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Executive Summary

This executive summary highlights the findings from the AmeriCor ps Tutoring Outcomes
Study about the effects of the AmeriCorps tutoring program. The summary begins with a
description of AmeriCorps, followed by a brief discussion of the study design. The
remainder of the summary presents descriptive information about the tutoring programs,
tutors and students; the effects of the program on student reading achievement and classroom
behavior; and the relationship between program components and student gains in reading.

AmeriCorps

The AmeriCorps program is the largest initiative of the Corporation for National Service (the
Corporation), a public corporation established by the National Service Trust Act of 1993.
The Corporation’s mission is to provide opportunities for Americans of all ages and
backgrounds to engage in service that addresses the nation’ s unmet needs in education,
public safety, the environment, and other areas.

Education-related activities have been a priority for the Corporation since its inception. Most
recently, the Corporation has directed substantia resources toward addressing the national
issue of children’s reading performance. This focus supports a national mandate as
articulated in the America Reads initiative: to help ensure that every child can read well and
independently by the end of the third grade. Toward that goal, the Corporation has
encouraged its programs to provide literacy servicesto young readers. A typical AmeriCorps
tutoring program in reading places members in schools and after-school programs to provide
tutoring to elementary students. During the 1999-2000 academic year, over 330 AmeriCorps
programs nationwide provided tutorial assistance in reading to more than 100,000 studentsin
grades one, two and three.

Study Design

To inform program staff, Congress, and other stakeholders about the effects of AmeriCorps
tutoring programs, the Corporation contracted with Abt Associates to conduct the
AmeriCorps Tutoroing Outcomes Sudy.

Research Questions

The study addressed the following broad research questions:

What is the effect of participation in AmeriCorps' tutoring programs on children’s
reading proficiencies and other classroom behaviors?

Which components of the reading tutoring programs, considered to be effective practices,
are associated with improved student outcomes in reading and classroom behavior? Do
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students in programs implementing more practices identified by research as effective,
show greater gains in reading than students in the other AmeriCorps tutoring programs?

Measures

The study collected four types of information to address these research questions:

Reading Performance. Field staff tested students on the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-
Educational Battery-Revised. Scores from four subtests were combined to yield two key
components of reading achievement: reading comprehension, based on passage
comprehension and reading vocabulary subtests; and reading skills, based on word attack
and letter-word identification subtests. In addition, teachers reported their view of
changesin students' reading performance and attitudes in the classroom.

Classroom Behavior. Teachers rated students using two short, standardized ratings
scales: the Behavioral Academic Self-Esteem (BASE) and the cooperation sub-scale from
the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS).

Tutor Experiences. Tutors completed a brief questionnaire and an activity log to
describe their experience and training as well as the nature of tutoring sessions.

Program Characteristics. AmeriCorps program directors completed a brief
guestionnaire about their tutoring program.

Data Collection Schedule and Sample

The pretest took place in the late fall 1999/early winter 2000; the post-test occurred in spring
2000. Field staff collected information from 869 first, second and third grade students who
received tutoring from a nationally representative sample of 68 AmeriCorps programs
operating in schools and after-school programs.

Analytic Approach

Analysis of program effects examined student gains from pretest to post-test (post-test scores
minus pretest scores). For the standardized measures, these gains were compared to scores
reported by the test publisher to see whether students receiving tutoring gained more or less
than expected for studentsin their grade level. To examine the relationship of student gains
to program characteristics, a statistical technique called hierarchical linear modeling was
used to incorporate student-level and program-level information.
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Major Findings
Tutoring Programs and Activities

Students' reading levels at pretest were generally in the low average to average range.
Across al grades, approximately 20 percent of students scored in the low average range
and 57 to 64 percent were average on reading comprehension. On reading skills,
approximately 30 percent of students scored in the low average range and about half were
average.

Most AmeriCorps tutors were female (85 percent) and ranged in age from 17 to 80,
with the average age of 27. Nearly half of the tutors were between 20 and 25 years of
age. Most of the tutors have completed some college (82 percent) but only about one-
third had a college degree.

The majority of AmeriCorps tutoring programs implemented tutoring practices that the
research has found to be effective in helping struggling students learn to read. More
than 70 percent of programs were moderately or fully implemented, conducted formal
evaluations, coordinated tutoring activities with classroom reading instruction, and
provided training to tutors both before and during the course of tutoring.

Program Effects on Students’ Reading Skills

Tutored students at all grade levelsimproved their reading performance from pretest to
post-test more than the gain expected for the typical child at their grade level. Reading
comprehension and reading skills started out below grade-level; by year-end, students
closed the gap and were reading at or near the grade-level expectation.

The magnitude of reading gains was the same for students of different ethnic/racial
backgrounds. White students and non-White students showed the same level of gains.

Boysin first and second grade showed greater gainsthan girls on some subtests.
Among first graders, boys made greater gains than girlsin reading comprehension;
among second graders, boys had greater gains than girls on reading skills.

According to the ratings of classroom teachers, most students at all three grades
improved their reading skills, at least to some degree over the course of the year as a
result of the AmeriCorps tutoring. However, these ratings had fairly low correlations
with the standardized tests of student reading performance.
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Program Effects on Students’ Classroom Behavior

Only boys in first and third grades showed significant gains on the BASE. Girls made
no measurable gain from pretest to post-test. However, at pretest, girls at al grade levels
received scores that were average to above average for elementary age students. Boys at
all grades scored dlightly below average at pretest; those in the first and third grade
achieved significantly higher post-test scores (gains of 5 to 7 points).

On the cooperation subscale of the SSRS, most students stayed at the same level from
pretest to post-test. The majority of students were rated average or above average at
pretest. However, of those students rated below average at pretest, 40 percent improved
their skills to the average or above average level at post-test.

Program Factors Affecting Student Reading Achievement

Four effective practices were significantly related to gainsin students' reading skills:
1) tutors met with students at least three times aweek; 2) programs conducted formal
evaluations; 3) tutors were trained both prior to and during the tutoring program; and 4)
programs were moderately or fully implemented. For example:
> Students in programs where they met with their tutors at least three times per
week increased their reading skills scores between pretest and post-test by 2.1
points more than their peersin programs that met less frequently.

> Students in programs where tutors received training both during and prior to
tutoring obtained gains of 2.3 points more on the reading test than studentsin
programs where tutors did not have such training.

Students in programs implementing these four effective practices showed larger gains
in reading skills (5.4 points) than their counterparts in programs that had three of these
elements (2.5 points).

Students in programs implementing none of the four effective practices showed no
significant gainsin reading skills from pretest to post-test.

Only one effective tutoring practice was associated with significant gainsin reading
comprehension but not in the expected direction. Students in programs where tutors
coordinated activities with classroom reading instruction were less likely to show gainsin
reading comprehension than students in programs where tutors did not engage in
coordinating activities. This unexpected finding suggests that tutors who did not
coordinate with classroom instruction may be qualitatively different from those tutors
that did (e.g., less experienced), since their students had smaller gainsin reading
comprehension.
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Summary

On standardized tests of reading, students tutored by AmeriCorps members improved their
reading performance from pretest to post-test more than the gain expected for the typical
child at their grade level. Thisfinding holds for students at all grade levelstested. The gains
were statistically significant and large enough to indicate meaningful improvementsin
reading performance. However, the fact that several effective tutoring practices were related
to student gains increases our confidence in attributing the results to the AmeriCorps
program.

Program staff anticipated that the specia attention students received through tutoring would
have positive effects on their classroom behavior. However, there were only modest effects
inthisarea. In general, teachers rated most students in the normal or expected range at
pretest.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Over the past severa years, there has been increasing concern among educators, policy
makers, and corporate leaders about the reading ability of America's youth. This has
culminated in a national mandate, the America Reads initiative, whose goal is. to help ensure
that every child can read well and independently by the end of the third grade. Effortsto
support this initiative have been launched by schools, states, federal agencies and businesses.
The Corporation for National Service, through its AmeriCorps program, also isworking to
improve the reading skills of young students through its tutoring programs in elementary
schools.

This report describes the effects of AmeriCorps tutoring programs on students’ reading
achievement and classroom behavior. Chapter 1 provides a context for the study, describes
the AmeriCorps tutoring program, and summarizes the study design and methods. Chapter 2
describes the students, tutors, and tutoring activities in the AmeriCorps program. The effects
on students' reading performance and classroom behavior are presented in Chapter 3; the
program characteristics affecting student reading achievement are discussed in Chapter 4. The
report concludes with a summary of findingsin Chapter 5.

National Focus on Reading Achievement

Aswe move into the 21st century, improving the educational achievement of American
children and youth has become increasingly important due to the globalization of the economy
and the expanding demands of atechnological society. To succeed in this new environment,
children and adults alike must be able to read and comprehend text without difficulty. Equally
important, the ability to read well has other intangible benefits, including reading books for
one's own enjoyment, reading to one' s children, and reading to obtain information and to
continue one's own learning, to name just afew. Asaresult, it is awell-accepted notion that
to read well isa critical cornerstone for successful academic performance and meaningful
professional and personal development. Thus, the reading performance of our childrenisa
major issue not only among educationa practitioners and researchers, but also among
national, political and economic |leaders, as well.

A major study on reading difficulties in young children noted that “large numbers of school-
age children, including children from all social classes, have significant difficulties learning to
read.”* Further evidence comes from the results of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) describing the educational attainment of the nation’s students. The most

1 Snow, C., Burns, M.S,, and Griffin, P. (Eds.). (1998). Preventing Reading Difficultiesin Young
Children. Washington, DC: National Research Council.
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recent NAEP results on reading indicate that there has been no substantive improvement in
the achievement among 9-year-olds in the last eight to ten years. Furthermore, the average
reading score for 9-year-olds obtained in 1999 was lower than the corresponding score from
1985.

Reading performance in the early grades is particularly important since it is a key determinant
of future academic success. One researcher reported that a student’ s chances of graduating
from high school are strongly related to his’her reading skills at the end of third grade.”
Elementary school teachers aso recognize the importance of reading; in another national
study, more than half of the teachers surveyed responded that “building basic literacy skillsis
the most important goal in education.”®

It is not surprising then, that the federal government has devoted significant attention and
resources to the topic of reading achievement, particularly for studentsin the early elementary
grades (K-3), both through major initiatives in the Department of Education and in other
federal agencies. For example, in 1999, Congress passed the Reading Excellence Act (REA),
amajor federal initiative aimed at improving reading instruction in the early gradesin schools
where large numbers of children are struggling to learn to read. During the first year of
implementation for REA (the 1999-2000 school year), seventeen states received REA grants
with the requirement to use “scientifically-based” research methods in their approaches to
training teachers to provide high-quality, effective reading instruction.

Research on Effective Practices

The concern with the reading ability of the nation’s school children has led to increased
attention on identifying effective practices to teach reading. While much of this research
focuses on classroom instruction, there is also discussion of the role of volunteers. Educators
and researchers believe that the use of volunteers to support student learning is valuable and
fosters improved learning outcomes for children. Tutoring students in one-to-one or small
group settings is generally perceived as an effective means of providing instruction because
lessons can be tailored to individual students' specific needs. Volunteer tutoring may be
particularly useful to teachers who have alarge number of studentsin their classrooms and are
unable to provide the same level of individualized attention that a tutor can provide.

There are few large, well-controlled studies, however, that examine the effectiveness of
school-based volunteer activities,* nor is there overwhelming evidence about the effectiveness

2 gavin, R.E., Karweit, N.L., Wasik, B.A., Madden, N.A., and Dolan, L. (1994). Success for All: A
comprehensive approach to prevention and early intervention. In Preventing Early School Failure, R.E.
Slavin, N.L. Karweit and B.A. Wasik (Eds.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

3 National Center for Education Statistics Schools and Staffing Survey, 1990-1991.

*  National Research Council (1990). Volunteersin Public Schools. B. Michael (Ed.). Washington, D. C.:
National Academy Press.
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of tutoring as a way to teach reading to students who are having difficulty.> Nevertheless, in
areview of several reading interventions, each of which includes a central tutoring
component, reading researcher Barbara Wasik has identified a number of features or
guidelines that may represent critical ingredients for an effective reading tutoring program.®
At the same time, the America Reads initiative identified a Smilar set of program
characteristics. Examples of these effective practices include:

Intensity of tutoring:
» Tutoring sessions occur at least three times a week
» Tutoring sessions total at least 1.5 hours per week
» Most of the tutoring is conducted one-to-one with students

Administration/Implementation:
» Tutors use aformal curriculum model in their sessions
» Tutors coordinate their activities with classroom reading instruction
» Tutors meet regularly with the school’ s reading specialist
» Programs evaluate the effectiveness of their tutoring activities

Tutor training:
» Tutorsreceive training both prior to and during the course of tutoring

In addition, Wasik identified a number of other program features as important for positive
reading outcomes: well-structured, carefully planned tutoring sessions; frequent assessment of
students' progress, regular attendance by tutors and students; and fostering of positive, caring
relationships among students, staff and tutors.

AmeriCorps

The AmeriCorps program is one initiative of the Corporation for National Service (the
Corporation), a public corporation established by the National Service Trust Act of 1993.

The Corporation’s mission is to provide opportunities for Americans of all ages and
backgrounds to engage in service that addresses the nation’s unmet needs in education, public
safety, the environment, and other areas. The goals are to encourage al Americans to engage
in such service and to achieve direct and demonstrable results. In addition to AmeriCorps, the
Corporation provides funding to two other magjor initiatives: Learn and Serve America and
the National Senior Service Corps. Across these three programmatic areas, examples of
service projects include:

Wasik, B. A. (1997). Volunteer tutoring programs: Do we know what works. Phi Delta Kappan, 79,282-
287. Seealso Wasik, B. A. (1998). Volunteer tutoring programs in reading: A review. Reading Research
Quarterly, 33, 266-291.

Wasik, B. A. (1998). Using volunteers as reading tutors: Guidelines for successful practices. Reading
Teacher, 51, 562-570.
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tutoring disadvantaged students;

organizing neighborhood crime watches,

converting vacant lots into neighborhood parks;
leading community health awareness campaigns, and
operating food banks.

AmeriCorpsis composed of three programs. State/National; National Civilian Community
Corps (NCCC) and Volunteersin Service to America (VISTA). The focus of this report ison
the AmeriCorps* State/National program during 1999-2000, which enrolled 35,000 members
nationwide in 961 sites. State/Nationa programs are operated through state commissions and
national service organizations. They support a nationa network of community-based
programs providing opportunities for participants, referred to as "members,” to engagein
community service. In exchange for ayear of full-time service, AmeriCorps members receive
a stipend and earn an education award that may be used to pay for higher education or to help
pay back existing student loans. Members serving part-time receive pro-rated stipends and
education awards.

