oral language skills in 
the preschool and early school years 
are critical to educational success 
and provide the foundations for the 
later development of reading 
comprehension. Methods: In a 
randomized controlled trial, 180 
children from 15 UK nursery schools 
(n = 12 from each setting; Mage = 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022219410378444
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022219410378444
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12010
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12010  4;0) were randomly allocated to 
receive a 30-week oral language 
intervention or to a waiting control 
group. Children in the intervention 
group received 30 weeks of oral 
language intervention, beginning in 
nursery (preschool), in three group 
sessions per week, continuing with 
daily sessions on transition to 
Reception class (pre-Year 1). The 
intervention was delivered by nursery 
staff and teaching assistants trained 
and supported by the research team. 
Following screening, children were 
assessed preintervention, following 
completion of the intervention and 
after a 6-month delay. Results: 
Children in the intervention group 
showed significantly better 
performance on measures of oral 
language and spoken narrative skills 
than children in the waiting control 
group immediately after the 30 week 
intervention and after a 6 month 
delay. Gains in word-level literacy 
skills were weaker, though clear 
improvements were observed on 
measures of phonological 
awareness. Importantly, 
improvements in oral language skills 
generalized to a standardized 
measure of reading comprehension 
at maintenance test. Conclusions: 
Early intervention for children with 
oral language difficulties is effective 
and can successfully support the 
skills, which underpin reading 
comprehension. Keywords: 
Intervention, language, mediation, 
reading, education. 

Bowyer‐Crane, C., Snowling, 
M. J., Duff, F. J., Fieldsend, 
E., Carroll, J. M., Miles, J., ... 
& Hulme, C. (2008). Improving 
early language and literacy 
skills: Differential effects of an 
oral language versus a 
phonology with reading 
intervention. Journal of Child 
Psychology and Psychiatry, 
49(4), 422-432. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.146
9-7610.2007.01849.x  

Background: This study compares 
the efficacy of two school-based 
intervention programmes 
(Phonology with Reading (P + R) and 
Oral Language (OL)) for children with 
poor oral language at school entry. 
Methods: Following screening of 960 
children, 152 children (mean age 
4;09) were selected from 
19 schools on the basis of poor 
vocabulary and verbal reasoning 
skills and randomly allocated to 
either the P + R programme or the 
OL programme. Both groups of 
children received 20 weeks of daily 
intervention alternating between 
small group and individual sessions, 
delivered by trained teaching 
assistants. Children in the P + R 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2007.01849.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2007.01849.x
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group received training in letter-
sound knowledge, phonological 
awareness and book level reading 
skills. Children in the OL group 
received instruction in vocabulary, 
comprehension, inference generation 
and narrative skills. The children’s 
progress was monitored at four time 
points: pre-, mid- and post-
intervention, and after a 5-month 
delay, using measures of literacy, 
language and phonological 
awareness. Results: The data are 
clustered (children within schools) 
and robust confidence intervals are 
reported. At the end of the 20-week 
intervention programme, children in 
the P + R group showed an 
advantage over the OL group on 
literacy and phonological measures, 
while children in the OL group 
showed an advantage over the P + R 
group on measures of vocabulary 
and grammatical skills. These gains 
were maintained over a 5-month 
period. Conclusions: Intervention 
programmes designed to develop 
oral language skills can be delivered 
successfully by trained teaching 
assistants to children at school entry. 
Training using P + R fostered 
decoding ability whereas the OL 
programme improved vocabulary and 
grammatical skills that are 
foundations for reading 
comprehension. 
However, at the end of the 
intervention, more than 50% of at-risk 
children remain in need of literacy 
support. Keywords: Early 
intervention, oral language, 
phonological awareness, early 
literacy, RCT. 

Correll, K. (2008). A program 
evaluation of a conversational 
instruction program for the 
vocabulary development of 
four-year-old students in 
preschool classes. EdD 
Dissertation University of 
Houston. 
http://search.proquest.com/do
cview/304601806  

The study evaluated the effect of a 
twelve-week program of 
conversational language instruction 
on the vocabulary development of 
four-year-old students in preschool 
classes. It also ascertained teachers' 
perceptions of the program. A mixed 
methods approach was used to 
answer the following research 
questions: 
1. Is there a significant difference 
between the vocabulary scores of 
four-year-old 
children who received oral language 
instruction through a conversational 
classroom program and those who 