Education-related activities have been a priority for the Corporation since its inception.
Indeed, education programs comprise the largest single area of service (of the four issue areas
of need) as well as a significant portion of the Corporation’s funding. Most recently, the
Corporation has directed substantial resources toward the national issue of children’s reading
performance, and has encouraged its programs to provide literacy services to young readers.
Members offer these services through a variety of strategies, including tutoring, mentoring,
volunteering as classroom assistants, and the provision of other literacy-related activities (e.g.,
conducting trips to the library or organizing book distributions).

AmeriCorps Tutoring

Educational services and tutoring represent a major focus of the AmeriCorps* State/National
programs. Slightly more than half of the AmeriCorps* State/National programs provide
educational servicesin their communities (Exhibit 1.1). More than one-third (37 percent)
provide direct instruction in the form of tutoring in reading.
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Exhibit 1.1
Frequency of Educational and Literacy Services in AmeriCorps*State/National Programs

n=(961)

Direct Literacy Non-Education
Tutoring Services:
37%
(USEE) : Environmental
Public Safety
Other Human
Needs

46%
(n=444)

Ol Education:

Litgg/acy Other Services /
> Not Specified
(n=46), 12%

- (n=111)

Source: Corporation for National Service.

A typical AmeriCorps tutoring program in reading places membersin schools and after-school
programs to provide reading tutoring to elementary students. During the 1999-2000
academic year, AmeriCorps programs nationwide provided tutorial assistance in reading to
more than 100,000 students in grades one, two and three. On average, participating students
received between 3 and 3.5 hours of tutoring a week, some part of which was individualized
instruction. To ensure that the tutoring is as effective as possible, most AmeriCorps programs
provide training to tutors before they begin working with students, covering topics such as
how to teach reading and how to work with young children. Individual schools, classroom
teachers, and district reading resource specialists a'so provide ongoing support and assistance
to the members and their volunteers.
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The AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study

To inform staff, programs, Congress, and other stakeholders about its literacy activities, the
Corporation contracted with Abt Associates Inc. to conduct two related studies of
AmeriCorps’ literacy and tutoring programs. The first of these, the Descriptive Sudy of
AmeriCorps Literacy Programs: State and National, had several goals:. 1) to describe the
programmeatic structures and activities of AmeriCorps* State/National programs engaged in
literacy development and reading tutoring; 2) to identify programs using effective instructional
models likely to improve children’ s reading abilities; and 3) to describe the target populations
receiving services. The findings were presented in The Descriptive Study of the Corporation
for National Service's Literacy Programs: Final Report (November 1999).

This report focuses on the second study, the AmeriCor ps Tutoring Outcomes Sudy, which
was designed to measure the effects of AmeriCorps tutoring programs on the reading
performance of students in grades one, two and three. AmeriCorps tutoring programs are
grounded in the assumption that the provision of additional direct instruction in reading will
produce positive effects on children's reading skills by the end of one year's participation.
Furthermore, program designers also expect that students will improve their classroom
behavior as aresult of receiving tutoring services. That is, the specia attention and adult
interest that the students receive will increase their sense of worth and interest in the
educational process, thereby leading to improved classroom behaviors. Additionaly, as
students improve their reading skills, their self-esteem and interest in learning will improve,
which will aso reinforce more adaptive classroom behaviors.

Study Design

Two broad research questions are addressed in this study:

What is the effect of participation in AmeriCorps’ tutoring programs on children’s
reading proficiencies and other classroom behaviors?

Which components of the reading tutoring programs, considered to be effective
practices, are associated with improved student outcomes in reading and classroom
behavior? Do studentsin programs implementing more research-based effective
practices show greater gains in reading than students in the other AmeriCorps tutoring
programs?

To address the first question, trained field staff administered a standardized reading test at the
beginning of tutoring (pretest) and at the end of the school year (post-test) to studentsin
grades one, two and three. Teachers also rated students' classroom behaviors at the same
time points. We then compared changes in students scores with the standardization sample
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upon which the test norms are based.” This tells us the extent to which students in the
tutoring program gained more or less than expected based on the performance of the
standardization sample, a nationally representative sample of students.

To address the second research question, we examined the strength of the relationship
between characteristics of the tutoring program and student outcomes in reading achievement
and classroom behavior.

The Study Sample

Results are based on pretest and post-test data from 869 students in grades one, two and three
receiving tutoring servicesin 68 programs serving 93 schools nationwide. The design
included a nationally representative of all AmeriCorps programs that provide tutoring to
students at these grade levels.® Thefina sample included eligible programs willing to
participate in the study and students whose parents provided written permission for testing.
(We present atechnical discussion of the sampling procedures and the construction of
sampling weightsin Appendix A.)

Measures

Four types of information were collected in this study. A brief description of each measureis
provided below. More detailed discussion of the measures appears in Appendix B.

Reading performance. We measured student reading performance using a set of sub-
tests from the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educationa Battery-Revised, a well-known
standardized battery of achievement tests. In addition, teachers completed a very
short questionnaire designed specifically for this study to describe changes in students
reading in five areas. comprehension proficiency, mechanics proficiency, amount of
time on task during reading instruction, interest in reading, and general interest in
school.

Classroom behavior. Teachers rated students using two short standardized rating
scales:1) the Behavioral Academic Self-Esteem rating scale (BASE), which measures
children's academic self-esteem, and 2) the cooperation sub-scale from the Social
Skills Rating System (SSRS), which assesses children’ s academic competence,
problem behaviors, and social skills.

The standardization sample is the sample of students whose test results are used to construct a set of
norms to score a particular test or rating scale. For example, it is these scores that are used to calculate
the percentile ranks and grade equivalent of each score. The standardization sample consists of a
nationally representative group of students, not necessarily limited to low-achieving students.

To construct a nationally representative sample from the smaller study sample, the actual numbers of
programs and students are multiplied by aweighting factor, which is described in Appendix A. These
weights were used in all analyses. However, for ease of interpretation, the actual sample sizes are shown
on all exhibits.
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Descriptions of Tutoring Program Components. All of the participating AmeriCorps
program directors completed a short questionnaire in spring 2000 that provided
updated information about the nature of the tutoring provided to their students (e.g.,
program intensity, type and quality of instruction). In addition, the AmeriCorps tutors
also completed a brief questionnaire about their training, education, age, and prior
experience.

Tutor experiences with students. To assess the nature of the tutoring activities at the
student level, AmeriCorps tutors completed a short set of questions at both the pretest
and post-test in a Record of Reading Activities or tutor activity “log.” Information
included the amount of tutoring both scheduled and actually received, the types of
literacy activities that took place, and their impressions of student interest, motivation
and engagement during the tutoring sessions.

Data Collection

The pretest occurred in late fall 1999/early winter 2000, with the post-test conducted in spring
2000. In addition to student test data, 293 tutors and 369 teachers provided further
information through the rating scales and activity records collected at the same two pointsin
time. A group of 65 trained field staff administered the reading tests individually to students
and assisted in the collection of the tutor records and teacher ratings.

Analysis

Students' gains from pretest to post-test provided the basis for estimating the impact of
AmeriCorps tutoring on reading skills and classroom behavior. Statistical tests of significance
at each grade level indicated whether these gains were greater than would be expected for
typical children in these grades. A multiple regression technique known as hierarchical linear
modeling, which estimates the effects of program-level and student-level variables
simultaneoudly, was used to investigate the relationship between program characteristics and
student reading gains.

Limitations of the Study Design and Methodology

The confidence with which we can interpret the results of a study is related to the research
design and methodology. Two features of this study are important to keep in mind when
reading the results presented in subsequent chapters of this report.

First, the study design used national norms to determine grade-level expectations for the
development of reading skills. The norms functioned as a comparison group which allowed us
to estimate how non-tutored students were likely to have performed in reading during the
school year. A study that collected student-level information on avariety of reading-related
characteristics from a matched comparison group would have enabled a more detailed analysis
of reading gains for different types of students and would have increased the confidence in
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attributing gains to the program. However, it was not possible to identify and recruit an
appropriate set of matched comparison schools and students to participate in the study. Thus,
the study design relied on national norms as a reasonable and practical way to obtain an
indication of students expected gains in reading performance over a school year.

The second limitation of this study concerns the teacher ratings. One type of teacher rating,
designed specifically for this study, asked teachers to make global judgments about student
reading and therefore may be aless reliable measure than a standardized reading test that
provides adirect and objective assessment of students’ skills. A second type of teacher rating
used in the study, measured students' classroom behaviors. Thisinformation was obtained for
asubstantially smaller sample than the one used in the analysis of reading performance (492
versus 869) because many teachers did not complete the student rating scales. The overall
response rate is only 57 percent, with a response rate of 65 percent at first grade, 58 percent
at second grade and 48 percent at third grade. The much-reduced samples jeopardize the
representativeness of the group of students rated by teachers.
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Chapter 2
Description of Tutoring Programs and Activities

This chapter presents information on the AmeriCorps tutoring programs in the AmeriCor ps
Tutoring Outcomes Study. We begin with a brief description of the students who were
tutored as part of the AmeriCorps program, followed by a more detailed picture of the tutors
and tutoring programs. The last section of the chapter describes the use of research-based
effective practices among this sample of AmeriCorps programs.

Student Characteristics

This study collected limited information about each student—the children were too young to
reliably provide family demographic information and parents were not interviewed as part of
the study. Thus, demographic information was restricted to gender and ethnicity, information
that testers or teachers were able to provide. Students pretest scores on reading achievement
tests al'so were collected as part of the study; these scores provide an indication of how these
students compare with their peers nationally at or near the beginning of tutoring.

Demographic Characteristic

The study sample includes 869 children with reading test scores at pretest and post-test,
nearly evenly distributed across grades: 294 in first grade, 292 in second grade and 283 in
third grade. (For adetailed discussion of how these students were selected for the study, see
Appendix A.) At gradestwo and three, the sample was fairly evenly split between boys and
girls; however, a grade one, the sample was 59 percent female and 41 percent male (Exhibit
2.1). Acrossthe three grades, 51 percent of children in the sample were white, 23 percent
African-American, 20 percent Hispanic, and 7 percent Native American, Pacific Ilander,
Asian, or mixed ethnicity.

Exhibit 2.1
Gender of Students by Grade
Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Gender (n =294) (n =292) (n =283)
Male 41% 48% 51%
Female 59% 52% 49%

Source: Field staff documentation.
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Pretest Reading Achievement Level

Student reading levels are based on four subtests of the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-
educational Battery—Revised (WJ-R): letter-word identification, word attack, passage
comprehension, and reading vocabulary (examples of each of these subtests appear in
Appendix B). The subtests combine to create two key components of reading achievement:

Reading skills (word attack and letter-word identification)
Reading comprehension (passage comprehension and reading vocabulary).

Taken together, these two scores represent the building blocks needed to become competent
readers; they measure critical skillsinvolved in the mechanics of reading as well as
comprehension of text.

At pretest, 57 to 64 percent of students obtained reading comprehension scores in the average
range for their grade, with minimal differences across the three grades (Exhibit 2.2).°
Approximately 20 percent of the students' reading comprehension scores were “low average”
and another 10 percent of scores were “low” or “very low” for their grade. Only about 10
percent of the sample scored in the high average to superior range.

Exhibit 2.2
Students’ Reading Comprehension Scores at Pretest, by Grade

70% 64%
60%
57%
a2 60% 0
c
3 50%
>
O 40%
—
© 30%
c 20%20%
c
S 20% 17%
= 9% 10% 9% 8% 8%
o 9 6% (0] (0]
a 10% <% 4% I_ﬂ_l 196 3% 2%
0% —; - T T T | .:l_,_.;=_|
Very Low Low Low Average Average High Average Superior/Very
Superior

Proficiency Level

OGradel BGrade 2 OGrade 3

Source: Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised.

®  These classifications are based on information provided by the test publisher, which enables students

standard scores to be classified as below average to above average for each grade level.

12 Chapter 2 AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study



Students' reading skills scores at pretest were, on average, lower than their reading
comprehension scores. These differences are greatest at first grade, where 35 percent of the
students scored in the “low average range’ and another 7 percent scored “low” or “very low”
(Exhibit 2.3). Again, only about 10 percent scored in the high average to superior range at
pretest.

Exhibit 2.3
Students’ Reading Skills Scores at Pretest, by Grade

70%

0 60% 56%
2
c 0, 8%
3 50% 47%
>
{n 40% 35%
0,
S 30% 602>
=
L 20%
= 10% o
8 10% 505 7% 7% 8%

0,
20 3% 204 4% 5% 105 4%
i |_-_|
0% T T T T

Very Low Low Low Average Average High Average Superior/Very
Superior

Proficiency Level

|I:IGrade1 B Grade 2 OGrade 3 |

Source: Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised.

Thus, the reading ability of the students in the AmeriCorps tutoring programs at the start of
the school year seem to be in the low average to average range. These students do not display
superior reading skills for their grade level, nor do they display very low levels of reading
performance.
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Tutor Characteristics

Tutors in AmeriCorps programs can be AmeriCorps members or volunteers recruited by
members. However, most (86 percent) of the tutors involved in the AmeriCorps tutoring
program during the 1999-2000 year were AmeriCorps members (Exhibit 2.4).

Exhibit 2.4
Affiliation of AmeriCorps Tutors

Volunteer recruited
by member

5%
Unrelated volunteer

9%

AmeriCorps member
86%

Source: Tutor Questionnaire (n=293).

The tutors were primarily female (85 percent) and ranged in age from 17 to 80, with the
average age 27. Nearly half of the tutors were between 20 and 25 years of age, and another
17 percent were between 26 and 30 years of age (Exhibit 2.5). There were more tutors who
are AmeriCorps members (70 percent) in this 20-30 age bracket than volunteers (42 percent).
Volunteers were more likely than AmeriCorps members to be less than 20 years of age or
more than 40 years of age.

The magjority of AmeriCorps tutors do not have a college degree (Exhibit 2.6). Half of the
tutors have some college education prior to a degree and 15 percent have only a high school
diplomaor GED certificate. About one-fifth of the tutors have a college degree and 11
percent have attended graduate school or attained a graduate degree. A larger percentage of
AmeriCorps members (34 percent) than volunteers (18 percent) have a college degree.
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Exhibit 2.5
Age of AmeriCorps Tutors During 1999-2000

More than 40 years
old
10%

Less than 20 years
old
12%

31-40 years old
12%

26-30 years old
17%

20-25 years old
49%

Source: Tutor Questionnaire (n=293).

Exhibit 2.6
Level of School Completed by AmeriCorps Tutors

College
21%

Some college
50%

Some grad school
8%

Graduate school

3%
Some high school
3%

High school/GED
15%

Source: Tutor Questionnaire (n=293).
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Two-thirds of the tutors have prior tutoring experience in reading or another subject (Exhibit
2.7), while one-third have no prior tutoring experience. There were no differencesin prior
tutoring experience between AmeriCorps members and volunteers.

Exhibit 2.7
Tutors’ Prior Experience

No prior tutoring
33%

Tutored reading

Tutored other subject 57%

10%

Source: Tutor Questionnaire (n=293).

Effective Tutoring Practices

As described in Chapter 1, the research on reading achievement identifies several factors of
classroom instruction and individual tutoring as effective in improving students' reading skills.
This section presents information on the prevalence of these effective practices among
AmeriCorps programs. The study collected information from program directors and tutors
about eight effective practices noted in the literature, which can be grouped into three broad
categories.

Intensity of tutoring:
» Tutoring sessions occur at least three times a week
» Tutoring sessions total at least 1.5 hours per week
» Most of the tutoring is conducted one-to-one with students

Administration/Implementation:
» Tutors use aformal curriculum model in their sessions
» Tutors coordinate their activities with classroom reading instruction
» Tutors meet regularly with the school’ s reading specialist
» Programs evaluate the effectiveness of their tutoring activities

Tutor training.
» Tutorsreceive training both prior to and during the course of tutoring

16 Chapter 2 AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study



In addition to the eight effective practices listed above, we also asked program directors about
the status of implementation. A fully implemented program is onein which al of the
components are available and functioning as planned (e.g., staff are hired and working with
students, materials are selected and on-site, participants are recruited and involved in
activities). We would expect that programs near or at full implementation are more likely to
be successful. Thus, for this study, we were interested in examining the level of
implementation and added thisto our list of effective practices:

» Programisat least moderately or fully implemented.

The prevaence of these nine specific practices among the AmeriCorps programs in the study
issummarized in Exhibit 2.8. More detailed information about each of these broad areas of
effective practices is presented below.

Exhibit 2.8
Tutoring Characteristics Prevalent Among AmeriCorps*State/National Programs

Tutors coordinate activities with classroom reading instruction

1 87%

Tutors receive training both prior and during the course of tutoring

] 80%

Program is moderately or fully implemented

] 80%

Programs evaluate the effectiveness of their tutoring activities

] 73%

Tutoring sessions last at least 1.5 hours

] 69%

Tutors use a formal curriculum model in sessions

] 66%

Tutoring sessions occur at least three times per week

] 53%

Tutoring is conducted one-to-one at least half the time

] 53%

Tutors meet regularly with the school's reading specialist

] 48%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of Programs

Source: Program Director Questionnaire (n=68) and Tutor Logs averaged across 68 programs.
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Intensity of Tutoring

Frequency of Tutoring Sessions
Nearly all of the AmeriCorps tutors met with the students at |east twice a week (Exhibit 2.9).

About half (53 percent) of the program directors reported that tutors met with students at
least three times aweek, which is the amount suggested in the literature for an effective
tutoring program. A quarter of the program directors indicated that tutors met daily with
students.

Exhibit 2.9
Frequency of Tutoring Sessions in AmeriCorps Tutoring Programs

Three to four times a
week
29%

Once a week
3%

Twice a week
44%

Source: Program Director Questionnaire (n=68).

Length of Sessions
Nearly half (47 percent) of the program directors reported that tutoring sessions lasted

between 30 and 60 minutes; another 44 percent of program directors indicated that sessions
lasted between 15 and 30 minutes (Exhibit 2.10). When we consider the length of each
session in combination with the number of sessions per week, we find that the majority of
program directors (66 percent) reported that tutoring was provided more than 1.5 hours per
week. Thetutors own estimates of the length of tutoring sessions were dightly higher.
When asked about the length of tutoring sessions, 69 percent of tutors indicated that they
tutored students more than 1.5 hours per week. Across all tutors, the average length of
tutoring was 2.7 hours per week, with arange from 15 minutes to more than 11 hours per
week. Injust over half of the programs (52 percent), the program director’ s report was less
than the estimate provided by the tutors in that program.™® It is not possible to determine

10 For this analysis, the estimates of the length of tutoring sessions were averaged across tutors in each
program in order to obtain a program estimate that could be compared to the program director’ s report of
intensity.
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whether the program directors were underestimating the intensity of tutoring or the tutors
were overestimating this figure. However, the differences do not appear to be large enough
to raise concerns about either estimate.

Exhibit 2.10
Length of Tutoring Sessions in AmeriCorps Tutoring Programs

60-90 minutes
4%

More than 90 minutes
5%

30-60 minutes
47%

15-30 minutes
44%

Source: Program Director Questionnaire (n=68).

Size of Tutoring Group

More than athird of program directors reported that tutors met with students one-to-one and
another 40 percent indicated that tutoring took place in small groups of two to four students
(Exhibit 2.11). Tutors also provided information about the size of the tutoring group by
indicating the amount of time each week they tutored students individually or in groups.
Using this information, we computed the proportion of time that tutors met individually with
students and averaged this for each program. In 53 percent of programs, tutors spent at least
half of their time tutoring in individual sessions with students. The use of either one-to-one or
small-group tutoring is generaly perceived to be an effective means of providing instruction
because lessons can be tailored to individua students needs.

In the vast mgority of programs, students had the same tutors consistently from session to
session—in 77 percent of programs there was only one tutor per student and in 14 percent of
programs two tutors shared this responsibility. In only nine percent of programs were there
more than two individuals providing tutoring to the same student across sessions. Tutors did
not always work with the same students for the whole year. Although most students (85
percent) had one tutor, a small proportion of students had two (13 percent) or more (2
percent) tutors over the course of the year.

Taken together, this information suggests that most students met with a tutor consistently
over the course of the year either individually or in small groups, which would increase the
likelihood of developing a close relationship with the tutor. In fact, tutors generally rated
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students as having a very positive working relationship during the tutoring session, with an
average rating on this dimension of 3.8 on a4-point scale. In addition, tutors rated students
high on their motivation to learn (average rating of 3.5 out of 4) and their focus and
involvement during the tutoring session (average rating of 3.6 out of 4).

Exhibit 2.11
Number of Students per Tutor in AmeriCorps Tutoring Programs
7 or more
5-6 7%

17%

36%

10%

Source: Program Director Questionnaire (n=68).

Program Administration and Implementation

Program directors and tutors answered several questions about the tutoring program (e.g., the
type of curriculum used, the extent of program implementation, coordination with classroom
instruction), which are discussed below.

Level of Program I mplementation
Program directors assessed whether their tutoring programs had reached full implementation,

defined as having al components in place and operating as planned. One-third of the program
directorsindicated that their program was fully implemented, with another 47 percent
indicating moderate implementation (i.e., most but not al components in place and operating
as planned). Thus, 80 percent of programs could be characterized as either fully or
moderately implemented. Sixteen percent of program directors indicated their program was
partially implemented and another three percent rated their program as only at alow level of
implementation.

Use of Formal Instructional Models
There are anumber of commercialy available instructional models that can be used as part of

atutoring program in reading. Nearly two-thirds of AmeriCorps programs used some sort of
formal model, with many incorporating more than one model. The most commonly used
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models were Reading Recovery, used by 24 percent of programs, and Read* Write* Now, used
by 18 percent of programs (Exhibit 2.12).

Exhibit 2.12
Instructional Models Used in AmeriCorps Turing Programs

No formal model ] 34%

Reading Recovery ] 24%

Read*Write*Now ] 18%

Book Buddies ] 13%

Success for All ] 12%

Reading One-to-One ] 8%

Write-to-Read ] 6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Percent of Programs

Source: Program Director Questionnaire (n=68).

Tutors provided information about the reading and academic activities they undertook with
students. Virtualy all reported helping students with reading comprehension (97 percent) and
mechanics (94 percent), as well as listening to students reading (98 percent). Somewhat less
frequently, tutors read aloud to students (80 percent). Many tutors (73 percent) also helped
students with skills in other areas besides reading.

Coordination with Reading Specialist and Classroom I nstruction
In about half of the programs (48 percent), tutors planned their instructional activitiesin

coordination with the school’ s reading specialist. Among this subset of programs, program
directors indicated that the reading specialist provided the following assistance:™*

= Helped plan reading activities for students' tutors (39 percent);

= Provided ongoing monitoring or consultation during the school year (64 percent);
= Supplied materials (49 percent); and

= Assisted with instruction (53 percent).

The tutorsin most programs (87 percent) also coordinated their tutoring with classroom
instruction, most often through regular meetings with the classroom teacher (100 percent) and
less frequently (24 percent) through formal written contact.

1 Percentages add to more than 100 percent because program directors could indicate more than one type of

assi stance.
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Program Evaluation
The program director questionnaire included one question about whether programs assess the

effectiveness of their tutoring activities. The maority of program directors (73 percent)
reported that they do conduct aformal evaluation. Thisinformation can contribute to
program improvement, which is why conducting an evaluation is one of the effective practices
cited in the research literature.

Tutor Training

Training tutors, particularly those with limited prior experience tutoring reading, is a critical
component of a successful tutoring program. The majority of program directors (81 percent)
indicated that training sessions were conducted before tutoring sessions began; 86 percent
reported that training took place during the provision of services,; and 80 percent noted that
training occurred both prior to and during the program year. More than 90 percent of
directors reported that AmeriCorps tutors received training in reading and reading materials.
In addition, approximately 70 percent of directors reported that tutors received materials or
training in child development.

Training Prior to Tutoring
Tutors answered more detailed questions about the length, provider and subject area of their

training. Prior to the program year, 77 percent of tutors reported participating in training,
which isfairly similar to program directors reports. There were dlight differencesin prior
training experiences for AmeriCorps members and volunteers; nearly 80 percent of
AmeriCorps members reported receiving training prior to the program year, compared with 67
percent of volunteers.

AmeriCorps staff most often provided this training to tutors. More than one-third of tutors
(37 percent) received more than 15 hours of training from AmeriCorps and another 15 percent
received between 6 and 15 hours of training (Exhibit 2.13). In contrast, more than half of the
tutors (56 percent) indicated that they did not receive training from any source other than
AmeriCorps prior to the start of tutoring, and 23 percent received more than five hours of
such training.

Prior to the start of tutoring, tutors received training primarily in reading or general tutoring
skills. About three-quarters (77 percent) of tutors indicated that they received training in
reading prior to tutoring, and 67 percent learned about general tutoring skills. In addition, a
smaller percentage of tutors received training in math (11 percent) or another subject (16
percent). Most tutors received training in more than one subject (e.g., reading and general
tutoring), and very few (3 percent) did not receive training in either reading or general
tutoring skills.
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Exhibit 2.13
Amount of Training Received by Tutors Prior to Program

04 =
60% 56%
50% -
40% 1 37%

29%
30% A °
20% A
15%
13% 14%
9%

% 4 8%

10% 6%
1%
O% L L T T 1
None 1-5 Hours 6-10 Hours 11-15 Hours More than 15
hours

OProvided by AmeriCorps OOther Source

Source: Tutor Questionnaire (n=293).

Training During the Program Year
The mgjority of tutors (85 percent) indicated that they participated in training during the time

they were tutoring.”> There were no differencesin this training between AmeriCorps
members and volunteers.

Almost half of the tutors (47 percent) reported receiving more than 15 hours of training from
AmeriCorps during the 1999-2000 program year (Exhibit 2.14). However, 15 percent
indicated that they received no training from AmeriCorps during the program year. Most
tutors aso received training from other sources during the program year, although of lesser
duration than AmeriCorps training, with about half of the tutors receiving between six and ten
hours of such training.

2 This question was answered by only 183 of the 293 tutors, perhaps because the question was on the second

page of the survey and respondents did not continue beyond the first page. However, since the proportion
reporting training is quite similar to the percentage of project directors indicating that training took place,
the tutor estimates do not appear to be biased by the lower response rate.
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Exhibit 2.14
Amount of Training Received by Tutors During 1999-2000
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Source: Tutor Questionnaire (=183 of the 293 tutors).
Summary

Many AmeriCorps tutoring programs have program characteristics consistent with the
research on effective practices. For example, 80 percent or more of the programs coordinate
tutoring activities with reading instruction, are moderately or fully implemented, and train
tutors prior to and during the course of tutoring. However, not all effective practices are as
prevalent among these programs. Only about half of the programs tutor students individually
and at least three times a week, or have tutors meet regularly with the school’ s reading
Specialist.

The relationship of these effective practices to student outcomes in reading and classroom
behavior will be examined in Chapter 4. The next chapter presents overall student gains from
the start to end of the 1999-2000 program year.
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Chapter 3
Program Effects on Student Achievement and
Classroom Behavior

This chapter presents the findings about the tutoring programs’ effects on students' reading
performance and classroom behavior. Results include gains in reading achievement, teachers
ratings of student reading gains, and analyses of changesin students' classroom behavior.

Student Reading Performance

This section first reports on students gains from pretest to post-test on the Woodcock-
Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised, the standardized test of reading achievement
used in the study. The second part of the section presents teachers judgments about changes
in students' reading performance and classroom behavior.

Standardized Reading Tests

The tutored students at all grade levels improved their reading performance from pretest to
post-test more than the gain expected for the typical child at their grade level. Reading
comprehension and reading skills started out below grade-level; by year-end, students closed
the gap and were reading at or near the grade-level expectation.”® As presented in Exhibit 3.1,
the reading gains, on average, range from 3.7 to 6.6 points, depending on the grade and
reading score. All of the gains are statistically significant, most at the .01 or .001 level.

Exhibit 3.2 displays the average pretest to post-test gains relative to grade-level expectations
for the three grades in the study. The gains are most pronounced for second graders who, on
average, are performing at or dightly above expectations on both reading measures at post-
test. Reading scores can also be characterized in terms of percentile ranks that represent each
student’ s standing relative to the norming sample. For example, on average, first grade
students performed at the 38th percentile at pretest (in other words, 38 percent of the norming
sample obtained lower scores), while they performed at the 45th percentile at post-test, on
average.

These results indicate that students at al grade levels made statistically significant gainsin
reading skills and reading comprehension. At post-test, students in all grades were performing
at or near their grade-level expectations. However, as discussed in Chapter 2, the students

13 Grade-level expectations are based on the grade-standardized scores for the norming sample. These

scores have a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15 at each grade level. At any point in time, by
definition, the expected level of performance for the typical child (i.e., the norming sample) would be a
score of 100. The Woodcock-Johnson tests allow for the conversion of raw scores to several types of
scores. For this analysis, grade-standardized scores and percentile ranks were used.
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Exhibit 3.1

Student Gains on Reading Skills and Reading Comprehension by Grade

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Pretest Post-test Gain Pretest Post-test  Gain Pretest Post-test  Gain

Reading Skills
(word attack and letter/word N=283 N=283 N=278
identification)

Mean 94.5 98.3 3.7 95.0 101.7 6.6%** 95.4 99.4 4.0%*

Std error 1.8 1.3 1.2 14 24 1.8 1.6 24 15
Reading Comprehension
(passage comprehension and N=257 N=275 N=278
reading vocabulary)

Mean 924.1 98.8 4.8%* 96.4 101.5 5.1* 92.7 98.2 5.5%*

Std error 1.7 1.6 15 14 2.0 2.2 1.3 1.7 2.0

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

Source: Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised.