 

http://search.proquest.com/docview/304601806
http://search.proquest.com/docview/304601806
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did not, as measured by the Peabody 
Picture 
Vocabulary Test, Fourth Edition? 
2. What are the perceptions of 
teachers regarding the program, 
immediately after they receive 
training in its use, and after they 
implement it for twelve weeks with 
their students, as ascertained by 
questionnaires and interviews? 
The study was conducted in two 
private preschools in a suburb of a 
large South-western city. There were 
37 four year olds in three control 
classes in one school, and 42 four 
year olds in three experimental 
classes in other school. The Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary Tests, Form A 
and Form B, were used as pretest 
and posttest for both groups. Before 
beginning the twelve-week treatment, 
the teachers of the experimental 
classes were trained in using 
conversation as a tool for vocabulary 
development of four year olds. These 
teachers provided questionnaire data 
and interview data immediately after 
the training sessions and again after 
the twelve week implementation of 
the program in their classrooms, In 
answer to the first research question, 
the statistical analysis of the data 
showed that there was a significant 
difference between the vocabulary 
scores of four year olds who received 
oral language instruction through the 
conversational classroom program 
and those who did not, as measured 
by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test. The posttest scores of the 
experimental group were significantly 
higher than those of the control 
group. In answer to the second 
research question, the teachers' 
perceptions of the conversational 
program were primarily positive, as 
ascertained from interviews and 
questionnaires. They felt that they 
benefited from the training and that 
their students' vocabularies benefited 
from the implementation of the 
program. 

Goodson, B., Wolf, A., Bell, S., 
Turner, H., & Finney, P. B. 
(2011). Effectiveness of a 
Program to Accelerate 
Vocabulary Development in 
Kindergarten (VOCAB): First 
Grade Follow-Up Impact 

This study is the first randomized 
study of the impacts of the 
vocabulary instruction program 
Kindergarten PAVEd for Success (K-
PAVE) (Hamilton and 
Schwanenflugel 2011) on low-income 
students in kindergarten and grade 1. 

No significant differences 
between gender, pre-test 
scores & Reading vs. Non-
Reading schools 
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Report and Exploratory 
Analyses of Kindergarten 
Impacts. Final Report. NCEE 
2012-4009. National Center 
for Education Evaluation and 
Regional Assistance. 
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/E
D527097.pdf  

The study has two components. The 
first component is a test of the 
impacts of one year of the K-PAVE 
vocabulary instruction in 
kindergarten, before students have 
encountered formal reading 
instruction (the kindergarten study). 
The second component is a test of 
whether the effects of the vocabulary 
instruction in kindergarten are 
sustained beyond the intervention 
period, in grade 1 (the grade 1 follow-
up study). This report presents the 
findings from the grade 1 follow-up 
study, which followed students who 
were part of the kindergarten sample 
into grade 1. During grade 1, no 
students received K-PAVE; the study 
was designed to determine whether 
the impacts found at the end of 
kindergarten were sustained in grade 
1. The report also presents 
supplemental findings on impacts at 
the end of kindergarten and 
discusses outcomes that were not 
addressed in the kindergarten report. 
Appended are: (1) K-PAVE Materials 
Provided to Teachers; (2) Sample 
Weekly Unit from K-PAVE Program; 
(3) List of K-PAVE Target Words; (4) 
Mississippi Counties with Study 
Schools; (5) Exploratory Analyses of 
Kindergarten Impacts on 
Components of Classroom 
Vocabulary and Comprehension 
Support, Student Lexical Diversity, 
and Teacher Lexical Diversity; (6) 
Statistical Power Analysis; (7) 
Random Assignment; (8) 
Recruitment and Random Selection 
of the Student Sample; (9) 
Comparison of Students Missing and 
Not Missing Baseline Assessment; 
(10) Model Specifications; (11) 
Sensitivity Analyses; (12) Imputation 
of Missing Data; (13) Data Collection 
Procedures; (14) Data Quality 
Assurance Procedures; (15) School, 
Teacher, and Student Covariates; 
(16) Unadjusted Sample Means and 
Standard Deviations for Outcome 
Measures; (17) Classroom 
Observation Measures Used to 
Create Vocabulary and 
Comprehension Support Outcome 
Variables; and (18) Teacher Survey 

IES (2010 ) WWC Intervention 
Report: Literacy Express, 
Early Childhood Education, 

Literacy Express is a preschool 
curriculum designed for three- to five-
year-old children. It is structured 

 

http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED527097.pdf
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED527097.pdf
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http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/inte
rventionreport.aspx?sid=288  

around units on oral language, 
emergent literacy, basic math, 
science, general knowledge, and 
socio emotional development. It can 
be used in half- or full-day programs 
with typically developing children and 
children with special needs. It 
provides professional development 
opportunities for staff; teaching 
materials; suggested activities; and 
recommendations for room 
arrangement, daily schedules, and 
classroom management. 

 

 
 

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/interventionreport.aspx?sid=288
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/interventionreport.aspx?sid=288