Exhibit 3.2
Student Performance on the Woodcock-Johnson Reading Test
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Source: Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised.
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participating in the tutoring program were, on average, not far below grade-level expectations
at pretest.

In addition to being statistically significant, these gains are large enough to indicate
meaningful changesin reading performance. One way to determine thisisto look at the
standard deviation (or variation around grade-level means) reported by the test publisher. The
AmeriCorp results represent gains ranging from .25 to .33 of a standard deviation. According
to the convention in the field, gains of this size are “small but educationally significant,” which
indicate real improvement in reading skills.™

We a so conducted analyses to see whether gainsin reading varied by students' ethnicity or
gender. With regard to ethnicity, there were no differences in the reading score gains between
White students and non-White students. This was true for both measures, reading skill and
reading comprehension.” Further, these results are consistent across the three grades.

There were, however, some differences in results associated with gender. Second grade boys
showed larger gains in reading comprehension than girls; boys gained 7.4 points from pretest
to post-test, compared to 3.1 points for girls. In addition, first grade boys obtained larger
gainsthan girlsin reading skills (5.4 points from pretest to post-test for boys compared to 2.6
points for girls).

Although there were significant gains on average across all students, there also were
substantial differencesin student gains across the 68 tutoring programs (Exhibit 3.3). The
distribution of average scoresis similar across both test measures. Approximately 30 percent
of the programs had an average gain of 5 or more points. In contrast, about one-fifth of the
programs showed no gain or asmall loss on both tests. Possible explanations for differences
across programs are discussed in the next chapter.

Teacher Ratings of Reading Gains

Teachers rated students improvement on five dimensions: reading comprehension, reading
mechanics, time on task, interest in reading, and interest in school. Thiswas not a
standardized measure, but rather a series of questions designed specifically for this study.
Teachersindicated that the majority of students at all grade levelsimproved “alot” or “some”
over the course of the year as aresult of the AmeriCorps tutoring (Exhibit 3.4). For grade 1

14 We applied the definitions suggested by Cohen in Satistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences

(1988), who proposed that differences of .20 to .50 of a standard deviation correspond to a small effect.
For instance, a five-point gain from pretest to post-test corresponds to a gain of one-third of the standard
deviation (the five-point gain is divided by 15, the standard deviation of the distribution of grade-
standardized test scores in the norming sample).

The non-White group includes students who are Black, Hispanic, of mixed race, or a member of another
ethnic group. These groups were combined in order to have alarge enough sample to conduct statistical
tests of significance.

15
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students, teachers reported that more than 40 percent of students improved “alot” on reading
mechanics, time on task and interest in reading. The same pattern did not hold for second and
third grade students. According to teachers, the extent of improvement in these areas was

Exhibit 3.3

Distribution of Average Program-Level Gains
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Source: Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-Revised, averaged across students within each of 68
programs.

more modest for these students. For reading comprehension, students at each grade level
were more likely to berated asimproving “some” (43 to 57 percent) than improving “alot”
(20 to 31 percent).

Exhibit 3.4
Teacher Ratings of Student Gains by Grade

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Area of Improvement (n-225) (n=215) (n=189)

A Lot Some A Lot Some A Lot Some

Reading Comprehension  31% 43% 20% 46% 22% 57%
Reading Mechanics 42 34 29 42 27 52
Time on Task 42 50 19 53 11 76
Interest in Reading 46 36 26 42 23 54
Interest in School 39 40 19 49 24 49

Source: Classroom Teachers.

To assess the accuracy of the teacher ratings, we matched the ratings with student gains on
the Woodcock-Johnson. For first grade students, teacher ratings of improved reading
comprehension were moderately correlated (.30) with student gains on the reading
comprehension subtest of the Woodcock-Johnson. It isinteresting to note that student gains
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in reading comprehension aso were correlated .35 with improved interest in reading and .31
with increased interest in school. However, teacher ratings of improvementsin reading
mechanics were modestly correlated .20 with gains on the reading skills subtest of the
Woodcock-Johnson. At the second and third grade levels, teacher ratings of student
improvements generally had weaker correlations of less than .20 with gains on the
achievement test. These low correlations may be due to the reliability of the teacher rating
measure, which was designed for this study and may have been too general to capture small
student gains on the reading test. Another factor may be the accuracy of teachers
perceptions of student performance. Either way, these low correlations suggest that the
ratings are not arobust measure and should be interpreted with caution.

Classroom Behaviors

An expected outcome of the AmeriCorp tutoring program is that students would improve
their classroom behavior. That is, the special attention that students receive during tutoring
would increase their sense of self-worth and their interest in school, thereby leading to
improved classroom behavior. To explore these anticipated outcomes on students' classroom
behavior, the study included two standardized teacher rating scales:. the BASE and the
cooperation subscale of the SSRS.

Behavioral Academic Self-Esteem (BASE)

The BASE assesses students' self-esteem across five dimensions;

Student initiative (e.g., willing to undertake new tasks, asks questions when does not
understand);

Socid attention (e.g., quiet in class, speaksin turn);

Success/failure (e.g., deals with mistakes easily and comfortably, takes criticismin
stride);

Socid attraction (e.g., child’s company is sought by peers, acts as leader with peers);
and

Self-confidence (e.g., readily expresses opinions, appreciates own work).

Exhibit 3.5 presents the findings for the BASE for each grade level. The findings are
expressed as standardized scores, where a score of 100 represents the average score obtained
by the standardization sample; this score can be interpreted as the ‘normal’ or ‘average’ level
of academic self-esteem. This measure has separate norms for boys and girls, acknowledging
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Exhibit 3.5

Behavioral Academic Self-Esteem (BASE) Standardized Scores

Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Pretest Post-test Gain Pretest Post-test Gain Pretest Post-test Gain
Boys n=116 n=103 n=65
Mean 90 95 5% 96 95 -1 94 95 Tr**
Standard Error 3 1 3 3 3 1 5 3 2
Girls n=76 n=80 n=74
Mean 103 106 3* 103 101 -2 101 103 2
Standard Error 4 5 2 3 4 3 4 2 3

*p<.05, **p<.001

Source: BASE completed by Classroom Teachers.



that expected behaviors are different depending upon gender. For this reason, the findings are
presented separately for boys and girls.

The patterns of results on the BASE differ for boys and girls across all grades. At pretest, on
average, girlsin al grades scored in the average or expected range for their grade level.
However, boys scored dightly below average at each grade. At post-test, girlsin first grade
made statistically significant, but substantively small gainsin self-esteem, while girlsin the
second and third grades showed no meaningful change. In contrast, boys in the first and third
grade achieved significantly higher post-test scores than at pretest, making gainsof 5to 7
points.

Social Skills Rating System (SSRS)

At pretest and post-test, teachers rated students on the following 10 items that make up the
cooperation subscale of the SSRS:

Uses free time in an acceptable way.

Finishes class assignments within time limits.

Uses time appropriately while waiting for help.

Produces correct schoolwork.

Follows your directions.

Puts work materials or school property away.

Ignores peer distractions when doing class work.

Keeps desk clean and neat without being reminded.

Attends to your instructions.

Easily makes transition from one classroom activity to another.

Aswith the BASE, the SSRS has a separate set of norms for boys and girls. Student
performance on the cooperation subscale was analyzed using two types of scores. 1) raw
scores—a summed score across the 10 items in the subscale, each of which could be scored at
0,1 or 2, for atotal maximum score of 20; and 2) behavior levels (constructed by the
developer of the SSRS) that convert students’ raw scores into three classifications: average,
below average, or above average skills.*®

Exhibit 3.6 presents the results of pretest and post-test ratings by gender and grade level.
There are not consistent and substantively meaningful changes in students' performance;
however, there are several observations:

6 The SSRS does not provide standardized scores for the subscales, although the responses of the

standardization sample are used normatively to classify subscale total raw scores into average, above, or
below average.
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The mgority of students, regardless of gender or grade, were classified as having
average or above average skills on the cooperation subscale at pretest (a range of 54-
75 percent for boys, 75-92 percent for girls).

On average, based on the raw scores, boys scored lower than girls at al three grades
and at both pretest and post-test.

Exhibit 3.6
SSRS: Scores on the Cooperation Subscale
Boys Girls
Pretest Post-test Pretest Post-test
Grade 1 (n=113) (n=73)
Mean (standard error) 11.1 (1.0) 12.3(0.8) 15.5(1.2) 16.5* (1.0)
Behavior Levels
Above Average 8% 4% 22% 33%
Average 52 67 63 55
Below Average 40 29 15 12
Grade 2 (n=95) (n=75)
Mean (standard error) 11.2(1.2) 11.5(0.7) 16.1 (0.7) 15.8 (0.7)
Behavior Levels
Above Average 10% 4% 24% 16%
Average 44 63 68 64
Below Average 46 33 8 20
Grade 3 (n=63) (n=73)
Mean (standard error) 11.6 (1.1) 13.2** (1.1) 15.0 (0.9) 15.6 (0.7)
Behavior Levels
Above Average 11% 11% 10% 13%
Average 64 75 65 71
Below Average 25 14 25 16

*p<.05, **p<.001

Source: SSRS completed by Classroom Teachers.

Third grade boys made small but statistically significant gainsin their ratings. Only 14
percent are rated as having below average skills at post-test compared to 25 percent at
pretest.

First grade girls also made small but statistically significant gainsin their ratings. The

distribution of ratings using the behavior levels indicates that these gains were, for the
most part, the result of an increase in the proportion of girls classified as having above
average skills (22 percent at pretest versus 33 percent at post-test).

Another way to characterize change from pretest to post-test on the cooperation subscale isto
use the behavior levels to identify the proportion of students who improved from below
average to average or above average. As Exhibit 3.7 shows, 71 percent of the students
obtained average or above average ratings at pretest, indicating that most of these students
were aready displaying the appropriate classroom behaviors. It is noteworthy, however, that
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40 percent of the students whose behavior levels were rated as below average at pretest
improved their skills to average or above average at post-test.

Exhibit 3.7

Changes in Students’ Behavior Levels on SSRS from Pretest to Post-test

Pretest Behavior Levels

Post-test Behavior Levels

Pre-Post Status

Average or
Above Average

Below Average

71%

65%

6%

29%

12%

17%

Average or Above =92%

Average

Below Average = 8%

Average or Above = 40%

Average

Below Average = 60%

Remain Average or
Above Average

Decline

Improve

Remain Below Average

Source: SSRS completed by classroom teachers.

Summary

This study included an individually administered test of student reading ability and teacher
ratings of reading performance and classroom behavior. On the standardized reading test, the
Woodcock-Johnson, students involved in the AmeriCorps tutoring program made gainsin
reading skills and reading comprehension at all grade levels. These gains were large enough
to be statistically significant and also represent meaningful changes in reading performance.

Teachersindicated that the magjority of students improved in reading and other classroom
behaviors over the course of year in the AmeriCorps tutoring program. However, these
global teacher ratings did not necessarily correspond to students’ actual scores on the
Woodcock-Johnson.

Two standardized teacher ratings, the SSRS and the BASE, assessed students’ self-esteem
and cooperation in the classroom. In contrast to the changes observed in student reading
performance, there were no such corresponding changes in students' classroom behaviors.
Girls displayed appropriate or typical behaviors at pretest on both the SSRS and the BASE.
Thus, one would not expect substantive gains at post-test. Boys, on the other hand, were
rated by their teachers as displaying somewhat lower than average classroom behaviors at
pretest. On average, only the third grade boys improved their classroom behaviors on both
the BASE and the SSRS at post-test.
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Chapter 4
Factors Affecting Student Reading Achievement

Introduction

The previous chapter reported gains in students' reading achievement overall and by student
characteristics. This chapter focuses on the nine effective practices described in Chapter 2
and examines the relationship of each of these program elements, individually and in
combination, to students’ gainsin reading skills and reading comprehension.

It isimportant to point out that the program-level information was gathered primarily from
program directors’ reports. Tutors provided information on only afew items relevant to
effective practices. Thus, thisinformation addresses what was intended to occur in tutoring
programs.

Effective Tutoring Practices
In Chapter 2 we identified the following group of effective tutoring practices:

Intensity of tutoring:
» Tutoring sessions occur at least three times a week
» Tutoring sessions total at least 1.5 hours per week
» Most of the tutoring is conducted one-to-one with students

Administration/lmplementation:

Tutors use aformal curriculum model in their sessions

Tutors coordinate their activities with classroom reading instruction
Tutors meet regularly with the school’ s reading specialist

Programs evaluate the effectiveness of their tutoring activities
Program is at |east moderately or fully implemented

VVVYVY

Tutor training:
» Tutorsreceive training both prior to and during the course of tutoring

Below we describe the extent to which each of these nine effective practices was associated
with gainsin students’ reading achievement.*’

7" Some of the programs did not supply all the information requested. Rather than exclude such programs

from analyses, we replaced missing scores with the sample' s average score. This strategy allowed us to
include the maximum number of programs available and increase the statistical power necessary to detect
differences. Our final analyses are based on 64 programs and their students.
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Relationship of Effective Practices to Gains in Reading Skill

To investigate the relationship between programs' use of effective tutoring practices and
students’ reading achievement, we conducted multiple regression analysis using a technique
known as Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM).*® This technique is used when the data to be
anayzed are at two levels; for example, in this study, information was collected about
programs and students. Developing models with this technigue allows us to estimate the
effects of variables at both the student and program levels simultaneously (see Appendix C
for more details).

Of the nine effective practices, four were significantly related to gains in students' reading
skills:

» Tutorsreceive training both prior to and during the course of tutoring
» Tutoring sessions occur at least three times a week

» Programis at least moderately or fully implemented

» Programs evaluate the effectiveness of their tutoring activities

For each of these effective practices, students showed significantly higher gainsin reading
skills than students in programs without these practices (Exhibit 4.1). For example, students
who met with their tutors at least three times per week had increases between pretest and
post-test of 2.1 points more than their peersin programs that met less frequently; this
difference is statistically significant (p<.05).

The findings that individually, these four effective practices were related to student gains on
the reading skills subtest raises the question: Do students in programs implementing only
one of these effective practices make the same gains as students in programs with two, three
or al four of these effective practices? Approximately 28 percent of AmeriCorps programs
reported all four effective practices, 43 percent reported three, 13 percent reported two, 9
percent reported only one, and 6 percent did not report any of these program-level
components. Thus, the majority of programs (71 percent) included at |least three of these
effective practices, and very few programs did not engage in any of these key components.

8 Bryk, A.S., and Raudenbush, SW. (1992). Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications and Data Analysis
Methods. London: Sage Publications.
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Exhibit 4.1
Additional Gains in Student Reading Skills Associated with Effective Practices®

Tutors trained both ] 2.3
during and prior to
tutoring

Tutor meets at least ] 2.1
three times per week

Programs are moderately
or fully implemented ]1.8

Program has formal
evaluation

]1.6

0 1 2 3 4 5
Student Gains in Reading Skills

Only those effective practices associated with statistically significant (p<.05) gains are displayed.
Source: Woodcock-Johnson Psycho Education Battery-Revised for student-level gains; Program Director
Questionnaire and Tutor Logs for program-level information.

To further investigate the relationship between these effective practices and gains in reading
skills, we examined whether students in programs implementing all four practices exhibited
greater gains than students in programs that reported three or fewer elements. As Exhibit 4.2
shows, students in programs with all four effective practices gained an average of 5.4 points
between pretest and post-test, which is significantly more than students in programs with
three practices, who gained only 2.5 points; students in programs that reported none of the
four effective practices gained less than one point on the reading test. This suggests that
while each of the four practices are important individually with respect to students' gainsin
reading skill, students in programs with all four effective practices are likely to show the
greatest gainsin reading skills compared to their counterparts in programs that had three or
fewer of these tutoring practices.

Students in programs with three effective practices showed greater gains than did those in
programs that did not report any of the program components. There were no statistically
significant differences in reading skill gains between students in programs with three versus
two, two versus one, one versus none of the effective practices, or any other combinations.
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Exhibit 4.2
The Relationship Between Multiple Effective Practices and Student Gains in Reading Skills

Program has 4 effective
practices* ] 5.4

Program has 3 effective
practices 125

Program has 2 effective
practices ] 2.3

Program has 1 effective
practice 12.3

Program has no effective
practices :l 03

0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Student Gains in Reading Skills

* Programs with four effective practices are associated with significantly higher gains scores than all other groups (p<.05).

Source: Woodcock-Johnson Psycho Education Battery-Revised for student-level gains; Program Director
Questionnaire and Tutor Logs for program-level information.

Relationship of Effective Practices to Gains in Reading Comprehension

We also examined the relationship between each of the nine effective practices and gainsin
reading comprehension. Only one of the program-level components was associated with
significant student gains—coordination with classroom reading instruction—but in the
opposite direction than expected. Specifically, students in programs that reported
coordinating their tutoring practices with classroom reading instruction were less likely to
show gainsin reading comprehension than students in programs whose tutors did not engage
in coordinating activities. This unexpected finding may suggest that tutors who did not
coordinate with classroom instruction may be qualitatively different from those tutors that
did engage in coordination. For example, it is possible that tutors who do not engage in
coordinating activities have more experience and thus may not seek external input from
classroom teachers. It may be having more experience, in this hypothetical example, not the
lack of coordination per se, that is responsible for the greater gains in reading
comprehension. Unfortunately, we do not have the information necessary to test this
hypothesis empirically.

As only one program-level component was significant, we did not examine the pattern of
effective practices in relation to students' reading comprehension.
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Summary

Overdl, the relationship between effective tutoring practices and student reading gainsis
different for the two reading scores. With respect to reading skills, four effective practices
were each significantly associated with gains—programs that met at |east three times a week,
programs that reached fuller implementation, programs that conducted formal evaluations,
and tutors who received prior and ongoing training. Students in programs with all four
practices exhibited greater gains in reading skills than students in programs that reported
three or fewer components. In addition, students in programs with three of the effective
practices showed greater gains than did those in programs with none of the key practices. No
statistically significant differences were detected among programs that reported three versus
two, two versus one, or one versus none of these program elements. This suggests that there
may be a “threshold” effect, where students who experience at least three effective practices
are more likely to show reading skill gains than are those in programs that have less than
three of these practices.

In terms of reading comprehension, programs where tutors did not coordinate their tutoring
practices with classroom instruction were associated with larger student gains. This
relationship was counterintuitive and merits additional exploration and replication. No other
program-level components were significantly related to gains in reading comprehension.
Further summary and implications of these findings are reported in Chapter 5.
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Chapter 5
Summary and Conclusions

The evaluation of AmeriCorps' tutoring program was conducted at atime when there is
considerable public attention on the issue of our students' reading achievement, especially
thosein primary grades. Severa significant federa initiatives seek to improve reading
instruction and reading achievement, and numerous state and local efforts do aswell. Further,
tutoring activities are an integral part of many of theseinitiatives. Given this context, the
findings from this study become even more important.

Reading Achievement

The results from this study indicate that students participating in AmeriCorps tutoring
programs improved their reading performance from pretest to post-test more than the gain
expected for the typical child at their grade level. This finding holds for students at all grade
levelstested. Reading comprehension and reading skills were below grade-level at pretest; by
year-end, students closed the gap and were reading at or near grade-level expectations. Not
only are gains statistically significant, they are also large enough to signify real improvement in
students' reading abilities. In addition, the magnitude of the reading gains was the same for
students of different ethnic/racial backgrounds; there were no statistically significant
differences in the reading score gains of White and non-White students.

Classroom Behavior

The study examined the effects of participation in the tutoring program on changesin
students' classroom behaviors. On two classroom behavior measures, girls displayed
appropriate or typical behaviors at pretest, thus minimizing the likelihood of observing a
positive change at post-test. In general, teachers rated boys as displaying somewhat |ower
than average classroom behaviors at pretest. Only the third grade boys improved their
classroom behaviors on both the BASE and the SSRS at post-test.

Program staff hypothesized that students would improve their classroom behavior as a result
of receiving tutoring services, because the special attention students received through tutoring
would have positive effects on children's sense of worth as well as their interest in learning.
Because the magjority of students in our sample were rated as in the normal or expected range
at pretest, however, our results do not provide evidence to support this hypothesis.

Effective Tutoring Practices

Four program-level effective tutoring practices were related (both individualy and in
combination) to student gainsin reading skills:
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» Tutoring sessions occur at least three times a week

» Tutorsreceive training both prior to and during the course of tutoring
» Programisat least moderately or fully implemented

» Programs evaluate the effectiveness of their tutoring activities

Students participating in programs implementing all four effective practices are likely to show
the greatest gains in reading skills compared to their counterparts in programs that had three
or less of these tutoring practices. The fact that effective tutoring practices were related to
student reading skill gains increases our confidence that these gains can be attributed to the
AmeriCorps program, rather than other program factors that might also explain the
differences in student reading outcomes.

It isinteresting to note that even though students made significant gainsin reading
comprehensive, these gains were not related to program-level effective practices. Instruction
for struggling readers often focuses on the mechanics of reading, which is what the reading
skills subtest of the Woodcock-Johnson measures. These skills are the precursors to reading
comprehension. These results from the AmeriCorp evaluation suggest that effective practices,
such as the frequency of tutoring sessions, may have greater impact on students' reading
mechanics than on reading comprehension.
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APPENDIX A

This appendix has two sections; first we discuss the sampling procedures, then we present the
techniques used to construct program- and student-level weightsin order to generalize the
findings to the population of AmeriCorps tutoring programs and participating first, second
and third grade students.

Sample Selection

In order to produce estimates of the AmeriCorps tutoring program nationwide, a multi-stage
sampling design was implemented that selected programs, schools and students to participate
in the study. After completing this process, our effective sample included 68 programs, 96
sites (76 schools and 20 after-school programs), and 869 children. Since it was
representative, this sample allowed us to generalize the findings to the entire population of
AmeriCorps programs and tutored students through the use of sampling weights at the
program and student level.

Each stage in the sampling procedure is described below.
Stage 1: The Sample of Tutoring Programs

Using information provided by the Corporation, we identified 271 AmeriCorps programs that
provided tutoring in reading to students in some combination of grades one, two and three.
Exhibit A1 summarizes the recruitment of programs into the study.

A nationally representative sample of 145 programs was selected. We stratified the sample
by geographic region and size of tutoring program (i.e., number of students tutored). During
the recruitment of programs, we learned that 37 programs were ineligible to be in the study
and an additional 18 either refused or could never be contacted. The two primary reasons for
ineligibility at this stage centered on programmatic changes made between the 1998-1999
school year in which the Descriptive Study was conducted and the 1999-2000 school year in
which the data were collected for the AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study. We found that
either the program was no longer conducting reading tutoring at al or that the program no
longer supported tutoring in grades 1 through 3. Thisleft us with a sample of 90 tutoring
programs.’

Tests were conducted to assess the representativeness of the program sample. Overall, there were no
significant differences between our program sample and the national population of programs with one
exception, there were dlightly more small programs and dightly fewer medium/large programsin the
sample studied.
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Exhibit Al
Summary of Recruiting Status
Sampled Programs for the Tutoring Outcomes Study

Sampled

Programs
n =145

Excluded
Programs
n=18*

Ineligible
Programs
n=237

Agreed to
Participate
n =90

Research Complete Incomplete Not Serving
Grades 1-3

n=14

No Longer
Tutoring
n=17

Program/Site Scheduling

Pending
Callbacks
n=3

Conflict
n=6

Refusal
n=3

Refusal
n=12

n=71 n=19

Other details:
. Nationally representative sample selected from 21 Primary Sampling Units.
. Current program level response rate = 66%. (Completes/Total sample - Ineligibles)
. Programs that are labeled "incomplete" never provided signed consent forms or were not able to be scheduled for testing by January 14th.
. Of the programs that agreed to participate, 44 (49%) are designated "high quality" programs.
. Current program level refusal rate = 11%. (Refusals/Total sample - Ineligibles)
. * 12 of the excluded programs are refusals
* 3 of the excluded programs are refusal to conduct research in schools
* 3 of the excluded programs are final non-contact

13-Nov-2000
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Stage 2: The Sample of Schools

Our sample of 90 AmeriCorps programs provided tutoring services in 459 sites (363 schools,
96 after-school programs). From this population, we selected a sample of 164 sites, 137
schools and 27 after-school programs. Of these, 128 sitesinitially agreed to participate in the
study. However, we were not able to collect data at 35 locations (representing 22 of the
origina 90 programs), because the schools and after-school sites were unable to obtain
sufficient parental consents in time to be included in the baseline data collection. Thus, our
effective sample at the school/site level consists of 93 sites (73 schools and 20 after-school
programs) representing 68 AmeriCorps tutoring programs.? Exhibit A2 summarizes the
participating schools and after-school programs.

Stage 3: Selection of students

Determining Sample Size. Before selecting a representative sample of participating
students, we had to determine the appropriate sample size needed to address the research
guestions. Severa factors were considered as part of this decision. First, we determined the
power we wanted to have to detect differences from pretest to post-test. Power is defined as
the ability to detect a difference on some measure between two groups, when thereiis, in fact,
such areal difference. Consistent with the standards in the field, we wanted to have at least
80 percent power. In addition, we set the size of the sample to allow for high precision; our
criterion was the ability to detect afive point pretest to post-test difference at the 95 percent
confidence level.

Two other factors were involved in determining the necessary sample size. One involved the
design effect. Because the sample was a clustered rather than a simple random sample, we
needed to increase the sample size in order to adjust for areduction in variation due to the
effects of clustering. Since we could not know the true design effect until all data were
collected, we took a conservative approach by estimating alarge design effect of 2.5
although we expected the true design effect to be somewhat less (perhaps 2.0). Finally, it
was important to alow for some attrition from the sample from pretest to post-test.
Interestingly, while we estimated an attrition rate of 20 percent, our fina attrition rate was
only 8 percent. (Most of the students whom we were unable to test at the end of the school
year had moved and transferred to other elementary schools, often located out of the area.)

Selection of Students. To recruit the study sample from the selected schools and after-
school programs, consent forms were sent home to parents of all students participating in the
tutoring program. The original methodology called for obtaining a complete set of
permissions from each site and then randomly selecting the student sample. However, since
only a subset of students returned signed consent forms, we could only sample from that
subset. In schools/sites where we had more students with signed consent forms than called

2 While 71 AmeriCorps programs participated in the data collection, we were able to obtain a

complete set of datafor only 68 of the programs, which was used for the various analyses.

AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study Appendix A 3



Vv Xipuaddy

‘Apms sawodnQ Bulioin] sdiopuswy

Exhibit A2
Summary of Recruiting Status
Schools/Sites

Sampled
Schools/Sites

don-participating
Schools/sites
n=19

Ineligible
Schools/Sites
n=17

Schedule
Conflict
n=1

Participate
n=128

School/Site Pending Testing Pending Not Serving No Longer Research
Refusals Callbacks complete Grades 1-3 Tutoring Conflict
n=16 n=2 n =96 n=3 n==6 n=7
Other details:
1. Nationally representative sample selected from 21 Primary Sampling Units.
*kkkkkkkkkkkkkkk

2. Current school/site response rate = 65%. (Completes/Total sample - Ineligibles)
3. 32 or 25% of the 128 consenting schools never completed parent consent forms and scheduling.
4. Current site level refusal rate = 11%. (Refusals/Total sample - Ineligibles)



for by the sampling plan, arandom selection of students was made.® In sites where there
were fewer students than necessary for the sampling plan, al students with signed consent
forms were selected. Finally, only those students with data at both pretest and post-test were
included in our analyses. Exhibit A3 displays counts for the population of students
participating and our study sample for each grade.

Exhibit A3:
Population and Sample Counts of Tutored Students
Population of Students

across all Tutoring Students in
Grade Programs Sample
First 31,584 294
Second 34,647 292
Third 35,734 283
Total 101,965 869

The fact that we selected our sample from those students with consent forms raised the issue
of whether the students not returning consent forms (i.e., the non-respondents) differed in
some way from students for whom we had forms. Unfortunately, since we had no
information about the non-respondents, we could not conduct analyses comparing them to
the study sample.

Below, we describe the procedures used to construct the sampling weights needed to
compute national estimates of program effects.

Sampling Weights

To generate national, popul ation-based estimates (either descriptive or impact), each
responding program and student in the sample received a sampling weight. The final
sampling weight combined the basic sampling weight, which reflects the probability of
selection, and an adjustment for non-responding programs, schools/sites, and students. In
this section, we describe the procedure for computing these sampling weights. The
construction of weights was directly linked to the sampling design used to select programs,
sites and students for participation in the study. Hence, we begin with a brief description of
the sampling methods that have been used.

As a consequence of this over-sampling, we have data on more students than called for in the
original sampling plan. These data were not used in computing the estimates of program effects.
However, they were used to strengthen the relational analyses that examine rel ationships among
program characteristics and student outcomes.
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Selection of the Sample

A sample of students in each grade was selected using a four-stage sampling design.
At the first stage, the AmeriCorps tutoring programs were grouped into primary sampling
units (PSUs) or clusters within each census division. A sample of PSUs was selected within
each of these census divisions with probability proportional to the number of participating
studentsin each PSU.
At the second stage, a systematic sample of programs was selected from each selected PSU.
At the third stage, a systematic sample of schoolg/sites was selected from each selected
program.

At the last stage, a systematic sample of students was selected from each of the three grades.

Construction of the sample weights

The basic sampling weight for a student selected in the sample reflects the probability of selection of a
PSU, the probability of selection of a program within a selected PSU, the probability of selection of a
school within a selected program and finally the probability of selection of a student within a selected

school.

Let S; denote the number of studentsin thej th PSU inthei th censusdivision. Let \M; denote the
number of PSUsin thei th censusdivision. Let m denote the number of PSUs selected in the samplein
the i th census division. The probability of selecting the j th PSU inthei th census division is

- S
Pi—mi—
S
M
where 5 = q s; isthetotal number of studentsin thei th census division. The weight to be attached to
=1

thej th PSU is wy = i . Let Nj denote the number of programsinthej th PSU inthei th census
Pii
division. Let n; be the number of programs selected in the sample from the j th PSU in thei th census

division. The conditiona weight to be attached to a selected program in the j th PSU in thei th census

divisonis M This weight will be adjusted for program nonresponse. If out of n; programs, only n.,
Nij

* 1
programs respond and nyj; are eligible nonrespondents, then the nonresponse adjustment is N N

*

Nij
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The overall program weight for arespondent program “k” in thej th PSU inthei th census division is

given by

:iNii nu - nili
pii nii Nij

All national estimates of the characteristics of AmeriCorps tutoring programs were obtained using these

ik

weights. f or example, let p denote the estimated proportion of programs that have a certain

characteristic. Then

gives the estimated proportion.

Let the number of schoolsin the population in the k th program in the j th PSU in the i th census division

be Hix . Let the number of schoolsin the sample be h;y . The conditional weight for a selected school in

the k th program is given by M If we assume that out of h; schooals, h}}k schools respond, and hﬁk
ijk
hak + hiljk

iik

eligible schools do not respond, then the nonresponse adjustment is given by Ay . The

non-response-adjusted conditional school weight is A,-J-kM . Theoverall school weight is given by the
ijk

overall program weight multiplied by the nonresponse adjusted school weight.

For determining student weights, we consider each grade as a separate stratum, since samples were
selected independently from each grade. Let the number of studentsin grade 1 in the | th school in the kth
program, j th PSU and thei th census division be Sy . Let the number in the sample be sy . The

conditional basic student sampling weight is Sk .
Stijki
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The basic student weight was adjusted for nonresponse using the same approach described in the
construction of the school weights. The overall student weight is the overall school weight multiplied by
the nonresponse adjusted conditional student weight.

In summary, the program and student weights will be used to compute the estimates of population

parameters relating to AmeriCorps' tutoring programs and the student participants in these programs.
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APPENDIX B

This appendix describes the measures used in the study along with the rationale used in the
selection process.

The M easurement Battery

The measurement battery used in the study collected information in three broad areas: 1)
student outcomes; 2) characteristics of the tutoring programs and 3) background information
about tutors and students. Each measure is described below. Copies of the instruments
developed specifically for this evaluation are included at the end of the Appendix.

Student Outcomes

To address the research questions, two kinds of student behaviors were measured: 1) reading
proficiency; and 2) classroom behavior. Each measure had to be appropriate for use with
studentsin grades 1, 2 and 3. Each of the outcome measures is summarized below.

Reading skills. One of the central literacy services provided by AmeriCorps membersis
the direct tutoring of reading skillsto children at risk of becoming poor readers. The goal of
this activity isto improve children’ s reading skills. Therefore, one of the primary outcome
measures to be selected was a standardized measure of reading ability. The selected test had
to: @) measure severa reading subskills; b) have an adequate norming sample; ¢) have
acceptable psychometric properties (e.g., reliability and validity); d) be easy to administer;
and e) be well-accepted in the field (i.e., used in comparable studies of at-risk students).

We selected the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery--Revised (WJ-R), agroup
of subtests, many of which address the basic skills for reading." The WJR is an individually
administered test battery designed to assess the intellectual and academic development of
individuals from preschool through adulthood. This recent version includes a norming group
for which data were collected from 1986 through 1988. There are 41 subtests that may be
administered separately or in combination with other subtests; each subtest takes
approximately five minutes to complete. Reliabilities for the subtests are generally above
.90, and the tests have demonstrated acceptable concurrent and construct validity.

A selected group of six subtests was administered to the study sample:
reading skills using the Letter-Word Identification and Word Attack subtests;

reading comprehension using the Passage Comprehension and Reading V ocabulary
subtests; and

' Woodcock, R.W., and Johnson, M.B. (1989, 1990). Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery-
Revised. Itasca, IL: Riverside.
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phonological awar eness using the Incomplete Words and Sound Blending subtests.

Each subtest is briefly described below.

Letter-Word Identification: The first five items involve symbolic learning, or the
ability to match a rebus (pictographic representation of aword) with an actual picture
of the object. The remaining items measure the participant’s reading identification
skillsin identifying isolated letters and words. Inthistest it isnot necessary that the
participant know the meaning of any word correctly identified. The items become
more difficult as they present words that appear less and less frequently in written
English.

Example: Item 13 istheletter “j”. The examiner pointsto it and says,
“What is the name of thisletter?” Item 14 istheword “to.” The
examiner pointsto it and says, “What is thisword?’

Word Attack: This subtest measures a participant’s skill in applying phonic and
structural analysis skills to the pronunciation of unfamiliar printed words. The
participant is asked to read aloud letter combinations that are linguistically logical in
English (or Spanish) but that form nonsense words or low-frequency words.

Example: Items 1-3 are the nonsense words “tiff,” “nan,” and “rox.”
After having explained to the child that some of these words are not real
words, the examiner asks the child to “Read each of these words to me.”

Passage Comprehension: The first four items are presented in a multiple-choice format
requiring the participant to point to the picture represented by a phrase. The remaining
items measure the participant’s skill in reading a short passage and identifying a
missing key word. The task requires the subjects to state a word that would be
appropriate in the context of the passage. The subject must exercise a variety of
comprehension and vocabulary skills.

Example: Item 7 shows a blue book resting on ayellow chair and ared
ball resting on a green box. The sentence next to the illustration reads,
“Something ison the chair. Itisa " The child isinstructed to
“Read this to yourself and tell me one word that goes in the blank space.”
The correct response would be “book.”

Reading Vocabulary: This subtest measures the participant’s skill in reading words
and supplying appropriate meanings. In Part A: Synonyms, the participant must state
aword similar in meaning to the word presented. In Part B: Antonyms, the participant
must state aword that is opposite in meaning to the word presented. Only one-word
responses are acceptable.
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Example: Item 2 of the Synonymsis the word “puppy.” The examiner
says, “Read each of these words out loud and tell me another word that
means the same.” The correct responses for Item 2 would be “dog,”
“doggy,” “pup.” Theinstructions for the Antonyms are similar except the
child istold to “tell me another word that means the opposite.” Item 1is
theword “on.” Correct responses would be “off,” “under,” while incorrect
responses would be “yes,” “in” or “out.”

Incomplete Words: Thisis atape-recorded test that measures auditory closure. After
hearing a recorded word that has one or more phonemes missing, the subject identifies
the complete word. Thistest primarily measures auditory processing.

Example: Thechild hearsltem 2 as“sti_er,” repeated once. The
examiner saysto the child, “Tell me the whole word that sheistrying to
say.” The correct response is “sticker.”

Sound Blending: This test measures the ability to integrate and then say whole words
after hearing parts (syllables and/or phonemes) of the words. An audio tapeis used to
present word parts in their proper order for each item. Thistest primarily measures
auditory processing.

Example: Item 15is“fi-sh”. The child is asked to tell the examiner what
the word is (fish) after hearing the two phonemes of the word.

Preliminary analyses of the scores obtained on the last two subtests, incomplete words and
sound blending, indicated that they were not reliable measures related to students' reading
skill levels. Therefore, we excluded them from any subsequent analyses.

Classroom behaviors. For measures of classroom behavior, we selected ones that: 1) use
teacher ratings (rather than parent or child); 2) focus on adaptive school behaviors such as
cooperation, ability to take turns, rather than manifestations of clinical problems; and 3) are
normed using a standardization sample. Based on these criteria, we selected three measures:
1) the Behavioral Academic Self-Esteem rating scale (BASE);? 2) the cooperation subscale
from the Social Skills Rating System (SSRS);®and 3) several additional questions for the
classroom teacher about students’ reading behaviors in the classroom.

BASE. The BASE measures children’s academic self-esteem by using direct observations
of their classroom behaviors. Teachers rate their students on 16 items that capture the
school behaviors of interest to the study. The measure has adequate technical properties:
1) measures of reliability (ranging from .36 to .75); 2) predictive validity (correlation of

2 Coopersmith, S., and Gilberts, R. (1982). BASE: Behavioral Academic Self-Esteem. A Rating Scale. Palo
Alto: Consulting Psychologists Press.

3 Gresham, F.M., and Elliott, SN. (1990). Social Skills Rating System. Circle Press, MN: American
Guidance Service.
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.50 with the composite score on the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills); and 3) adequate
norming sample of 4,000 children grades K-8.

Example: Item 1is“Thischild iswilling to undertake new tasks.” Item
14 is“This child refers to himself or herself in generally positive terms.”
Teachers rate the frequency of the behavior as “Never”, “Seldom,”
“Sometimes,” “Usudly,” or “Always.”

SSRS The SSRSis designed for teachers to rate children in the areas of Academic
Competence, Problem Behaviors, and Socia Skills. The SSRS has been widely used and
also has been nationally normed with a sample of 2,400 children in grades K-6. We used
one part of the Social Skills section of the test, the 10 items comprising the Cooperation
subscale. Thisinformation provided an additional measure of students' school behavior,
cooperation in a school setting. The Cooperation subscale has strong reliability properties:
1) internal consistency, coefficient alpha=.92; 2) test-retest reliability r=.88 and 3)
interrater reliability, r=.54,

Example: Item 15 is*Uses time appropriately while waiting for help.”
Item 29 is “Easily makes transition from one classroom activity to
another.” Teachers rate the frequency of the behavior as“Never”,
“Sometimes,” or “Very often.”

Teacher perceptions of students' reading behaviors. We developed a questionnaire
specifically for this study that asked teachers to make judgments about changein
comprehension proficiency, changes in mechanics proficiency, time on task while engaged
in reading activities, student interest in reading, and interest in school in general. (See
measure at the end of the appendix.)

Example: Teachers are asked to circle one response for each of a number
of items. Item 2areads, “ Since participating in the tutoring program, |
think my student is more interested in reading.” Item 2bis”Since
participating in the tutoring program, | think my student is more interested
in school.” Responses are “A lot,” “Some,” “A little,” “Not at all” and
“Don’t know”.

Characteristics of the Tutoring Programs

We collected two types of information about the literacy services: 1) program-level
information about the operation and implementation of tutoring activities; and 2) student-
level information about the intensity of the tutoring services they receive. Each type of
information is described below.

Program-level information. The Descriptive Survey provided a basic set of information,
at the program-level, on each literacy program in the study sample. These data were

4

Appendix B AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study



available to use analytically in this evaluation. However, the information was collected in
the spring of 1999 and described the program as implemented in the 1998-99 year. Thus, it
was hecessary for us to update our database on a subset of key items relating to the delivery
of tutoring services in spring 2000 to ensure that we had data that reflected tutoring programs
as implemented in the 1999-2000 year. (A copy of the Program Director Questionnaire
appears at the end of the appendix.)

Student-level information. To assess the extent of implementation at the student level,
we collected information from the AmeriCorps tutors about their tutoring experiences with
students. Tutors completed a Record of Reading Activities with Students twice during the
1999-2000 school year. For two designated weeks, tutors provided information about 1) the
amount of tutoring scheduled and actually received during a week; 2) the types of literacy
activities that took place; and 3) their estimates of student interest, motivation and
engagement in the literacy activities. (A copy of the Tutor Log appears at the end of the

appendix.)
Background Information

We collected two kinds of background information: 1) demographic characteristics of the sample of
students receiving tutoring services, and 2) demographic characteristics of the tutors.

Student characteristics. Field staff recorded students' gender at the same time that they
administered the Woodcock-Johnson. Student ethnicity was provided by teachers as part of
the SSRS/BA SE instrument.

Tutor characteristics. We designed a Tutor Questionnaire specifically for this study that
collected information from tutors about their: 1) age; 2) gender; 3) education level; 4)
previous experience working in an educationa setting; 5) previous experience with tutoring
children; and 6) amount of training they have received from AmeriCorps and other sources.
(See measure at the end of the appendix.)
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I ntroduction to the AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study:
I nformation for Teachers

The Corporation for National Service, the government agency that sponsors AmeriCorps programs,
has contracted with Abt Associates Inc., a nationally recognized research firm with a long history of
studies in education, to assess the impact of AmeriCorps literacy tutoring on the reading
proficiency and classroom behavior of children. AmeriCorps literacy activities are one important
way to respond to President Clinton-s America Reads initiative that calls on all Americans to help
ensure that every child can read well and independently by the end of third grade. The AmeriCorps
Tutoring Outcomes Study is designed to tell us about the effects on students of direct literacy
tutoring through AmeriCorps programs.

In this study, we are following a group of students in first, second, and third grades who are
receiving direct tutoring through AmeriCorps. The students will be followed for a year; at the end of
the year, we will look at whether, over a single school year, students have improved on their reading
skills or their classroom behavior. The students in this study are a nationally representative
sample of students across the country who are receiving this tutoring, which means that what we
learn from the sample of students can be assumed to tell us about all children nationwide who are
receiving tutoring through AmeriCorps.

Your school has been selected at random to be part of this study and several of your students who
are receiving reading tutoring from the AmeriCorps program have been selected to participate from
the school. This means that we will collect information about student skills at the beginning and end
of the school year. Data on students: reading proficiencies will come from a standardized measure
administered individually to students. The AmeriCorps tutors will be providing information on the
nature, content, and duration of their tutoring sessions. These data will be used to help explain
differences in children=s growth in reading skills over the year.

The study also depends on information from teachers about student:=s classroom behavior.
Information from the teachers about student:s classroom behaviors is a critical component for
learning about the effects of the tutoring services. These data will come from two brief teacher
ratings using standardized scales, that will also be collected twice during this school year.

Parent permission has been obtained for all of the students in the study, which allows us to ask you
for this student information. In the analyses and reporting, your name and the names of the
students in the study will never be identified.

We are asking teachers to provide us with the ratings twice during this school year Bonce in the
fall, and again in the springBusing the following three measures:

$ Social Skills Rating System8: Cooperation Subscale (10 items);
$ Behavioral Academic Self-Esteem Rating Scale BASES8 (16 items); and
$ Teacher Perceptions of Students- Reading Behaviors (5 items).

You may be providing information on only one student or on many. The names of the students who
have been selected for the study will be provided to the tutors at the time you are asked to complete
the ratings. These forms are very user-friendly and should take no more than 5 - 10 minutes to
complete for each student. We are aware that we are placing an additional burden on busy teacher
schedules. In recognition of this fact, Abt Associates Inc. will pay you $10.00 for each completed
student packet of 2 forms. Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Any questions about the study or how to fill out the form--please call Shana Cook toll-free at
1-(888) 390-1214




AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study
Instructionsfor Teachers

Please read the sheet titled " Introduction to the AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study: I nfor mation
for Teachers," before completing either of the two teacher ratings for each student in our study.

What you should receive from the AmeriCorps coordinators:

» A list of studentsincluded in the study

> "Information for Teachers' (1 page)

> "Instructions for Teachers' (1 page)

> Teacher Payment Information Form (1 page)

> Teacher Rati ng Packets containing copies of the three ratings for each child:

Socia Skills Rating System: Cooperation Subscale (1 page, front and back)
Behavioral Academic Self Esteem Rating Scale, BASE (1 page, 3 sides)
Teacher Perceptions of Students' Reading Behaviors (1 page)

Please make sure that you have al of these materials before you begin. If you have any questions or are
missing materials, please do not hesitate to ask the AmeriCorps coordinator.

What we need you to do:

Please complete the Teacher Rating Packet, containing the three forms, for each of your students on the
study list. The forms should take no more than 5 — 10 minutes to complete for each student. When you
have completed all formsfor every study student, please return all the forms and packets to the
AmeriCorps coordinator as quickly as possible.

1. Teacher Instructionsfor the Behavioral Academic Self Esteem Rating Scale, BASE
Complete one form of the Behavioral Academic Self Esteem Rating Scale, BASE for each
student to be evaluated. Complete the front and inside pages only according to directions
on the front page. The inside pages contain 16 items relating to the student's academic
self-esteem. Please do not skip any items. Y ou do not need to compl ete the back page.

2. Instructionsfor the Social Skills Rating System: Cooperation Subscale
Y ou should complete one Socia Skills Rating System: Cooperation Subscale, both front and
back for each student to be evaluated. When you have entered the Student and Teacher
Information, please turn the form over and complete rating scale of the student's classroom
behavior found on the back of the page. Please do not skip any items.

3. Instructionsfor the Teacher Perceptions of Sudents' Reading Behaviors
Thisis asimple one-page form to be filled out once for each student. Please do not skip any
items.

Please list the names and grades of all studentsfor whom you have completed a packet on the Teacher Payment
Information form so that we can accur ately compensate you for your timein helping with our study.



Sitel D#:

School Name:

Student Name:

Student ID:

Teacher Perceptions of Students' Reading Behaviors

In your opinion, as a result of the tutoring, how much has the student’s time on task, when
engaged in reading activities, changed. Would you say that student’s time on task is... (Circle
one response)

Very Improved,

Somewhat improved,

The same i.e., no changes, or

Worse than when the student started in tutoring.
Don’'t Know

Please circle one response for each item

below. A

little

Since participating in the tutoring program, |
think my student:...

a. Is more interested in reading.
b. Is more interested in school.

c. Has improved his/her reading
comprehension skills.

d. Has improved his/her reading mechanics
skills (i.e., phonics, decoding, and
vocabulary).

Designed by Abt Associates Inc. Not to be used without permission from Abt Associates Inc.




| ntroduction to the AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Studly:
| nformation for Tutors

As you already know, the Corporation for National Service has contracted with Abt Associates
Inc., a nationally recognized research firm with a long history of studies in education, to assess
the impact of AmeriCorps literacy tutoring on the reading proficiency and classroom
behavior of children. AmeriCorps literacy activities are one important way to respond to
President Clinton-s America Reads initiative that calls on all Americans to help ensure that every
child can read well and independently by the end of third grade. The AmeriCorps Tutoring
Outcomes Study is designed to tell us about the effects on students of direct literacy tutoring
through AmeriCorps programs.

In this study, we are following a group of students in first, second, and third grades who are
receiving direct tutoring through AmeriCorps. The students will be followed for one school year;
at the end of the year, we will look at whether, over a single school year, students have
improved on their reading skills or their classroom behavior. The students in this study are a
nationally representative sample of students across the country who are receiving this
tutoring, which means that what we learn from the sample of students can be assumed to tell us
about all children nationwide who are receiving tutoring through AmeriCorps.

Your school has been selected at random to be part of this study along with a sample of the
students who receive tutoring. We will collect information about these student’s reading skills at
the beginning and end of the school year. Data on students: reading proficiencies will come
from a standardized measure administered individually to students in fall and spring; data on
classroom behavior will come from teacher ratings using standardized scales, also collected
twice during this school year.

The study also depends on information about your tutoring activities with your students.
We need tutors to provide information on the nature, content, and duration of the tutoring
sessions for the students they tutor who are participating in the study. These data will be used
to help explain differences in children:s growth in reading skills over the year. Information
about the tutoring activities with your students is critical to the study and you are the ideal
source of this information. Parent permission has been obtained for all of the students in the
study, which allows us to ask you for this student information. In the analyses and reporting,
your name and the names of the students in the study will never be identified.

We are asking tutors to provide us with this information two times during this school year
Bonce in the fall and again in the springBusing a form we have developed called the Record of
Reading Activities with Students. This form asks you to describe the tutoring activities with
specific studentsBthe ones who were randomly selected from the school to be in the study. This
means that you may be providing information on only one student or on many. The names of
the students who have been selected for the study will be provided at the time tutors are asked
to complete the Record of Reading Activities with Students.

We know you are very busy, so we have tried to make the form as short and user-friendly as
possible. It should take no more than 5 - 10 minutes for each student you are describing. The
Record of Reading Activities with Students is attached, along with more detailed instructions on
how to complete it.

Any questions about the study or how to fill out the form--please call Shana Cook toll-free at
1-(888) 390-1214.




Tutor Instructions
for
Record of Reading Activities with Students and
Tutor Questionnaire

Introduction to the AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study Information for Tutors: Please read
this sheet carefully, as it will save you time while answering our questions. If there is anything you
do not clearly understand, please call Shana Cook at (888) 390-1214, the toll-free number listed at
the bottom of the page, before you begin.

Record of Reading Activities with Students: Each Activities Record form allows space for
describing the tutoring activities for up to 5 students. If you have 5 or fewer students selected for the
study, you will only need to use one of the Record forms. If you have more than 5 students in the
study, you will need to use a second Record form. If you have more than 10 students in the study,
you will need to use a third Record form.

Also, if you need to describe some of your students for the designated week and the rest of your
students for another week, please use a separate Activities Record form for each different week.
We have sent you ten Record forms; you may need only one, or two, etc., depending on the number
of students selected for the study. If you need more than the four Record forms, please call the
number listed on the letter and more will be sent to you overnight.

1. Inthe first box, complete the information about yourself and your program.
2. Inthe second box, please write the names of the 5 students who are being described.

SECTIONS:

I-1l. DURATION AND STRUCTURE OF TUTORING SESSIONS:
Please fill in each section, using one box for each student, if possible in the same order you
filled the Record. From now on refer to the dates assigned by Abt Associates and written in
this section.

[Il. CONTENT OF TUTORING SESSIONS:
For each student circle Y or N to indicate whether you worked on the following literacy
activities. Again, fill in one box for each student, if possible in the same order you filled the
Record.

IV. STUDENT INVOLVEMENT:
For each student, enter a number (1-4) that best describes that student during the tutoring
week selected by Abt Associates. Enter a 9 if you do not know.

Tutor Questionnaire:

Write your name and last name

Write your age

Check only one

Check only one

Check only one

If your answer is YES, answer questions 6a, 6b

If your answer is NO, then go directly to question 7
Check only one

okhwpnE

N



Record of Reading Activities with Students = ==

On the Record of Reading Activities with Students, you will answer a set of questions about the tutoring
activities during a particular school week for each of the students you tutor who have been selected for the
study. We want you to complete these questions during a designated week that is determined in advance by
Abt Associates. For the fall data collection, please fill out the form on your students for the school week

beginning: 237-23

245-246/

Monday, May 8" through Friday, May 12", 2000

241-244/

249-252/

1. Please write your name and the date you fill out this record below. We will assign you a unique
identification number. Your name is linked to this ID number only on a list that is kept at Abt Associates in
a locked file that cannot be accessed by anyone other than senior study staff.

Tutor Name:

1-25/

ID:

26-28/

Program ID:

233/

(To be assigned by Abt Associates)

29-31/

School/Site ID:

32-34/

Posttest: Cycle 2

Date you are filling out this record: / / 3542/

MM /DD/ YYYY

2. If any student misses more than 25%, or a quarter, of his/her tutoring sessions during the specified
week, please fill out the form on these students based on activities during the next 5-day week of
tutoring. Cross out the preprinted date on your form and enter the new dates of the week selected on

the form and in the box above.

On each Record form, the tutoring activities described for each child should all occur during the
same 5-day week. If, for some of your students, you need to describe tutoring activities during
another week, always use a new Record form and substitute the dates of the new week on the form

and in the box above.

3. Before you begin this Record form, please list below the students who are being described. On
the form, you will use one column for each student. You should never be describing two

students in the same column.

Student Number

Student Name

Student ID#

Student 1

43-49/

Student 2

50-56/

Student 3

57-63/

Student 4

64-70/

Student 5

71-771

Thank you for taking time to complete this questionnaire as part of the Tutoring Outcomes Study!

Designed by Abt Associates Inc. Not to be used without permission from Abt Associates Inc. StelD#



DURATION OF TUTORING SERVICES

Thinking about the entire school year, 1999-2000 ... Student 1 Student 2 Student 3 Student 4 Student 5
Name Name Name Name Name
1. Isthisstudent still receiving tutoring servicesin reading? If
student isno longer tutored, answer Q.s1la & 1b. If student isstill Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
tutored, GO TO Q. 2 259 20 a8/ s7el a
la. (If Studentisno longer tutored) When did reading tutoring | *** 2 o s e
end for thisstudent? Please enter dateincolumn. | . A IS — Y R Y/ SR —— /Y IS YA —
1b. (If Student isno longer tutored) Why did reading tutoring 1 = 1 s 1w 1 s 1 s
end for this student? Circle number(s) for reason code(s) in
column. Or, writein reason & student # as other specify below.
2 = 2% 2 % 2 = 2
1. Sudent no longer at school
2. Sudent no longer needed assistance 3 o 3 3 3 3
3. Behavioral problem
4. Tutor Unavailable (e.g., Left Program, llIness) 4 =5 4 4 4 4 @
5. Tutoring program ended
6. Other Specify: /[Sudent #__ 5 268 5 37 5 @ 5 3% 5 40
GO TO NEXT STUDENT & ANSWER ALL OF Q.1
6 = 6 % 6 > 6 6 “v
28&269/ 309-310/ 350-351/ 391-392/ 432-433/
2. Were you the tutor who worked with this student when we tested
hinvher the first time? If no, answer Q.s2a & 2b. If tutor DID NOT Y N Y N Y N Y N Y N
change, GO TO Section I1. 2rol s 552 5ol 43
2a. (If Tutor changed) When did reading tutor change for this | “** e e i o
student? Please enter datein colurn. | Y S Y S Y S Y S y R —
2b. (If Tutor changed) Why did reading tutor change for this 1 2w 1 1 s 1 1w
student? Circle number (s) for reason code(s) in column. Or,
writein reason & student # as other specify below. - - o . »
1. Behavioral problem 2 2 2 2 2
2. Personality conflict with student 3 o 3 % 3 W 3 3 us
3. Tutor Unavailable (e.g., Left Program, IlIness)
4. Scheduling Conflict 4 = 4 2 4 4 4 “o
5. Other Specify: /[Sudent #
GO TO NEXT STUDENT & ANSWVERALL OF Qs1& 2 5 2 5 24 5 35 5 48 5 w7
Designed by Abt Associates Inc. Not to be used without permission from Abt Associates Inc. StelD#




Il. DURATION AND STRUCTURE OF TUTORING SESSION(S)

During the week of:
Monday, May 8" - Friday, May 12", 2000 ...

Student 1
Name

Student 2
Name

Student 3
Name

Student 4
Name

Student 5
Name

1. Number of hours | was schedul ed/expected to work with student.
Indicate total number of hours scheduled, regardless of whether the
student was absent or otherwise unable to participate:

78-81/

109-112/

140-143/

171-174/

202-205/

2. Number of hours | actually worked with student:

82-85/

113-116/

144-147/

175-178/

206-209/

Of the total number of hours | worked with student:
2a. Number of hours | worked with himyher one-on-one;

86-89/

117-120/

148-151/

179-182/

210-213/

2b. Number of hours | worked with himvher as part of
a small group (2-4 students):

90-93/

121-124/

152-155/

183-186/

214-217/

2c. Number of hours | worked with hinvher as part of
alarger group (5 or more students):

94-97/

125-128/

156-159/

187-190/

218-221/

l1l.  CONTENT OF TUTORING SESSION(S)

For each student, circle Y or N to indicate whether you worked on the following literacy act

Ivities with him/her

During this week (Refer to Dates in Section 1.)

Student 1 Con't.

Student 2 Con't.

Student 3 Con't.

Student 4 Con't.

Student 5 Con't.

3. (i) | helped with the mechanics of reading (phonics, decoding)

Y 9%/ N Y 129/ N Y 160/ N Y 191 N Y 222/ N
(i) 1 helped with comprehension of text (vocabulary development,
word recognition, discussing meaning of a passage or story) Y « N Y w N Y w N Y w N Y = N
(ii1) | read aloud to student

Y 100/ N Y 131 N Y 162/ N Y 193/ N Y 204/ N
(iv) I listened to student read aloud

Y 101 N Y 132/ N Y 163/ N Y 194/ N Y 225/ N
(v) I helped with reading of language homework

Y 102/ N Y 133/ N Y 164/ N Y 195/ N Y 226/ N
(vi) I worked with the student on other activities not related to
|iteracy or readi ng Y w N Y = N Y w N Y w N Y 2 N
Designed by Abt Associates Inc. Not to be used without permission from Abt Associates Inc. StelD#




V. STUDENT INVOLVEMENT

For each student, enter a number (1-4 or 8) that best describes that student during the tutoring week of interest (Refer to datesin Section 1):

1 = Usually/most of thetime

2 = Some of thetime

3 = A few times/every now and then
4 = Almost never/never

8 =Don't know

During this week (Refer to Dates in Section 1.)

Student 1 Con't.

Student 2 Con't.

Student 3 Con't.

Student 4 Con't.

Student 5 Con't.

4. Sudent and | devel oped a positive working relationship:
("Positive relationship” includes getting along with me, being
friendly to me, not opposing or arguing with me, cooperating with
me, and going along with my suggestions/activities.)

104/

135/

166/

197/

228/

5. Sudent focused on and was actively involved in activities with me.

105/

136/

167/

198/

229/

6. Student appeared to have (or said that he/she had) learned
something as a result of our work together.

106/

137/

168/

199/

230/

7. Sudent seemed motivated/interested in learning.

107/

138/

169/

200/

231/

8. Student seemed confident about his’her reading/literacy abilities.

108/

139/

170/

201/

232/

V. STUDENT TUTORING END DATE:

11. When will reading tutoring end for this student? Please enter
date in column.

286-293/

_____ YA —

368-375/

_____ YA —

409-416/

_____ YA —

450-457/

_____ YA —

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnair !

Designed by Abt Associates Inc. Not to be used without permission from Abt Associates Inc.
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Site ID#: 13 Tutor ID#: +6(T0 be assigned by Abt Associates)

TUTOR QUESTIONNAIRE |

1
Your First Name Your Last Name
2. Your age: 78 3. Areyou: (check one) 1 D Female 2. D Mae

4. What isthe last level of school you completed? (check one)
1 D Some high school 10/

D Completed high school (or GED)

D Some college (or Associates Degree)

D Completed college

D Some graduate study

o 0~ W DN

D Completed graduate study

At First Administration of Questionnaire:

5. You are: (check one) 1w
1 D An AmeriCorps member
2. D A volunteer recruited by AmeriCorps
3. D A volunteer not recruited by AmeriCorps (although you may be supervised by AmeriCorps staff)

children? (check one)
1 D Yes=» Goto question 6a 2. D No=» Gotoquestion 7 1

6a. If you did receive training, in what subject area? (check all that apply)
1 D Reading 13 2. D Math/Science . 3. D Other subject area .5 4, D General tutoring skills ¢
6b. Estimate the amount of training you have received this school year on how to tutor children

from AmeriCorps and from other sources : (check one in each column)
From AmeriCorps From other sources

1. D 7 Less than 5 hours 1. D s
2. 6-10 hours 2.

3. 11-15 hours 3.

4. D More than 15 hours 4. D
7. Prior to this school year, had you ever tutored before? (check one) 1 D Yes 2. D No 191
7a. If you had tutored before, was it in reading? (check one) 1 D Yes 2. D No 200

6. Before you started tutoring this year, did you receive any training from either AmeriCorps or another source in how to tutor

Designed by Abt Associates Inc. Not to be used without permission from Abt Associates Inc.



Site ID#: 13 Tutor ID#: +6(T0 be assigned by Abt Associates)

TUTOR QUESTIONNAIRE I

1
Your First Name Your Last Name
2. Your age: 78 3. Areyou: (check one) 1 D Female 2. D Mae

4. What isthe last level of school you completed? (check one)
1 D Some high school 10/

D Completed high school (or GED)

D Some college (or Associates Degree)

D Completed college

D Some graduate study

N o M w0 DN

D Completed graduate study

At Last Administration of Questionnaire:

5. Since you started tutoring this school year, have you received any training on how to tutor?

1 D Yes=» Goto question 6 2. D No =» Go to the next page 2

6. Estimate the amount of training you received this school year on how to tutor children from AmeriCorps and from other
sources : (check one in each column)
From AmeriCorps From other sources

1. D 20 Less than 5 hours 1. D -

2. 6-10 hours 2.
3. 11-15 hours 3.

4, D More than 15 hours 4, D

Designed by Abt Associates Inc. Not to be used without permission from Abt Associates Inc.



<PROGRAM NAME>
ID NUMB: #

Program Director Questionnaire

AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study

The purpose of these questions is to collect updated information about several aspects of AmeriCorps
State/National programs that are participating in the AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study during the
1999-2000 year. As you are aware, this study is limited to programs like yours that are providing
tutoring in reading, i.e., activities intended to foster the development of children’s reading ability,
provided either directly (e.g., one-to-one instruction) or in group settings.

1. Atthe current time, approximately, how many students are served at each grade level across all your
program sites for grades 1 through 3?

1. GRADE 1 # of students 4-6/
2. GRADE 2 # of students 7-9/
3. GRADE 3 # of students 10-12/

2. How many members and volunteers tutor children in reading in grades 1 to 3 across all your program
sites?

1. All Sites # of members tutoring in reading 13-15/

2. All Sites # of volunteers tutoring in reading 16-18/

3. Typically, how many days of tutoring PER WEEK are planned for each student to receive tutoring?
(Circle only one response #.)
1. Each day, 19/
2. Once a week,
3. Twice a week, or
4

Three to four times a week
4. On average, how long is each tutoring session planned to last? (Circle only one response #.)

Less than 15 minutes, 20/
15 - 30 minutes,
30 - 60 minutes,

60 - 90 minutes, or

g > w N e

More than 90 minutes

5. Do students typically receive tutoring in reading from ...

1. One individual, consistently from session to session, 21/
2. Two individuals consistently from session to session, or

3. More than two individuals across sessions



<PROGRAM NAME>
ID NUMB: #

6. On average, how many children does a member or volunteer work with in a typical session? (Circle

only one response #.)

One student
Two students
Three to four students

Five to six students, or

a > w N e

Seven or more students

7. Do members receive any materials about and/or training in teaching reading to children?

Reading Materials:

1. YES 2. NO
Reading Training:

1. YES 2. NO

8. Do members receive any materials about and/or training in child development?

Child Development Materials:

1. YES 2. NO
Child Development Training:

1. YES 2. NO

9. Were training sessions conducted before members began provision of literacy services?

1. YES # hours of training
2. NO

22/

23/

24/

25/

26/

27/

28-30/

10. Were sessions conducted during the time in which members are delivering services (e.g., from the

beginning of the academic year to the present)?

1. YES # hours of training
3. NO

11. What, if any, instructional models are used? (Circle response # for all that apply.)

No formal “brand name” model is used
Success For All

Howard Street Tutoring Model
Reading Recovery
Reading One-to-One
Book Buddies
Read*Write*Now
Write-to-Read

Other (Please specify.)

©oNoOswWNPRE

31/

32-34/

35-43/

44-45/



<PROGRAM NAME>

ID NUMB: #

12. Is there an effort to coordinate and align reading tutoring services with classroom instruction?

12a.

1.
2.

Yes —Go to Question 12a. 46/
No

If "Yes," then how is this accomplished? (Circle response # for all that apply.)

1. Regular meetings between the tutor and teacher 47-49/
2. Formal reporting procedures, or
3. Other (Please specify.) 50/

13. Typically, do tutors have contact with the reading specialist at the school?

13a.

1.
2.

Yes — Go to Question 13a. 51/
No

If "Yes," what form does this contact with the reading specialist take? (Circle response # for
all that apply.)

PwbdpE

Reading Specialist helps plan reading activities for the children’s tutor, 52-55/
Reading Specialist provides ongoing monitoring or consultation during the school year,
Reading Specialist supplies materials, or

Reading Specialist assists with instruction for participating students

14. Do you conduct a formal evaluation to assess the effectiveness of your reading tutoring program?

YES 2. NO 56/

15. Please assess the extent to which your reading tutoring program has reached full implementation.
That is, are all the components in place and being conducted as envisioned? Please select the box
that best describes the level of implementation you think your program has reached at the present
time. (Circle only one response #.)

Low level of implementation: most or all parts of the program are not yet fully in place, 57/
Partial implementation: some components of the tutoring program are in place and

operating as planned,

Moderate implementation: most components of the tutoring program are in place and
operating as planned, or

Full implementation: all components of the tutoring program are in place and operating as

planned.

Please FAX completed questionnaire to Shana Cook @ (617) 520-2954. Or, mail it back in the
postage-paid envelope provided as soon as possible.

Thank you for your continued support for our AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study. We look forward to
our spring post-test period with the children in your program.
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APPENDIX C

Procedures and Results of Effective Practices and Student Reading Outcomes

This appendix details the procedures used to examine the effects of program-level tutoring
components on students’ reading achievement using a multi-level regression technique
known as Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM)." Given the data structure of this study,
HLM is preferable to single-level statistical techniques (e.g., Ordinary Least Squares)
because HLM accounts for the bias associated with data structures that are nested (e.g.,
students are nested within programs) and allows the regression equations estimating the
effects of variables at both the student and program levels to be modeled simultaneously.

With the exception of gender, all variables were centered at their grand mean to adjust for
differences among units in the percentage of the given variable. 1n addition, third grade
observations were used as the reference point, thus the intercept represented the expected
outcome for third graders.” For all analyses, data were initialy fit to a“no covariate” (i.e.,
baseline or null) model for each of the two achievement gain scores (reading comprehension
and reading skill). These models tell us whether gains in the reading scores varied across
programs. Analysis of the variance components revealed that there was variation in scores to
be explained at the program-level. Thus, in al analyses, data were fit to atwo-level HLM
model. Level one represented student-level information, including students’ grade and
gender. Level two represented program-level information, such as indicators of effective
practices.

Forty programs had complete data for every program-level predictor. Rather than discard the
remaining 28 schools, we imputed the average program-level score for each missing
characteristic. Programs that were missing information for more than two program-level
characteristics were excluded from analyses. Asaresult, the final analytic sample included
64 programs. In all analyses involving imputed data, we modeled a dummy variable that
represented whether or not a particular characteristic had been imputed for that program.
This allowed us to determine whether the imputation itself was associated with gainsin
reading achievement.

Analyses were performed for each outcome variable (i.e., reading skills gain and reading
comprehension gain). Exhibit C1 presents the regression coefficients and levels of
significance for the models that predict gainsin reading skills. Exhibit C2 displays the results
of one multi-level model that examined the relationship between four effective tutoring
practices and gainsin reading skills. The reference group in thisanalysis (i.e., the omitted
variable) represented the programs that employed all four of the effective practices identified

! Bryk, A.S., and Raudenbush, SW. (1992). Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications and Data Analysis Methods.
London: Sage Publications.

To explore the effects of grade further, we conducted two additional sets of analyses, centering data at grades 1 and 2,
respectively. Results of these analyses were similar to those when data were centered at grade 3.

AmeriCorps Tutoring Outcomes Study Appendix C 1
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Exhibit C1

Two-Level Hierarchical Linear Modeling of the Effects of Program Characteristics on Student Gains in Reading Skills

Parameters

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

Model 7

Model 8

Model 9

Model 10

Fixed Effects

Intercept

3 . 52****

2.35%*

2.37*

2.45%*

2.32%

2.37*

2.39%

2.38***

2.38***

2.61**

(L1) Grade

-1.05**

-1.02**

-.99**

-.99**

-.99**

-1.02**

-1.03**

-1.00**

-1.02**

(L1) Gender

.24

.23

.30

.25

.27

.27

.27

.27

.26

(L2) Whether had a formal
evaluation

2.37*%

(L2) Fully implemented

1.91*

(L2) Meet more than twice a
week

2.07*

(L2)Training both prior and
during

2.21*

(L2)Dummy for imputation on
training

1.74

(L2) No formal program used

-1.40

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
formal program

1.50

(L2) Number of hours tutored

-.05

(L2) Coordinated program with
instruction

-.50

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
coordination

.57

(L2) Tutor had contact with
reading specialist

.99

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
reading specialist

.52

(L2) Proportion of tutoring time
that is one to one

-.93

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
one to one tutoring

-1.68

* p<.05,** =p< .0l *** p<.001, **** p < .0001.




Exhibit C2

Two-Level Hierarchical Linear Modeling of the Effects of a Combination of Effective
Program Characteristics on Student Gains in Reading Skills

Parameters Model 1

Fixed Effects

Intercept 2.35**
(L1) Grade -1.00*
(L1) Gender 0.28

(L2) Program had three effective components -3.10*

(L2) Program had two effective components -3.66**

(L2) Program had one effective component -3.67*

(L2)Program had none of the identified effective components -5.54%**

*p< .05, ** p< .0l *** p<.001, **** = p < .000L.

Note: The reference group is programs that had 4 effective components.

in Exhibit C1. Other multi-level models were fitted to examine whether other combinations
of effective practices differed from each other (e.g., to compare the gain scores of studentsin
programs with three versus two effective practices). Results of the post-hoc analyses showed
that those in programs with three effective practices showed greater gains than did those in
programs with none of the four effective practices (p =.04).

Exhibit C3 displays coefficients and significance levels for the multi-level models predicting
students’ gainsin reading comprehension.
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Exhibit C3

Two-Level Hierarchical Linear Modeling of the Effects of Program Characteristics on Student Gains in Reading Comprehension

Parameters

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Model 6

Model 7

Model 8

Model 9

Model 10

Fixed Effects

Intercept

3 . 77****

1.73*

1.74*

1.74*

1.72*

1.71*

1.74*

1.75%

1.78*

2.23*

(L1) Grade

-1.23*

-1.22%

-1.23*

-1.21%

-1.21%

-1.24%

-1.27

-1.22%*

-1.22%

(L1) Gender

1 . 70***

1 . 69***

1 . 70***

1 . 70***

1.71***

1 . 70***

1 . 73***

1.70**

1.71***

(L2) Whether had a formal
evaluation

2.10

(L2) Fully implemented

1.18

(L2) Meet more than twice a
week

-0.27

(L2) Training both prior and
during

241

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
training

0.43

(L2) No formal program used

-1.01

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
formal program

1.19

(L2) Number of hours tutored

-2.33

(L2) Coordinated program with
instruction

-3.71*

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
coordination

-2.09

(L2) Tutor had contact with
reading specialist

.80

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
reading specialist

-2.24

(L2) Proportion of tutoring time
that is one-to-one

-2.45

(L2) Dummy for imputation on
proportion of one-to-one
tutoring

-3.47*

*p< .05, ** =p< 0L *** p<00L, **** p < .000L.




